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1. Qu. in Gen. 1:32

(Gen. iii. 1) Did the serpent speak in the manner
of men?

First, it is likely that not even in the beginning
of the world's creation were the other animals without
a share in speech, but that man excelled in voice (or
utterance), being more clear and distinct. Second,
when some miraculous deed is prepared, God changes the
inner nature. Third, because our souls are filled with
many sins and deaf to all utterances except one or
another tongue to which they are accustomed; but the
souls of the first creatures, as being pure of evil and
unmixed, were particularly keen in becoming familiar
with every sound. And since they were not provided
only with defective senses, such as belong to a miser-
able bodily frame, but were provided with a very great
body and the magnitude of a qiant.l it was necessary
that they should also have more accurate senses, and
what is more, philosophical sight and hearing. For
not inaptly do some conjecture that they were provided
with eyes with which they could see those natures and
beings and actions which were in heaven, and with ears
to perceive sounds of every kind.

Lekah Tov Bereshit 3:1

Oy WA 3T WY ATINAT L 1IMIZN MID KY OuXa 9K Un3a TaKta DXV
,ADIpT AP T e ATAY L0 AT un3ania 29 3 LW W73 TURA
%3 1wh on% v maaan 2 LYW 12 w1y 23 oA TW? YT M

AnRY INK 2Y naow 0wy YT ata td M onY ouw 02 ,113% 1T°DY 1D

€,.wnan oy aTe aTa o3

Discussion

This midrash explains that the serpent spoke to Eve
in Hebrew. In addition, it is explained that each species
of animal, including the serpent, had a language of its own

which was understood by Adam.
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INTRODUCTION

JEWISH COMMUNITIES IN PALESTINE AND

ALEXANDRIA IN THE TANNAITIC ERA

The Alexandrian Jewish community in the Tannaitic
period, especially in the early years of the Common Era,
flourished in what the historian Victor Tcherikover has
described as an "international atmolphere.'l It was in this
"international atmosphere” of Hellenistic culture that Jews
found themselves faced with the constant threat of assimi-
lation and, concomitantly, with hindrances to their freedom
of religious practice. The individual Jew could now abandon
his ancestral religion and become a Roman citizen with all
of the attending rights and privileges. The exposure to
Hellenistic culture meant that Jews were constantly in the
process of integrating or rejecting Graeco-Roman ideas and
customs, thus the community was faced with the danger of
having its Jewish identity undermined by the acceptance of
foreign cultural elements.

The relative tolerance extended by the Romans to

"old and venerated religions" meant that the Jews could

LIRFARY
WEBREW 11404 FnrienE
POWISH INSTITUTE OF KiliG.oN




2
enjoy religious and social autonomy. This ensured, for some
time, the continued existence of the organized Jewish commu-
nity with synagogues, communal representation, and courts of
law. However, the fact that the Jewish community was a tol-
erated religious community allowed to practice its “ances~-
tral laws" meant that it had to be exempt from participation
in the state cult, which, by the Roman period, took on the
form of the deification of the emperor. The participation
in the cult was not merely a demonstration of religious devo-
tion, but perhaps more importantly, an act of allegiance to
the polis as well as to the Empire. Tcherikover expresses
the Jewish dilemma well when he says:

The God of Israel acknowledged no rivals, nor could
one pray to Him and simultaneously offer sacrifices
to another deity. The cult of the gods was in Jewish
eyes the complete negation of Judaism. The existence
of the Jewish community was therefore bound up with
the exemption of the Jews by the authorities from par-
ticipation in the cult of the Greek [and Roman] deities,
and this was its negative condition.?
Under these conditions, it was inevitable that the privi-
leges of the Jewish community became the cause as well as
the pretext for anti~Jewish feelings, which were incited by
some Alexandrians who pointed to the Jews as foreigners, a

people unwilling to demonstrate their complete allegiance

to the Empire.




Religious tolerance (which initially had been
extended to the organized Jewish community by the Ptol-
emies), as well as the constant exposure to Hellenistic cul~-
ture, gave rise in Alexandria to a Hellenistic variety of
Judaism well before the Roman conquest of Egypt. But it was
under Roman rule that the Jewish community of Alexandria
came to full bloom.

In Palestine, Pharisaic Judaism was characterized by
its claim that it was heir to the Oral Tradition which was
revealed to Moses on Sinai along with the written Torah.

The Torah, especially the unwritten Oral Torah in both its
halakic and aggadic forms, became the preoccupation of the
Palestinian sages. This Oral Tradition--consisting of a set
of hermeneutical rules of Scripture, a corpus of traditional
interpretations of Scripture, and case law that was not
directly dependent on scriptural interpretation--made it
possible for the sages to update scriptural law, and thus
made it relevant for a constantly changing Jewish community
in Palestine. And even though the Palestinian Jewish com~-
munity disintegrated as a political entity after the Bar
Kochba revolt in 135 C.E., the Oral Law, for which the Pal-

estinian sages had become distinguished, persisted and




became the legal foundation of the Jewish community scat-
tered throughout the world.

Palestine was the main center of Judaism during the
Graeco-Roman period. The Temple cult in Jerusalem claimed
the loyalty of Jews throughout the world. Likewise, the
Alexandrian Jewish community also acknowledged its alle-
giance to the Jerusalem cult, but the precise nature of its
relationship to Palestine is a matter of conjecture.

Scholarly opinion is divided about the line of
development taken by the Alexandrian Jewish community.

Erwin Goodenough, for example, claims that two dif-
ferent Judaisms existed in the Graeco-Roman period, one Pal-
estinian and the other Alexandrian, each developing along
its own lines with little if any cultural influence by one
Jewish center on the other. Alexandrian Judaism, according
to Goodenough, was thoroughly Hellenized: Alexandrian Jews
drew on Greek ideas and customs, and they developed a legal
system based on pagan law, rather than on the Palestinian
Halakah.z On the other hand, there are those scholars like
Harry Hblflon,3 who claim that Alexandria was dependent on
Palestine for its cultural development: Alexandrian Jewry

made extensive use of the Palestinian Oral Tradition, both




Halakah and Aggadah, in its religious development. 1In
effect, claim these scholars, Alexandrian Judaism was merely
a variety of Pharisaic Judaism current in Palestine. More-
over, the two centers of Judaism were in constant communica-
tion with each other, with the Palestinian center exerting
much influence on Alexandria. Importantly, though, both
groups of scholars base their contrasting reconstructions of
the Alexandrian Jewish community on essentially one source:
the writings of Philo Judaeus.

Philo: A Source for Alexandrian
Literary Activity

Little is known of Philo's life. It is assumed that
he was born about 25 B.C.E. and died perhaps between 45 C.E.
and 50 C.E. He was a member of a wealthy Alexandrian Jewish
family which enjoyed a leadership role in the community.
When the Emperor Gauis provoked a pogrom against the Jews of
Alexandria, Philo was chosen as the head of the Jewis dele-
gation which pleaded the Jewish cause before the Emperor.
Thus, from his own writings, Philo emerges as a loyal Jew.

What record remains of the literary activity of the
Alexandrian Jewish community is to be found in the thirty-

eight titles that bear Philo's name: four treatises have
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little mention of Jews and Scripture and are devoted to spe-

cial problems in philosophy; three treatises deal with spe-

cial problems of Alexandrian Jewry, and the remaining trea-
tises "are written in the form either of running commentary
on certain books of the Pentateuch or of discourses on cer-
tain topics selected from the Pentatouoh.”‘

Of all thirty-eight treatises attributed to Philo,
two commentaries on the Pentateuch are generally recognized
as bearing a close resemblance to Palestinian midrashim:

Questions and Answers on Genesis and Questions and Answers

on Exodus. The arrangement of interpretations in these two
commentaries follow the order of verses in each of the two
Pentateuchal books upon which they comment, with only se-
lected verses interpreted in the form of questions and

answers. Each verse is introduced with the formulaic

expression, "What is the interpretation of this verse?" and
then two or more interpretations are offered. Generally,

one of the interpretations is literal and the other allego-

rical, with the former resembling the Palestinian Midrash in
both form and content. It is, therefore, because of the

resemblance of Questions and Answers on Genesis to the Pal-

estinian Midrash that I have chosen sections of this work

as the subject for this study.



The Thesis: Content and Method

The purpose of this study was to compare Philo's
treatment of a segment of biblical text with parallel mate-
rial in rabbinic literature, in an effort to (a) determine
whether there is an interdependence between early rabbinic
tradition and Philo, and (b) to confront the question of the
overall relationship between Alexandrian Jewry and Palestine.

This study is divided into three chapters. 1In Chap-
ter I, I have summarized the positions of the two scholarly
views regarding Philo. Special emphasis has been placed on
the position of Samuel Belkin, who has written extensively
about Philo's relationship to the Palestinian Oral Tradi-
tion.

In the next two chapters, Philo's interpretations
are compared to rabbinic interpretations on the same verses.
Using verse indices for rabbinic literature (Hyman's

Sefer Torah Ha-Ketuvah u' Mesorah, Kasher's Torah Schleimah,

Epstein's Torah Tememah), thematic indices (Soncino, Midrash

Rabbah, the index to the Theodor-Albeck edition of Bereshit
Rabbah, Ginsberg's Legends of the Jews), and rabbinic

anthologies (Yalkut Shim'oni, Midrash Ha-gadol, etec.), I

located all the available rabbinic traditions regardin

two biblical passages, and from among these I then sels

L —
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traditions which I found most closely resembled Philo's
interpretations. I then compared these selected rabbinic
interpretations to Philo's interpretations on the same
verses.

3 In Chapter II a comparison is made of Philo's treat-
ment of the "Tree of Knowledge"” episode (Gen. 3:1-24), as
found in Qu. in Gen. 1:33-57, and the rabbinic treatment of
this same story, while in Chapter III, Philo's treatment of
the "Cain-Abel Encounter"™ (Gen. 4:1-15), as found in Que. in
Gen. 1:58-76, is compared to selected rabbinic interpreta-
tions of the same verses.

I began this study of Philo with three presupposi-
tions: the first was that whatever conclusion I would reach
at the end of the study, it would be tentative at best; no
study of a limited sample of an author's writings can claim
anything else. Keeping this in mind, I attempted to avoid
what Samuel Sandmel calls the substitution of the part for
the whole.s My second presupposition was that just because
a conclusion is reached on the basis of a limited sample, it
does not mean that it is invalid, especially when the sample
is relatively large. Accordingly, I chose whole sections

of Questions and Answers on Genesis, which contain a rela-

tively large number of nonallegorical interpretations, and




at the same time are commentaries on complete biblical
stories. My third presupposition was that by comparing
Philo's interpretations of a complete biblical story to the

rabbinic interpretations of the same verses in the biblical

story, I would maximize the possibility of finding similari- |
ties and parallels 15 the two sources. This procedure also

has the advantage of not only showing similarities, but dif-

ferences in the treatment of the same subject matter. After

all, differences do reflect attitudes, as do similarities.

Another methodological consideration is the dating
of rabbinic parallels.

Although we can fix the date of Philo's works, it is '
more difficult to do so with the rabbinic material. All of
our early rabbinic material has come to us in sources com-
piled many centuries after Philo wrote his works. Generally,
it is assumed that early rabbinic material existed in oral
form until it was finally reduced to writing in the Mishnah

Midrash and Talmud. Those traditions reported by early

sages are considered to be reliable, especially if a particu-
lar tradition is found in the name of the same sage in sev-

eral different places, or in the name of different sages who
were contemporaries. Thus late compilations of rabbinic

material are assumed to contain traditions earlier than
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their dates of compilation,
My procedure for collecting the rabbinic material
consisted of locating all the available rabbinic interpre-

tations of Gen. 3:1~24 and Gen, 4:1-15 in the midrashic

collections and the two Talmuds. After locating all the

material, I carefully chose those interpretations which

seemed most similar to Philo's interpretations. Therefore,

in most cases, one rabbinic interpretation is compared to

Philo's interpretation, and in some cases even two. On

occasion, when I could not find what I thought was a rabbinic

interpretation similar to Philo's interpretation, I noted

this in the Discussion section. ’
In comparing the interpretations of Philo and the

Rabbis, I used several criteria: (a) similarity of subject

matter; (b) interpretations of the same words or phrases; and

(c) similarities of exegetical techniques (play on words,

analogies, use of proof-texts, use of technical terminol-

ogy). Thus when all three criteria were met--which means

that the two objects of comparison were for all purposes
identical-~the interpretations were considered parallel.
However, when only one or two elements were found in common
in two interpretations, this was considered merely a simi-

)
larity between them and not necessarily a parallel.
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I have devised the following five-part format to
facilitate the comparison between Philo's interpretations
and the rabbinic material.

From Philo

A full text of each of Philo's interpretations is
provided from Marcus' English translation of Questions and
Answers on Genesis. Each interpretation is preceded and
identified by a number which corresponds to the numbering

found in Marcus' book.

Discussion (of Philo's interpretation)

Whenever a discussion of Philo's interpretation is
warranted--when the text is long, or unclear, or it is use-
ful to list its salient points--it is found immediately

below the translation.

Rabbinic Source

The texts of selected rabbinic interpretations are
provided in Hebrew and Aramaic. If more than one interpreta-
tion is presented, then each one is designated by an upper
case letter. Thus, if two interpretations are offered, the
first is designated A and the second is designated B, and

so on. When one rabbinic interpretation has more than one
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part, each part is designated by an Arabic numeral. Thus,
if midrash A has two parts, the first part is A and the

second part is A

2° and so on.

Discussion (of rabbinic interpretations)

Below the text of each rabbinic interpretation a
discussion follows. The discussion usually involves a para-
phrase and interpretation. When the text needs no discus-

sion, a translation alone is provided.

Evaluation
This is a critical comparison between Philo's inter-

pretation and the rabbinic interpretation.

List of Abbreviations of Primary
Rabbinic Sources

AB Agadat Bereshit

ARN Avoth de R. Nathan

BMR Bamidbar Rabbah

BR Bereshit Rabbah

BRT Bereshit Rabbati, Theodor-Albeck ed.
DR Devarim Rabbah

ER Ekah Rabbah, folio ed,

LT Ber. Lekah Tov Bereshit, Buber ed.

MA Ber. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit, Buber ed.
Mek. Mekiltha De Rabi Ishmael

MHG. Ber. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit, Margulies ed.




PRE
PRK B.

Qu. in Gen,

SD
SER
SR
S8R
8T
Tan.
Tan. B.
Tos.
VR
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Pirke Rabbi Elieser
Pesiktah de Rav Kahana, Buber ed.

Questions 3;9 Answers in Genesis (Philo's
works ci

Siphre Devarim, Finklestein ed.
Seder Eliyyahu (Rabba, Zuga)
Shemot Rabbah

Shir Ha-shirim Rabbah

Sober Tov, Buber ed.
Tanbuma

Tanhuma, Buber ed.
Tosephta, Zuckermandel ed.
Vayyikra Rabbah

Yalkut Shim'oni, folio ed.

Yalkut Shim'oni Bereshit, Yizzak Shiloni ed.,
2 vols. (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1973)
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1V1ctor Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and
the Jews, trans. 8. Appelbaum, a Temple Book (New York:

Atheneum, 1970), p. 298

Zgrwin R. Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo
Judaeus, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Basic Blackwell, 1962).

3H|rry Austryn Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of
Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam,
2 vols,, 4th rev, ed. (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1968), p. 305.

‘Ibido ’ 1:87.

>samuel Sandmel, Philo's Place in Judaism: A
Study of Conceptions of Abraham in Jewish Literature (New
York: KTAV Publishing House, 1971), p. 3.
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CHAPTER I

SUMMARY OF THE TWO BASIC SCHOOLS

OF INTERPRETATION OF PHILO

Philo's relationship to Judaism, especially
Palestinian Judaism, has been delineated in great detail in
the past forty years by several renowned scholars. Among
these scholars, Erwin Goodenough and Harry Wolfson stand
out for their prodigious work, so that any discussion of
Philo must include a careful consideration of their points
of view.

Both scholars represent a long line of scholarly
interpretation which can be traced back about one hundred
years, but both men r:flect opposite tendencies in their
assessments of Philo. Wolfson is representative of a line
of interpretation whose proponents claim that Philo's Hel-
lenism was only superficial. For Wolfson, the cult and
-beliefs of Philo's Judaism was merely articulated in the
language of Hellenism.1 As Wolfson explains, Philo was a
loyal Jew whose Judaism "was of the same stock as Pharisaic

y : : 2
Judaism, which flourished in Palestine" in his day.
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Goodenough, on the other hand, is representative of a line
of interpretation whose proponents claim that Philo's Hel-
lenism was far reaching and not merely an adaptation of
Hellenistic vocabulary. Goodenough goes as far as to
assert that it can be learned from Philo's works that for
some Jews in the Greek Diaspora "Judaism was transformed
into the greatest, and only true, Hystery.“3 For Good=-
enough, then, Philo is a mystic, whose roots are deeply
thrust into the soil of Hellenism.

Scholars subsequent to Goodenough and Wolfson have
generally aligned themselves with one or the other, thus
forming two basic schools of interpretation of Philo. The
survey that follows will summarize the arguments of the two
schools, by examining the works of Goodenough, Wolfson,

Peder Borgen, and Samuel Belkin.

Erwin Goodenough: Philo the Mystic

Erwin Goodenough "approaches Philo more from the
Greek than the Jewish point of view."4 and is "still waiting
to be informed by rabbinists" about whether Philo had "knowl=-
edge of the Oral Tradition of Jewish law as it existed in his
day.“s Philo, according to Goodenough, was a man who tried

to combine the Hellenism and Judaism of his day: his loyalty
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was divided. Whether he is "to be called a hellenized Jew
or a judaized Hellenist"™ is inconsequential to Goodenough,
because he finds that Hellenism and Judaism are "inextric=-
ably mixed" in Philo.6

Unlike Wolfson, who sees Philo as a systematic
philosopher, Goodenough describes him as a mystic:
He insists always and on every occasion that the Jewish
Scriptures taught Greek mysticism in a perfect way
which the Greeks themselves never approximated. To
show this he had to do some amazing things with the
scriptural texts. But he refused to believe that any-
thing so sublime as Greek philosophy and mysticism
could have been unsuspected by Moses and the Patriarchs.
It is in Philo's allegorical interpretations of Scripture
(his reading into the Torah mystical pagan religious notions,
especially those of Platonism and Pythagoxeanism)8 that
Goodenough believes he has found evidence of Philo's mysti-
cism: For Philo, it was the Torah through which God
revealed
+« « «» himself to be the source of a great stream of
Being, as the sun is of light, and made it clear that
the true Judaism is fulfilled only when men recognize
the nature of this deity, and ascend into ever higher
participation in the Being of God thus radiated from
the supreme and ultimately inaccessible One.?
Havirg adopted pagan philosophical vocabulary with which

to discuss the impersonal "philosophical Deity," Philo never

rejected the personal God of Judaism--both God concepts were
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essential to him; nor did he attempt to synthesize these
two God concepts into a "metaphysical system,"™ although he
did try to combine them in his heart.10

Philo's mystical Judaism was not an aberration,
according to Goodenough. Rather, Philo seems to be repre-
sentative of a significant minority, if not a majority, of
Jews living in ancient Alexandria. Goodenough explains that
Philo came out of a Jewish mystical tradition which was born
about two hundred years before his advent, when Jews in the
Hellenistic Diaspora first came into contact with their
neighbor's religion and thought, and became “captivated" by
it. Furthermore, this captivation with foreign religion and
thought was made easier by the peculiar nature of Jewish
monotheism in the ancient world. For, according to Good=-
enough, "the Jewish contribution was the belief that only
the supreme God might be worshipped."ll This meant that
although Jewish monotheism consisted of the belief in one
supreme God, it also in all likelihood shared with its pagan
neighbors the belief in angels and demons who were superior
to men. But it was only to God--the supreme principle
behind all existence--to whom all prayers were addressed,
and not to His lesser helpers. Moreover, Hellenism itself

was gradually becoming monotheistic, so that by Philo's
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lifetime "the Greek pantheon had become transcended by a
single divine principle, to the point that the various gods
appearcd to be only personalizations of different aspects of
divine rule."l2 These factors, then, must have played a
role in the mysticization of Judaism in the Hellenistic
world. Summing up the syncretistic process by which Hellen-
istic Judaism became a Mystery religion, Goodenough says:

Since a Jew could not now simply become an initiate of
Isis or Orpheus and remain a Jew as well, the amazingly
clever trick was devised, we do not know when or by
whom, of representing Moses as Orpheus and Hermes-Tat,
and explaining that the Jewish "Wisdom" figure, by
translation "Sophia," was identical with that "Female
Principle in nature" which Plutarch identified as Isis!
All that now needed to be dore was to develop suffi-
cient skill in alleqory and the Torah could be repre-
sented as the iepor Adyor par-ercellence, whereby Juda-
ism was at once transformed into the greatest, the only
true, Mystery. Moses became priest and hierophant as
well as lawgiver. The door was wide open, and the
Jews, without the slightest feeling of disloyalty, or
the abandonment of their cult practices, could and did
take over the esoteric ideology of the mystic philoso-
phers about them, especially and inevitably the
Pythagorean-Platonism of Alexandria. Indeed they

early claimed, not that they had borrowed it from the
Greeks, bui}that the Greeks originally had taken it
from them.

Thus it was the mystical element, according to Goodenough,
which, above all, characterized Hellenistic Judaism in

Alexandria, Egypt. Although it is impossible to trace the
intermediate steps of its development, we find, says Good-

enough, that the Jewish !ystery is fully developed in Philo.
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The process of Hellenization that transformed Juda-
ism into a Mystery affected every aspect of Jewish life,

including the legal. 1In his work The Jurisprudence of the

Jewish Courts in Egypt: As Described by Philo Judaeus,

Goodenough undertakes to analyze Philo's legal treatise, De

Specialibus Legibus. Here Goodenough concludes that it

appears "at least highly probable that the laws recorded [in

De Specialibus Legibus] correspond very closely to the juris-

prudence of the Jewish Courts of Law in E:gypt."l4
As he does in his other treatises, Philo in De

Specialibus Legibus uses the scriptural verse as a spring-

board for his exposition of law. Here, however, Philo only
resorts to the allegorical mode of interpretation when he
encounters a difficulty, such as the necessity of explaining
away some of the legislation found in the Scripture which is
not enforced in his courts. In addition, when justifying
the inclusion of new laws having equal authority with those
in the original record, or, more commonly, when defending a
Jewish law still used by the Jewish courts, though the law
did not square with the practice of his neighbors, Philo
also uses allegory.l5

In De Specialibus Legibus, Philo demonstrates,

according to Goodenough, "profundity of legal knowledge and
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training” which he used for reshaping scriptural legislation
in order to make Jewish law resemble Greek and Roman law.l6
Goodenough reasons that only external necessity could have
forced Philo to reshape "the practical aspects of the law
« + » lin order to make it] conform to the practical penal-
ties and processes of foreign jurisprudence. . . .”17 Good~-
enough adds:

The situation where such a practical necessity
would have arisen is not far to seek, for it must have
been the daily problem of the Jewish courts in Egypt,
where for generations Jewish jurists had had to rec-
oncile their loyalty to the law of Moses with the prac-
tical necessity of keeping Jews from violating the
fundamental legal principles of their fellow citizens.
There is no guestion for Goodenough that Jewish
courts of law existed and functioned in Egypt. He does
admit, however, that it can not be precisely determined how
much jurisdiction was left to these courts by the Romans.
It does seem likely, explains Goodenough, that Jewish judges
were free to administer Jewish law at least in cases of minor
crime. But in cases of serious crime, Jewish law had to be
adjusted to conform with Greek and Roman law, if the Jewish
courts hoped to retain their jurisdiction in these cases.
As Goodenough explains, this adjustment of Jewish law, which

began during the period of Greek rule over Egypt, was prob-

ably unnecessary in cases where Jewish law was more severe
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than pagan law. The exercise of severe punishment by Jewish
courts upon members of the Jewish community would not have
mattered to the Gentiles. However, non-Jewish Alexandrians
would have been concerned if individuals regarded by them as
criminals had been allowed to go unpunished by the Jewish

19

courts.

According to Goodenough, De Specialibus Legibus was

written for a practical purpose, and not merely as an aca-
demic exercise. External forces dictated that Philo shape
practical Jewish law in conformity with pagan jurisprudence.
Moreover, Philo's juridical activities, reasons Goodenough,
must reflect the juridical activities of the Jewish courts,
which were confronted with the same external forces as was
Philo.20 Goodenough concludes by saying:

Since in the middle of his exposition he [Philo]
bewails the obligation which keeps him in public
office, it seems to me not a remote step for us now
to take to say that the law as he expounds it must
have been that law as it was understood and applied
in those practical courts.?21

For Goodenough, then, Philo's legal decisions are the deci-
sions of the Alexandrian Jewish courts. And only those
decisions which cannot be traced to Greek and Roman law are

assumed by him to be Jewish. He leaves it for the "rabbin-

ists"™ to determine whether these Jewish decisions are
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parallel to rabbinic Halakah.

Goodenough has used his scholarly energies to
explore the Greek side of Philo. 1In so doing, he believes
that he has found in Philo a mystic and a profound jurist.
However, Goodenough contends that Philo's mystical belief
never displaced his loyalty to Judaism, which manifested
itself in a "careful legal observance" of the Law, and by a
rejection of any participation in the cultic rites of the
Mystery Religions and paganism.z2 Philo, then, was a good
Jew, but his Judaism was a Mystery which drew its vital
waters from Hellenism rather than from Pharisaism. It was
from this Hellenized Judaism, believes Goodenough, that

g N 23
Christianity was born.

Harry Wolfson: Philo the Philosopher

In his magnum opis, Philo: Forndations of Religious

Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, Harry Wolf-

son attempts to present Philo's thought as a coherent, uni-
fied, and original philosophy. This Wolfson claims to have
accomplished by the use of the "hypothetico-deductive method
of text e.!'.x.u'ly,"z'll which is a means of reconstructing "the

latent processes of reasoning that always lie behind uttered
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Using this method, Wolfson provides what he con-
siders to be the necessary steps in reasoning--which he
claims must have also been used by Philo=--with which to
unify the seemingly disconnected, incoherent, and frag-
mented form of thephilosophical problems discussed by
Philo.26

According to Wolfson, Alexandrian Judaism and
Pharisaic Jadaism in Palestine, at the time of Philo, had a
common origin in the pre-Maccabean Judaism "which had been
moulded by the activities of the Scribes."27 Alexandrian
Jewry held the Pentateuch to be a divinely revealed docu-
ment, and they translated it into Greek about two hundred
years before the Common Era. 1In addition to sharing a
revealed Torah with their Palestinian brethren, Alexandrian
Jews possessed an oral tradition and "an incipient method of
scriptural interpretation,"” which was originally brought
from Palestine and was shared in common with those who in
Palestine subsequently became Pharisees.28 And because they
never lost contact with their Palestinian brethren, Alexan-
drian Jewry was affected by developments in Palestine. It
was, however, in the Hellenistic environment, according to
Wolfson, that:

Some Alexandrian Jews came into possession of a new
body of knowledge derived from Greek philosophy, and
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out of this body of knowledge they developed a new
method of interpretation of Scripture, to which the
name allegory was given, meaning thereby philosophic
allegory exclusively.?29
The adaptation of the allegorical method of scrip-
tural interpretation by Philo's predecesscrs was facilitated,
according to Wolfson, by the Jewish tradition that a Jew was
not bound to take the Scripture literally. Moreover, alle-
gorical interpretation (which essentially means that the
biblical text is interpreted in terms of something else,
irrespective of what that something else is) was utilized
by the Palestinian rabbis before and after Philo's time,
although these allegories never came to be articulated
philosophically.ao This, as Wolfson explains, was due to
external circumstances:
The Palestinian rabbis of that time, unlike Philo,
happened to have no acquaintance with the literature
of Greek philosophy, and consequently they did nnt
interpret Scripture in terms of Greek philosophy; but
they interpreted it in terms of something else which
they did happen to know, the accumulated wisdom of
ages, their own practical experience and speculative
meditations, the urging necessities of changed condi-
tions of life, the call of an ever-growing moral con-

science, and undoubtedly also repercussions of all kinds
of foreign lore.3l

The allegorical method of interpretation, having
gained popularity with some Alexandrian Jews, came to be

used by them to the exclusion of the traditional method of
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interpretation. These more extreme allegorists rejected any
traditional interpretation of the legal and narrative por-
tions of Scripture, so that in effect they no longer
observed dietary and other practical laws; the practical laws
were simply given a symbolic meaning and therefore there was
no need to translate then into action. On the other hand,
there were some Jews who completely rejected the "philo-
sophical kind of allegory.'32 These traditionalists were
completely satisfied with the traditional method of inter-
pretation, which, by Philo's time, did not mean a literal
acceptance of Scripture. Thus it is between those who
rejected any literal interpretation of Scripture and those
who rejected any philosophical allegorical scriptural inter-
pretation where, according to Wolfson, Philo is to be found.
"It was Philo's purpose, therefore," says Wolfson, "to com-
bine the traditional with the allegorical method, preventing b |
the former from becoming hostile toward the latter and
guarding the latter against breaking itself loose from the

former."33

Having thus reconstructed Philo's Alexandrian Juda-
ism, Wolfson embarks on an extensive analysis of Philo's
writings, in which he finds evidence for Philo's dependency

on a "native Palestinian tradition" for matters of Aggadah
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and Halakah. Accordingly, as Wolfson explains, Philo drew
upon unwritten traditions that are evident in his writings,
and which he refers to by various names. Parallels to these
unwritten traditions, according to Wolfson, are also to be
found in the Mishnah, the Midrash, and the Talmud, all of
which contain oral Palestinian traditions that were com-
mitted to writing long after Philo. However, as he goes on
to explain, much of the material contained in these Pales-
tinian compilations (and sometimes even the literary formu-
lation on this material) "must already have existed in oral
form by the time of Philo."34 Elaborating further, Wolfson
accounts for the parallel traditions in Philo's writings and
the writings of the Rabbis in four ways:

First, some of them undoubtedly emanate from a
common source, the traditions of early Palestinian
Judaism which the Alexandrian Jews had brought with
them from their home country. Secnnd, some of them {
are later innovations independently arrived at by the
rabbis and Philo, owing to the common method of inter-
pretation employed by them. Third, some of them may
have been borrowed by Alexandrian Jews from their con-
tempnrary Palestinian Jews through the various channels
of intellectual communication that existed between them.

Fourth, some of them were probably borrowed by Pales-
tinian Jews from the works of Philo.35

T -

Alongside the traditional interpretations, there
also existed, according to Wolfson, oral and written philo-
sophical scriptural interpretations in Alexandria. It is

very possible that Philo alsc drew on these interpretations
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in his own writings, although the extent cannot be deter-
mined. Nevertheless, it was Philo who brought to full
development the philosophical interpretation of Scripture by
his use of philosophical allegory.36

Wolfson goes on to explain that the external form
of Philo's philosophical writinge resemble the sermons that
originated in Palestine and were delivered orally in syna-

7 A g o .
gogues.3 That is, alongside the tradition of the public
reading of the Pentateuch on Sabbath, there also grew the
custom of orally interpreting selected verses of the Sabbath
Pentateuchal reading. These customs--public reading of the
Pentateuch on Sabbath and the oral interpretation of
selected verses--were brought to Alexandria from Palestine.
Thus Philo had at his disposal a ready external form for his
philosophical writings, which also determined how he was
going to treat philosophical problems. Elaborating on this
point, Wolfson says:

He was guided by the scriptural verses which he hap-
pened to make the pegs upon which to hang his philo-
sophic speculations. One verse may have suggested to
him a topic in the theory of ideas, another a topic in
the nature of virtue, a third a topic in the nature of
the soul, and so on throughout the manifold items in
the various minutiae of problems of philosophy. Phil-
osophical problems are thus invariably presented by

him in fragmentary form. Never does a problem appear
in its full coherent structure; never is it treated as

a whole, 38
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From Philo's fragmented philosophical writings there
emerges for Wolfson a Philo who is a critic of all schools
of philosophy. Even though he utilizes Stoic terminology
and phraseology, Philo is a critic rather than a follower
of the Stoics. Likewise, according to Wolfson, Philo makes
use of the vocabulary of the Greek Mystery religions in his
"description of the beliefs and institutions of Judaism,"
though he condemns them as being licentious and effimi-
nate.39 For Philo, as Wolfson explains, the Law is the only
mystery, and it is by the use of the allegorical method of
scriptural interpretation that "the true knowledge of God
and of virtue is to be extracted from the letter of the
Law. . ."40
In the final analysis, Wolfson's Philo is a pious
scriptural Jew--one who believes in a divinely revealed
Torah--and, at the same time, a "philosopher in the grand
manner."41 For Wolfson, Philo is a reconciler of faith and
reason: The divine wisdom contained in Scripture and the
truths discovered by philosophical reasoning are really two
sides of the same coin, each having a different source and
each being expressed in its own peculiar vocabulary (one is
articulated in nonphilosophical language, while the other is

articulated in philosophical language). Philosophy,




30
according to Philo, is, however, to be subordinated to
Scripture, which offers the immediate and infallible knowl-
edge of revelation; for "human knowledge is limited, and
philosophy, which is based upon human knowledge, is unable
to solve many problems," and is always susceptible to
error.42 Thus it was with the subordination of philosophy
to Scripture, according to Wolfson, that Philo laid the
pattern for medieval philosophy that was to reign for seven-

teen centuries until the time of Spinoza.

Peder Borgen: A Methodological Contribution

Although more modest in scope than Wolfson's Philo,

Bread from Heaven, by Peder Borgen, is significant not only

for its conclusions, but perhaps even more for the methodo-
logical approach utilized in it for the study of sources.
Borgen proposes to "deal with central questions in Johannine
and Philonic research: 1) sources and traditions, 2) form
and style, and 3) origin and interpretation of ideas."s He
proceeds with his study by analyzing in detail only a few
passages in Philo (Mut. 253-263, Leg. all. 162.168, and
Congr. 170. 173-174) and John (6:31-38) in which the 0ld

Testament pericope on manna (the "bread from heaven") are

expcunded.44
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Analyzing the exegetical form in Philo and the
Palestinian midrash, Borgen concludes that both sources
"paraphrased words from the 0ld Testament guotations and
interwove them with fragments of haggadah about manna."45
Moreover, Borgen claims to have isolated and identified with
certainty "the main haggadic traditions" drawn upon by
Philc. 1In addition, the homiletical pattern in Philo,
according to Borgen, resembles the homiletical pattern of
the Palestinian midrash; and both sources contain parallels
in such details as exegetical method and terminology.46

Borgen arrives at several conclusions concerning
Philo's use of sources: (1) "Philo related the 0ld Testa-
ment and haggadic words about the manna to Greek educational
ideas about philosophy and encyclica . . ." and "to Stoic
ideas about cosmic law, Platonic thought patterns of heaven
and earth, soul and body, Greek nhysical terms and Greek
ideas about equality and justice":‘? (2) some of the aggadic
traditioas utilized by Philo are to be found in the written
Palestinian sources, and these traditions "seem to be writ-
ten manifestations of the same story in oral form':48
(3) Philo also used fragments from traditions not found in

49
the written Palestinian midrashim, e.g., Wisd. 16, 20Cff.
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In assessing Borgen's view of Philo's writings, it

would seem that the main thrust of his argument is that
Philo made use of midrashic methods of interpretation and
Palestinian aggadic traditions. 1In addition to this, Bor-
gen has carefully outlined a methodology for analyzing
Philo's commentaries on the Pentateuch, which have hitherto
been considered, by a prevailing scholarly opinion, unamena-
ble to an overall source analysis.so

Samuel Belkin: Philo and the
Palestinian Oral Tradition

Samuel Belkin, in his many scholarly writings, has
expressed the view that "there existed a great dependency of
thought between the Alexandrian and Palestinian Jewish com-
munities and that we cannot regard them as two entirely sep-
arate forms of Judaism.“51 Belkin arrives at this conclu-
sion as a result of studying Philo in relation to the Pales-
tinian Oral Tradition.

In his book, Philo and the Oral Law: The Philonic

Interpretation of Biblical Law in Relation to the Palestin-

ian Halakah, Belkin proposes the thesis that:

The Oral Law which originated in Palestine was not
limited to the borders of Palestine, but was also
known and practiced among the Jews who lived outside
of Palestine, and that Philo's llalakah is based upon
the Palestinian Oral Law as it was known in Alexandria.

-
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Belkin is quick to note that any attempt to examine
the legal system of the Alexandrian Jewish community and
its attitude toward the Oral Law can only be done indi-
rectly, because we do not have any primary sources dealing
with the Alexandrian legal system per se. What indirect
information we do possess is contained in Philo's legal

treatise, De Specialibus Legibus. In the four books of this

legal treatise, Philo offers a detailed exposition of ritual,
civil, and capital laws: the first book contains laws deal-
ing with circumcision, the priesthood, and sacrifices; the
second book deals with oaths, the Sabbath, the Sabbatical
year, the Jubilee, and respect for parents; in the third
book Philo discusses prohibited marriages, adultery, murder,
etc.; and finally, the fourth book contains a discussion of
civil laws, "dealing," as Belkin explains, "with such topics
as judges, witnesses, theft, and deposits; but in part it
deals also with ritual 1aws."53 Belkin justifies the use of

De Specialibus Legibus "as our only guide to the legal sys- 1

tem and institution of the Alexandrian Jews,"s4 on the basis |
of his hypothesis that Philo derived his knowledge of law
from the local Jewish courts in Egypt that followed Pales~-
tinian law, and that the legal decisions contained in De

Specialibus Legibus are, on the whole, based on the decisions
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of these Jewish courts.55 Therefore, it is important to ask
at this point: How does Belkin substantiate his claim for
the existence of the local Jewish courts in Alexandria?
Also, on the basis of what evidence does he validate his
hypothesis that the local Jewish courts in Alexandria based
their legal decisions on Palestinian Oral Law as it was
known to them? And finally, how does Belkin show that Philo
knew and used the legal decisions of these Jewish courts in
his own legal writings?

The existence of the local Jewish courts in Egypt is
verified for Belkin by rabbinic and extra-rabbinic sources,
although he admits "that it is hardly possible to ascertain
how much legal power the Alexandrian Jewish courts had."56
"Philo," adds Belkin, "says only that the power of the gov-
ernment within the Jewish community was vested in a yepovoia,
but he is silent about the exact nature of the Jewish

7
courts."5 In Pseudo-Aristeas Belkin finds "that the local

community (7ni7-fuun) in Alexandria was governed by elders
(mrecBUTepov) and magistrates {ﬁxovueJ01).‘5s And finally,
Belkin, giving Josephus' citation of Strabo's testimony,
says that the Jews of Alexandria were governed by an
ebvabyns-sg It is on the basis of these sources, then, that

Belkin concludes that Jewish courts existed in Egypt; but he

-
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stipulates that on the basis of the evidence at hand, all we
can say with certainty about them is "that they must have
had power to inflict minor penalties on the members of their
community.'60

Having presented his evidence for the existence of
Jewish courts in Egypt, Belkin cites examples in rabbinic
literature for the early diffusion of the Tannaitic tradi-
tion into Egypt, in order to support his claim for the use
of the Palestinian Oral Law by the Alexandrian Jewish courts.
For example, in Sanhedrin 107b it is related that Joshua b.
Perahaya migrated to Alexandria in order to escape the per-
secutions of John Hyrcanus. Belkin finds evidence in this
story for the introduction of Palestinian Oral Law into
Egypt by the second century B.C.E. Commenting on Sanhedrin
107b, Belkin claims that Joshua b. Perapaya "may possibly
have introduced Palestinian law into Egypt."61 Belkin also
finds evidence for knowledge of the Oral Law by Alexandrian
Jews in Niddah 69b. Here it is recorded that when R. Joshua
b. Haninah visited Alexandria in the second century C.E.,
he was asked technical and legal questions by Alexandrian
Jews. On the basis of these questions asked of R. Joshua,

Belkin concludes that "it is evident that the Alexandrian

Jews at that time were well acquainted with the principles
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of the oral traditions."62 From these and other rabbinic
sources, Belkin believes that he has found sufficient evi-
dence upon which to make the claim that the Palestinian Oral
Tradition was well known in Egypt at an early date; there-
fore it is not too unlikely that the Jewish courts in Egypt
could have had access to it.

Acknowledging his debt to Ritter, who originally
postulated the existence of Jewish courts in Alexandria, and
also giving Goodenough recognition for his work in this
area, Belkin explains how his conclusions differ from the
conclusions of these scholars. Ritter was the first scholar
to suggest that Philo based his legal decisions on the local
Jewish courts in Alexandria; however, he arrived at this
conclusion after finding that Philonic Halakah had very few
parallels in the Mishnah and Talmud, and therefore was forced
to postulate a different source for it. This different
source, concluded Ritter, must have been the Jewish courts

63 -
in Alexandria. Belkin says:

[Goodenough] admits the existence of special Jewish
courts in Alexandria. Philo's Halakah, according to
him, is based upon the decisions of these courts.
These decisions, he further maintains, had their ori-
gin in Greek and Roman law, but he admits that, since
not all of them can be traced to Greek and Roman law,
they must therefore have had a Jewish origin.
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Goodenough, continues Belkin, admits that Philo's Halakah
also exhibits discernible Jewish elements. But Belkin adds
that Goodenough leaves the guestion open as to whether these
Jewish elements can ultimately be identified with Palestin-
ian Halakah or whether they are really attributable to an
independent legal development of the Alexandrian Jewish
courts.

Unlike Ritter and Goodenough, who maintain that they
have found little, if any, evidence of Tannaitic Halakah in
Philo's writings, Belkin claims that his comparison of Tan-

naitic Halakah with Philo's legal decisions in De Specialibus

Legibus has yielded many parallel traditions. Belkin goes
even further and claims that most of Philo's legal conclu-

sions presented in De Specialibus Legibus "agree with the
nb65

principles of Tannaitic Halakah. Therefore, the exis-
tence of parallel traditions, agreement in legal principles,
and also evidence for the usage of several of the hermeneu-
tical principles current in Palestine during Philo's time
leads Belkin to conclude that Philo had a "very wide" knowl-
edge of the Oral Law as it was "interpreted by the Palestin-
ian Rabbis."66 lloreover, Belkin reasons that Philo's one

and only visit to Palestine would have been insufficient to

acquaint him with Palestinian Oral Law. But, given the
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contact between Palestine and Alexandria (as it is recorded
in rabbinic sources) and given the existence of local Jewish
courts in Egypt (which he believes were making use of Pales-
tinian Oral Law), Belkin concludes that the source for
Philo's Tannaitic Halakah was the local courts in Egypt. It

was under their influence that Philo wrote De Specialibus

Legibus.s-’

For Belkin, the existence of local Jewish courts in

Egypt following Palestinian Oral Law, Philo's use of the
legal decisions made by these courts, and the reason for

Philo's composition of De Specialiabus Legibus and other

treatises on Mosaic law cannot be separated from an under-
standing of the kind of relationship that existed between
Palestine and Alexandria.

According to Belkin a strong and consistent reli-
gious and national bond existed between the two Jewish cen-
ters. Tt was for this reason that the Alexandrians sub-
mitted to the obligatory shekel dues which paid for the sac-
rifices and upkeep of the Jerusalem Temple. In addition,
collections of firstfruits and tithes were made in special store-
houses in Alexandria and then delivered to Jerusalemby spe-
cially elected representatives of the Alexandrian Jewish commu-

ni.t:y.68 Commenting on Philo's description of the Alexandrian
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Jews' devotion to Jerusalem, Belkin says:

- «» . that the devotion of the Hellenistic Jews towards
the Palestine cult was not merely a matter of loyalty,
but that, in spite of all the forces of assimilation
which exercised a profound influence on them, they
still felt an inner urge to travel to Jerusalem in
order to rededicate themselves to the God of their
fathers and to reunite themselves with their brethren.
Such religious experience and national unity the Dias-
pora Jews could find only in Jerusalem.5?

The religious and national ties the Egyptian Jews
enjoyed with Palestinian Jews can by no means be taken to
suggest that the Egyptian Jewish community was monolithic in
its sentiments toward Jerusalem. The diversity of the
Egyptian community is well illustrated by the existence of
the Onias cult at Heliopolis, whose adherents refused to
recognize the Jerusalem cult as the only legitimatic cultic
center of Judaism. The cult of Onias was but one of several
forces that worked to fragment the Egyptian Jewish community
from within.

In Alexandria itself, there existed several sects
which owed their allegiance to the Jerusalem cult; each
sect, however, interpreted Scripture differently. Comment-
ing on these sects and their method of biblical interpreta-
tion, Belkin says:

As far as we can judge from Philo, there were, however,

actually three sects in Alexandria: (1) the allegor-
ists, who interpreted the Bible allegorically in the
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Sense of the Greek mysteries but remained devoted to

the Jerusalem Temple and cult; (2) the literalists;

(3) the sect to which he himself belonged, who remained

loyal to the entire Mosaic law but who also applied

some kind of allegorical methodé to the Pentateuch.’0

Philo 1s depicted by Belkin as being critical of the
literalists as well as the allecorists. The literalists
were opposed to any but a literal interpretation of Scrip-
ture. The allegorists, on the other hand, only acknowledced
the validity of an allegorical interpretation of Scripture.
For them, the Bible was to be understood symbeolically, and,
as a conseguence of their extreme allegorical method of
interpretation, they rejected the practical biblical legis-
lation as binding upon them. In effect, these Jews were
antinomian, and it was acainst them that Philo reacted most
strongly. Thus the Alexandrian Jewish community was faced
with a sectarian struggle from within, with the various
sects (the literalists, the allegorists, the devotees of the
cult of Onias, ané the group to which Philo belonged) com-
retinc to establish their respective interpretations of
Scripture as authoritative.
The Jews were also faced with an external ereny.

False accusations were broucht acainst them by Gentile

polemicists, who claimed that the Jewish community was an

alien body in their midst. The Egyptian priest Manetho, for
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example, argued that the Jews were descendants of lepers who
had been expelled from Egypt during the time of the Exodus,
and that Joseph, rather than saving Egypt, had brought it to
economic ruin. The deprecation of Jewish origins was merely
one type of anti-Jewish polemic. There also was a polemic
based on the use of Scripture, whereby, according to Belkin,
the Bible was held up to ridicule "by guoting passages in
their literal sense, without regard to the meaning given
them by the Jews themselves.'71 The resultant discrimina-
tion, persecution, and humiliation wrought by these polemics
on the Jewish community eventually caused the Jews to mis-
trust pagan institutions, especially the Roman courts.72

Fear and mistrust, however, were not the sole reac-
tions of the Jews to the polemics hurled acainst them. The
various accusations brought against the Jewish community did
not co by unchallenged, but were met by a line of Jewish
polemicists, the foremost among them being Philo and
Josephus. The responses of these Jewish polemicists usually
took the form of explanations of Jewish history, law, and
customs, coucnhed in allegory and Greek philosophical con-
cepts. Moreover, the Jewish polemics also gave an opportu-
nity for the venting of a missionary spirit, which sought to

bring the Gentiles into the fold by demonstrating the
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superiority of the Jewish religion over the pagan religions.
It was in response, therefore, to the internal and
external pressures to which the Jewish community of Alexan-

dria was subjected, that De Specialibus Legibus and Philo's

other treatises on Mosaic law were written. These writings
served as arguments against heretical Jewish sects, though
they were primarily designed for Gentile readers, who
brought forth the missionary spirit in Philo.73 1t is, how-
ever, in his legal writings that Philo also shows himself to
be a consummate jurist who demonstrates a wide knowledge of
Jewish law as it was interpreted by the Palestinian Rabbis.
Whereas Philo makes use of the allegorical method of inter-
pretation in many of his writings as a means of explaining

the higher purpose of practical law, he does so very rarely

in De Specialibus Legibus and in his Questions and Answers.

which are discussed below. In these writings, his method of
interpretation is more akin to the hermeneutics of the Rabbis
and most of the material, according to Belkin, has its ori-
gins in Palestinian sources found in Tannaitic literature.74
Belkin warns, however, that Philo's seemingly heavy
indebtedness to the Palestinian Rabbis for much of the mate-

rial in De Specialibus Lecibus does not allow us to identify

him with any particular sect. Although it is especially
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striking, according to Belkin, that there is "agreement be-
tween Philo and the Pharisees with regard to the status of a
foreign slave in 1srael, the rules of the calendar, the view
of immortality, the need of waiting 'till even' in the case
of impurity, the laws of antenuptial unchastity, and the
theory that the daily sacrifices were public offering."75
some of Philo's concepts of law can be identified with Sad-
ducean and, in some cases, with Roman and Greek concepts of
law. Yet, on the basis of the correspondences between
Philo's legal decisions and the decisions of the Palestinian
Rabbis, Belkin concludes that, in the main, Philo follows
the legal principles of the Pharisees.

In matters of Aggadah, just as in matters of
Halakah, Belkin believes Philo to have been dependent on a
Palestinian Oral Tradition. Belkin's views--which are sum-
marized here--are to be found in several scholarly articles
in which he discusses the relationship between Philo's non-

allegorical interpretations of Scripture and the Palestinian

midrash.76

According to Belkin, Philo's nonallegorical inter-
pretations on the Pentateuch are of the same type as those

found in our Palestinian sources (the Midrash, Mishnah, and

Talmud). These Philonic interpretations resemble the

= -
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Palestinian midrashim both in style and content. Like the
Palestinian interpretations, Philo's nonallegorical inter-
pretations are either literal or midrashic.

These nonallegorical interpretations are to be found
in great numbers, according to Belkin, in Philo's two writ-

ings, Questions and Answers on Genesis and Questions and

Answers on Exodus. Unlike some of Philo's other writings

which were written by him in order to create a synthesis
between Judaism and Hellenism and to present Judaism in a

favorable light to the Gentile world, Questions and Answers

were written for Jewish readers. Belkin concludes that
these books served at least two functions: they made tra-
ditional scriptural interpretations available to pious Jews
who wanted to deepen their knowledge of scriptural inter-
pretation; and they served as source books for preachers
who could draw upon the interpretations contained in them

. a7
for their own sermons.

The arrangement of interpretations in Questions and

Answers follows the order of verses in these books of the
Pentateuch. Selected verses of the Pentateuch are inter-
preted in the form of questions and answers; each verse is
introduced with the formulaic expression, "What is the mean-

ing of this verse?"” and then two or more interpretations are

S—
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offered. Generally, one of the interpretations is literal
and the other allegorical. It is to the literal interpre-
tation, however, that Belkin draws our attention when he
says that:

[It is] without doubt the earliest Midrash of the
Palestinian sages which made its way to Alexandria,
Egypt. These interpretations are not strictly speak-
ing literal, but rather non-allegorical moral inter-
pretations and sermons, which are, in their type and
structure, like the ones we commonly find in our

Midrashim. 78

The two volumes of Questions and Answers, according

to Belkin, not only preserve some of the earliest Palestin-
ian midrashim for which parallels are to be found in our
sources, but also preserve the traditions that have not sur-
vived in our sources. Therefore, these works of Philo,
claims Belkin, are valuable in any attempt to learn about
the ancient Palestinian midrashic tradition which existed
during Philo's time in an oral form; the traditions found in
Philo atiest to the antigquity of the Palestinian midrash.
Let us, then, now examine the basis for Belkin's claim that

Philo's Questions and Answers serve as sources for an early

Palestinian midrashic tradition.
Belkin's case for Philo's dependence on a Palestin-
ian Oral Tradition rests on an intricate chain of reasoning.

Belkin begins with the claim that there is a parallelirg of

—
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subject matter in the interpretations found in Questions and

Answers and the interpretations found in the rabbinic
sources. Moreover, the guestion and answer form of Philo's
nonallegorical interpretation corresponds, according to

Belkin, to the rabbinic Yelammedenu homily form.79 In addi-

tion, in many places both Philo and the Rabbis ask the same
guestion on the same verse; at times, even, Philo's answer is
the same as that of the Rabbis. Furthermore, since Philo's
interpretations were committed to writing several centuries
before our Palestinian rabbinic sources, Belkin reasons that
those rabbinic interpretations that are found to be parallel
to Philo's interpretations must be at least as old as Philo's
interpretations (Belkin assumes that a midrashic tradition
which survives in a late source is not necessarily a late
creation--it may well predate the redaction of a given
source). Having thus established to his satisfaction that
some rabbiric traditions are at least as old as Philo's
writings, Belkin reasons that the Palestinian provenience of
the rabbinic traditions proves the Palestinian origin of the

parallel traditions found in Questions and Answers. After

all this, Belkin concludes that Philo's literal interpreta-
tions and parallel rabbinic traditions were both drawn from

a common Palestinian Oral Tradition. This Palestinian Oral

il
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Tradition, according to Belkin, made its way to the Alexan-
drian sages who preserved it in an oral form, and, in some
cases, may have even committed it to writing. Philo, in
turn, learned these traditional interpretations from his
Alexandrian teachers and from sermons of the preachers in
Alexandrian synagogues.

Belkin's case does not rest on a chain of reasoning
alone. He has collected midrashim from various rabbinic
sources and compared them to selected interpretations in

Questions and Answers on Genesis and Questions and Answers

on Exodus in an attempt to demonstrate the existence of par-
allel traditions in the two sources. The criteria Belkin
uses in his comparison of sources are "style" and "content."
Let us now turn to several of Belkin's examples of parallel
rabbinic and Philoic trad:itions and examine the evidence he
offers for parallelism in these sources.

Belkin compares Philo's interpretation on Gen. 3:8
(to be found in Qu. in Gen. 1:44) to the rabbinic interpre-
tation in BR 19:8., He first presents Philo's interpretation
and then the rabbinic interpretation:

Here is another of Philo's interpretations on the

verse: "And the man and his wife hid from the Lord Gcd

among the trees of the garden." Philo also interprets
this verse in the style of the Rabbis:

- e 40
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[Qu. in Gen. 1:44] "Why did they hide themselves, not
in any other place, but in the midst of the trees of
Paradise? Not all things are done with reflection and
wisdom by sinners; but there are times when thieves sit
over the theft which they have committed, not seeing
the consequence and that that which lies beside them
and at their feet is already sought and hunted."”

This source appears in the rabbinic interpretation
on, "They heard the sound of the Lord God," which is
the beginning of this verse [that is, v. 8]: [BR 19:8,
Soncino translation]) "For wayyishme'u (and they heard)
read wayyashmi'u (and they caused to hear): they heard
the voice of the trees saying, 'Lo the deceiver who
deceived his Creator!'"”

Both [sources) include the sin within the definition
of theft. But for Philo they [Adam and Eve] behave like
thieves, and for the Rabbis the trees announce the
theft.80

liowever, does not the scriptural verse itself intimate that
Adam and Eve stole the fruit and that they are thieves? If
so, is it not likely that the similarity between Philo's
interpretation and the rabbinic interpretation arises from
the Scripture itself, rather than necessarily from a common
oral tradition?

Belkin presents another example that he believes is
a parallel between Philo and the Rabbis:

"Why does He who knows all things, ask Adam 'Where

art thou'" (Gen. 3:9), and why does He not also ask the

woman?

[Qu. in Gen. 1:45]) "The things said appear to be not
a question but a kind of threat and reproach: where art

— &}
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thou now, from what good hast thou removed thyself, O
man!; giving up immortality and a blessed life, thou
hast gone over to death and unhappiness, in which thou
hast been buried. But the woman He did not consider it
fitting to question, althouch she was the beginning of
evil and led him (man) into a life of vileness."

Philo's interpretation is parallel to rabbinic
Midrash: |[MHG Ber. 3:9] "And R. Judah said in the
name of Rav: Adam was a Sadducee, for it is said in
Scripture, 'The Lord God called out to the man and said
to him, "Where are you?"' How was your heart turned?"
[BR 19:9, Soncino translation] "'The Lord God called
out to the man and said to him, "Where are you?"' [Gen.
3:9] 'How ( ) hast thou fallen! Yesterday (thou
wast ruled) by My will, and now by the will of the ser-
pent; yesterday (thou didst extend) from one end of the
world to the other, whereas now (thou canst hide)
AMONGST THE TREES OF THE GARDEN!'" [MHG Ber. 3:9] "'And
He said to him, "Where are You?"' [3:9]. . . . Another
interpretation, "Where are you?" (n22x), and He
bewailed him with "a2*K."81 T

Both Philo and the Rabbis interpret "Where are you?" (ﬂe:g)
as a kind of reproach. But does not the context of the word
imply as much?--God knows where Adam is to be found. There-
fore, would not an astute exegete irmediately seize upon the
word Wa?K? It would seem that the similarity between Philo
and the Rabbis could just as well be due to coincidence,
rather than necessarily being based on a common aggadic tra-
dition.

According to Belkin, Philo's interpretation on Gen.
4:11 (the Cain-Abel encounter), found in Qu. in Gen. 1.71,

has a rabbinic parallel:
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[Qu. in Gen. 1:71] "Why does he (Cain) become
accursed upon the earth?"

"The earth is the last of the parts of the universe.
Accordingly, if this curses him, it is understandable
that appropriate curses will be laid upon him by the
other elements as well, namely by springs, rivers, sea,
air, winds, fire, light, the sun, the moon, the stars
and the whole heaven together. For inanimate and ter-
restrial nature opposes and revolts against wrongdoing,
will not purer natures do so still more?"

Here in Philo, we learn that the earth cursed Cain
and withheld its produce from him. But the earth itself,
however, was not cursed. And this source is also found
in rabbinic literature on the interpretation of Gen.
4:12: [BR 22:10] "'If you till the soil, it shall no
longer yield its strength to you' [Gen. 4:12]:

R. Elazar says, 'To you it will not yield; to another
it will yield.'"82

Philo's interpretation of Gen. 4:11 and the rabbinic irter=-
pretation of Gen. 4:12 are similar: The earth will turn
against Cain by withholding its produce from him. Neither
source, however, discusses the curse placed on the earth.
For Belkin this is an indication that both sources have a
common tradition. However, is it not just as plausible that
both Philo and the Rabbis have merely chosen to focus on
Cain's curse to the exclusion of the curse on the earth,
especially since the curse on the earth had already been
discussed in Gen. 3:17 in connection with God's curse on
Adam? Moreover, Scripture itself makes it clear that the

earth will withhold its produce from Cain, and therefore
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there is no need to attribute the similar interpretations in
Philo and the Rabbis to a common source.

Belkin claims that the passages he has culled from
Philo and the rabbinic sources are parallel in both form and
content. Moreover, he concludes that the existence of these
parallels in Philo and the Rabbis prove that both drew on a
common Palestinian Oral Tradition. For Belkin, parallelism
is equated with dependence. However, a serious objection
must be raised to this conclusion: 1Is it not just as likely
that Philo and the Rabbis arrived at parallel interpreta-
tions independently of each other, especially since both
were interpreting the same sacred text, the Pentateuch?
And thus having the Pentateuch as a common source for inter=-
pretation, both Philo and the Rabbis were confronted by the
same theological and textual problems, which could have well
given rise to parallel interpretations. With this possi-
bility for parallel interpretations, it cannot be automati=-
cally concluded that parallelism guarantees dependency by

one source on another.
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CHAPTER II

THE TREE OF KNOWLEDGE EPISODE (GEN. 3:1-24):

AS INTERPRETED BY PHILO AND THE RABBIS

In the previous chapter, the positions of the two
basic schools of iInterpretation of Philo were summarized,
with special attention given to Samuel Belkin's position.
Therefore let us now critically compare against this back-
ground, in this and the following chapter, Philo's treatment
of a segment of biblical text with parallel material in rab-
binic literature, with an eye to any similarities or paral-
lels which may indicate an interdependence between Philo and
the Rabbis.

In this chapter, a critical comparison is made be-
ween Philo's interpretation of Gen. 3:1-24 ("The Tree of

Knowledge Episode"), as found in his Qu. in Gen. 1:32-57, and
selected parallel material in rabbinic sources. The selec-

tion of Qu. in Gen. 1:32-57 for this critical comparison was
conditioned by the relatively large number of nonallegorical
interpretations it contains; these interpretations are simi-

lar to the rabbinic midrashim in form and content, and are

amenable to comparison with rabbinic material.

_—
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Evaluation

Both Philo and this midrash attempt to account for
for the serpent's ability to communicate with Eve. Accord-
ing to the midrash, only the serpent and no other animal
was able to speak Hebrew, although each species of animal
had its own language. Philo, however, while conceding the
possibility that animals might have been able to speak at
the beginning of creation, does not specify the language
spoken by the serpent to Eve.

Although there is a similarity between Philo and
this midrash, it is not necessarily indicative of a borrow-
ing by one source from the other. The mere fact that the
Scripture states that the serpent spoke to Eve limits the
number of possible interpretations that can be made, and

hence the similarity between Philo and this midrash.

2. Qu. in Gen, 1:33

(Gen. iii. 1) Why does the serpent speak to the
woman and not to the man?

In order that they may be potentially mortal he
deceives by trickery and artfulness. And woman is
more accustomed to be deceived than man. For his
judgment, like his body, is masculine and is capable
of dissolving or destroying the designs of deception;
but the judgment of woman is more feminine, and because
of softness she easily gives way and is taken in by
plausible falsehoods which resemble the truth. Accord-
ingly, since in old age the serpent casts off his skin
from the top of his head to his tail, by casting it,
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he reproaches man, for he has exchanged death for

immortality. From his bestial nature he is renewed

and adjusts himself to different times. Seeing this,

she was deceived, though she ought to have looked, as

if at an example, at him who practised strategems and

trickery, and tc have obtained ageless and unfading

life.
Discussion

Philo assumes that woman, by her very nature, is

more eacily deceived than man: masculinity (hardness) sym-
bolizes the ability to penetrate and destroy deception and
falsehood, whereas femininity (softness) symbolizes suscep=-
tibility to deception and falsehood. Woman's susceptibility
is played upon by the serpent: he makes himself seem trust-
worthy to her by displaying his adaptive and regenerative

powers (shedding his skin). He does this in order to

: 3
deprive her and man of their immortality.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:1

ADIRY P TIX OR WX 1BIY 172V 1372 gnIa I LI0GT R TR
WP XMW 7390 OWA Yy YR2UY N 17RW L7V YD 13W TIK Y17 OWY?
L5 0@ 10K 0%371°%ya 172 1372 Yak ,ma amay pRa 0w kWO K
0'WIAW TV NYDIWY ¥OOW FI17 YIRD LAORY WY 1M TR WX A0y D
Y17 73271 NY1TTD YD NIYToD e RO X i) namemy mM2ATPT My
.(27:0 "ud)aD

Discussion
According to this midrash, the serpent realized that

he could not deceive man because by nature he is obstinate
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and difficult to persuade. Women, by contrast, are easily

persuaded and seduced.4

B. Bereshit Rabbah 19:3

MWK RIK L1012 AN KUY L 727 1300 YOK 072 U aT3pn WX P
A3 yya 238% ARy NI AR 1172 12 wyan X1 1320 1728 XY oA
D X772 ,T727%W03 T2 K71 aED ,nNTD X7 K3 aY X L1y aomm
« %927 0772 23 07K YyT1I1? UD KX LA m

Discussion

Here it is explained that the serpent is able to
deceive the woman by thrusting her against the Tree, thus
letting her be assured that the prohibition against eating

from it would not result in deach either.5

Evaluation

Both Philo and midrash A share a low opinion of woman
(i.e., she is easily deceived and thus she is the serpent's
logical choice on whom to perpetrate his deception). It is
not surprising, however, since this attitude was current in
both the Jewish and non-Jewish world.6 The presence of such
a shared attitude in Philo's interpretation and the rabbinic
interpretation cannot serve as proof that there was a bor-
rowing by one source from the other.

Although Philo attributes the serpent's successful

deception to his regenerative abilities, midrash B indicates
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that the deception could have not been perpetrated had the
serpent not pushed the woman against the Tree. We find,
therefore, in the case of Philo and midrash B, different

traditions of how the woman was deceived.

3. Qu. in Gen. 1:34

(Gen. iii. 1) Why cdoes the serpent lie, saying,
"God said, Do not eat of any tree of Paradise"? For
on the contrary, He said, "From every tree which is in
Paradise you may eat except from one."

It is the custom of those who fight to lie artfully
in order that they may not be found out. This is what
happens now. For it was commanded that every (tree)
might be used except one. But he who devises evil
stratagems, coming between, says, "The command was
given not to eat of any." As a slippery thing and a
stumbling-block to the mind, hs put forward an ambigquity
of words. For the expression "not to eat from all"
clearly means "not even from one," which is false. And
again it also means "not from every one," by which is
to be understood "not from some," which is true. Thus
he spoke a falsehood in a very clear manner.

Discussion

Philo elaborates on the method by which the serpent
deceived the woman: he was able to perpetrate his deception
by the use of ambiguous and confusing language, a technique
commonly used by liars. Clearly, it can be concluded that
Philo considers the serpent to be a masterful liar.

I have not found a rabbinic parallel to Philo's

interpretation, where the serpent uses ambiguous and confus-

ing language with which to deceive woman (see the Evaluation

"
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in section 2, above, for a rabbinic interpretation on this

subject).

4. Qu. in Gen. 1:35

(Gen. iii. 3) Why, when the command was given not
to eat of one particular tree, did the woman include
even approaching it closely, saying, "He said, You
shall not eat of that one and not come near it"?

First, because taste and every sense consists gen=-
erically in its contact. Second, for the severe pun-
ishment of those who have practised this. For if
merely approaching was forbidden, would not those who,
besides touching the tree, also ate of it and enjoyed
it, adding a great wrong to a lesser one, become con-
demners and punishers of themselves?

Discussion

The woman's seemingly self-imposed prohibition
against approaching the Tree is interpreted by Philo through
his concept of perception. It was necessary to add the pro-
hibition against touching the Tree to the prohibition
against eating from its fruit, because touching is part of
eating; in both cases, the senses must come into contact
with sense data. In addition, Philo adds that the lesser
prohibition against approaching the Tree serves as a warning

against the severe punishment which will be incurred by any-

one who eats its fruit.

_—
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Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:3

1270 YW U %Y OW fronw Y2 L 1INmR 19 13 Ivan XY
V¥ 700 W WX At Yy L,ay*a33 1UsR Ay e Yy 570
M2 X? 7AWN? XY A9 1WNND wn3 K32 AT 2T e L, (1:% Ywd)1on
»71¥7232 M2 K7 2IXW 0w2 A7 WX WA 1YPRA YK ona 9vay , 1anen
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Discussion

This midrash interprets "You shall not . . . touch
it. . ." to mean that Adam imposed the prohibition against
touching the Tree of Knowledge upon Eve, in order to keep
her far away from the possibility of eating the forbidden
fruit. Using Proverbs 30:6, "Add thou not unto His words /
Lest He reprove thee, and thou be found a liar," as a proof
text, the midrash concludes that Adam's prohibition against
touching the Tree gave the serpent the opportunity to
deceive Eve: he went to the Tree and shook it, thus reas-
suring her that the prohibition against esting from it would

not result in death either.

Evaluation

An analysis and comparison of Philo and this midrash

shows that each offers a different interpretation of the
Scripture. This midrash, unlike Philo, does not concern
itself with a discussion about perception, but endeavors to

demonstrate that sometimes the creation of new prohibitions,

il
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which aim to assure obedience to God's commands, can lead to
the violation of God's commands.

None of the rabbinic sources examined parallel

Philo's interpretation of Genesis 3:3.

5. Qu. in Gen. 1:36

(Gen. iii. 5) What is the meaning of the words,
"You will be as gods,? knowing good and evil"?

Whence did the serpent know this plural noun "gods?"
For the true God is one, and he now names Him for the
first time. It could not have been a prescient quality
that foresaw that there was to be among mankind a belief
in 3 multitude of gods, which, as the narrative first
proved, came about not through anything rational nor yet
through the better irrational creatures, but through the
most noxious and vile of beasts and reptiles. For these
lurk in the ground, and their dens are in caves and in
the hollows of the earth. And it is truly proper to a
rational being to consider God to be the one truly
existing being, but to a beast to create many gods, and
to an irrational creature to create a god who does not
exist in truth. MNMoreover he shows cunning in another
way; for not only is there in the Deity knowledge of
good and evil but also the acceptance and pursuit of
good and the aversion to and rejection of evil. But
these things he did not reveal, for they were useful:;
he included a reference only to the knowledge of both
contraries, good and evil. 1In the second place, "as
gods" in the plural was now said not without reason but
in order that he might show forth the good and evil,
and that these gods are of a twofold nature. Accord-
ingly, it is fitting that particular gods should have
knowledge of opposites; but the elder cause is superior
(to good and evil).

Discussion
Phiilo is concerned with showing that the serpent's

use of the term "gods" in the plural, an allusion to future
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polytheism, was not due to prescience, a faculty reserved
for creatures higher than the reviled serpent. For the ser-
pent, by his very nature, intermediate between rational man
and irrational creature, concludes Philo, created many gods.
Moreover, adds Philo, the serpent further demonstrated his
cunning by telling woman that by eating the forbidden fruit,
she and man would acquire knowledge of good and evil and
thus become "as gods.“10 The serpent, however, withheld
from woman the fact that God only makes use of good and
rejects evil. This means, according to Philo, that had the
woman known that to be "as gods" also involved the rejection
of evil, she might not have listened to the serpent and com-

mitted the evil of eating the forbidden fruit.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:5

T A2 7150 NYTI? K JUNT YN 3R MR .07 y110 7o [A]
12783 §2 L IMI2I 732 XIW 12 YOU L7300 173N XYW 0INK Amapn
MM 1729w 0*a%Kd on?oaY 13D0 IYIRN oNKY L02IvE IK XT3 IR ot
(A5] .07% oAxw A2 73 DY MITA2.0273%Y NpnaY [A,]. 120 07ya
57 W2T 20 |2 WINY YT 2 v

Discussion
"But God knows . . ." is interpreted by Al to mean
that the serpent lied to Eve and told her that God's prohi-

bition against eating from the tree was the result of His




67

fear and jealousy that someone else would become like Him, a
Creator. The serpent explained to Eve that it was from the
fruit of the tree that God ate before He created the world,
and, therefore, by eating the forbidden fruit, they too
would become like God, creators of worlds.11

Az interprets "then your eyes shall be opened" to
mean that Adam and Eve would comprehend everything that they
would see.

"Knowing good and evil" is interpreted by A3 to mean

that Adam and Eve would be able to distinguish between good

and evil.

B. Lekah Tov Bereshit 3:5

070NWIW  M2N23 X771 L7313 027%0 U213 13712maY Ly 270 'y
.07W727 0 D3I?XY a1 7393 O
Discussion
Here "knowing good and evil" is interpreted to mean
that they will become able to take care of their worldly
needs, unlike the mindless animals who prey on each other in

order to survive.

Evaluation
No hint is to be found in either midrash A or B that

the serpent told Eve about the contraries of good and evil,
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and withheld from her the knowledge that God rejects evil
and only utilizes good. However, both Philo and midrash Al
deal with the theme of the snake's promise to Eve that she
and Adam will become "as gods" if they eat from the forbid-
den fruit. This similarity of themes is not an indication
of a borrowing of interpretations by one source from
another, but rather it is merely an elaboration of the theme
found in the biblical story itself. Philo and the Rabbis
merely define the term "as gods" because its definition is
not explicit in the Scripture. 1In addition, neither midrash
A nor B interprets the serpent's use of the term "gods" as
a possible indication of his prescience.

From the comparison of Philo and midrash A and B, it
is to be concluded that the interpretations in these sources

are not parallel.

6. OQu. in Gen. 1:37

(Gen. iii. 6) Why does the woman first touch the
tree and eat of its fruit, and afterwards the man also
take of it?

According to the literal meaning the priority (of
the woman) is mentioned with emphasis. For it was £it~-
ting that man should rule over immortality and every-
thing good, but woman over death and everything vile.
In the allegorical sense, however, woman is a symbol of
sense, and man, of mind. Now of necessity sense comes
into contact with the sense-perceptible; and by the par-
ticipation of sense, things pass into the mind; for
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sense is moved by objects, while the mind is moved by
sense.

Discussion
Philo offers both a literal and an allegorical
interpretation of the Scripture. The allegorical interpre-

tation is an elaboration of Philo's concept of perception.

Bereshit Rabbah 19:5
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Discussion
This midrash offers three interpretations of "she

took of its fruit and ate." The first interpretation is
given in the name of R. Aibu: He assumes that the Tree was
really a vine, and explains that Eve gave Adam a draught
which she prepared from its fruit. The second interpreta-
tion is offered in the name of R. Simlai: Eve was able to
induce Adam to eat from the forbidden fruit by anticipating
any of his objections to this act; she told him that after her
death he would not get another mate, nor be free of respon-
sibilities with none to care for. The third interpretation

is given in the name of the Rabbis: Eve was able to

—am——_
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convince Adam to eat the fruit by simply crying and weeping.

Evaluation

We find that Philo's literal interpretation is con-
cerned with explaining why the woman was first to touch the
Tree and eat of its fruit and the man second. In the mid-
rash, however, the focus of discussion is on explaining how
Eve was able to persuade Adam to eat the forbidden fruit.12
In addition, Philo's main goal was to interpret this scrip-
tural passage allegorically and there is no allegorical
interpretation offered for it in this midrash. 1In fact, I
have not found parallels to these types of allegorical

interpretations of Philo in any of the rabbinic sources I

examined.

7. OQu, in Gen. 1:38

(Gen, iii. 6) What is the meaningy of the words,
"And she gave to her husband with her"?

What has just been said is stated because there is
almost one and the same time of appearance--at the same
time sense-perception is received from objects and the
mind is impressed by sense-perception.

Discussion
Philo offers an allegorical interpretation of this
scriptural text. Here, too, we find a discussion of Philo's

concept of perception and its stress upon the relationship

—— -.J_‘
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between the senses, symbolized by woman, and the mind, sym-

bolized by man.

Evaluation

BR 19:5 (see the above midrash) offers an interpre-
tation on this same verse. However, as I have already
stated, it is not an allegorical interpretation. Again,
Philo's interpretation is not paralleled in rabbinic

literature.

8. Qu. in Gen. 1:39

(Gen. iii. 7) What is the meaning of the words,
"The eyes of both were opened"?

That they were not created blind is evident from
the fact that even all the other beings were created
perfect, both animals and plants; and should not man
be endowed with the superior parts, such as eyes?
Moreover, a little while before he gave earthly names
to all animals, and so it is clear that he had first
seen them. Or it may ke that by eyes Scripture sym-
bolically indicates the vision of the soul, through
which alone are perceived all good and bad, noble and
shameful things, and all opposites. But if the eye is
a separate intelligence, which is called the counsellor
of the understanding, there is also a special irrational
eye which is called opinion.

Discussion

Two interpretations are offered--one literal and the
other allegorical. In the literal interpretation it is dem-

onstrated why the verse should not be interpreted to mean

¥ D SS—— -
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that man and woman were blind. 1In the allegorical interpre-
tation, "eyes" are interpreted in two ways: (1) the eyes
are symbolic of the "vision of the soul," that is, the fac-
ulty which perceives “good and bad, noble and shameful
things, and all opposites"; (2) one eye is symbolic of the

rational soul and the other of the irrational soul.l3

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:7 (p. 96)
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Discussion
According to this interpretation, when Adam and Eve
ate the forbidden fruit, their eyes opened and their teeth--
and conseguently the teeth of all future generations--stood
on edge; moreover, their nakedness became revealed to them

and they knew that they were like beasts (i.e., that they

had sex organs).

B. Lekah Tov Bereshit 3:7
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Discussion

In interpreting the phrase, "The eyes of both were
opened,"” the Rabbis stress that Adam and Eve were not blind,
as one might assume if reading this Scripture uncritically.
Rather, God made them understand what good they caused to
cease from the world, and that they destroyed multitudes of
generations that would have been born had they but remained

immortal by not eating the forbidden fruit.14

Evaluation

Both midrash B and Philo stress that Adam and Eve
were not blind, and that their eyes were "opened" figura=-
tively only. It is not surprising that Philo and the Rabbis
agree on this point, since Scripture itself makes this
fairly clear. However, beyond this one point of agreement,
each of the interpretations is different.

Neither midrash A nor midrash B offers an interpre-

tation to parallel Philo's allegory on the eyes.

9. Qu. in Gen. 1:40

(Gen. iii. 7) What is the meaning of the words,
"For they knew that they were naked"?

It was of this, that is, of their own nakedness
that they first received %nowledge by eating of the
forbidden fruit. And this was opinion and the beginning
of evil, for they had not used any covering, inasmuch as
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the parts of the universe are immortal and incorrupt-
ible; but (now) they needed that which is made by hand
and corruptible. And this knowledge was in being naked,
not that it was in itself the cause of change but that
now a strangeness was conceived by the mind toward the
whole world.

Bereshit Rabbah 19:6
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Evaluation

The main thrust of Philo's interpretation is to show
that, by eating the forbidden fruit, man and woman gained
the opinion that they were naked, and consequently they
became psychologically estranged from the immortal and un-
corruptible universe: they now needed to cover themselves
with garments made by hand from corruptible material. The
midrashic interpretation, however, is simply a statement
that Adam and Eve stripped themselves of the one command
given to them by God--not to eat the fruit.15

From the content of Philo's interpretation and the
midrashic interpretation, it is obvious that each is con-

cerned with a different matter.

10. Qu., in Gen., 1:41

(Gen. iii. 7) Why do they sew the leaves of the fig
tree as loin-cloths?
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First, because the fruit of the fig tree is sweeter
and pleasant to the taste. Accordingly it symbolically
indicates those who sew together and weave together many
sense pleasures one with another. Wherefore they (the
leaves) are girded round the place of the genitals, which
are the instrument of greater things. Second, because
the fruit of the fig tree is, as I have said, sweeter
than that of other trees, arnd its leaves are rougher.
Accordingly (Scripture) wishes to make clear symbolically
that although the movement of pleasure seems to be some-
what slippery and smooth, nevertheless in truth it proves
to be rough, and it is impossible to feel joy or plea-
sure without first feeling pain and again feeling addi-
tional pain. For it is always a grievous thing to feel
pain in the midst of two painful states, one of them
being at the beginning, and the other being added.

Discussion

The sewing of the fig leaves into loincloths is
interpreted allegorically and becomes symbolic of those who
combine many sense pleasures, especially sexual pleasures;
for this reason the fig leaves are girded around the geni-
tals, which are instruments of pleasure and procreation.
Furthermore, the fig is symbolic of the swectness of plea-
sure, and the coarseness of the fig leaf is symbolic of
pain. This means, according to Philo, that pleasure must

always be accompanied by pain.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:7
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Discussion

Ay interprets "and they sewed fig leaves together"
to mean that the fig was the forbidden fruit which Adam and
Eve ate. Moreover, it was from the leaves of the fig tree
that they sewed their garments, so that the very tree
through which they corrupted themselves became the tree
which brought them relief from their nakedness.16

Az plays on the word mixn(fig): Adam calls the tree

a "fig tree" ( 73XN) because it was through it that God found

"occasion" ( 1IxXM) to decree death upon them.17

B. Midrash Soher Tov, Psalm 92
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Discussion

An interpretation is offered in the name of R.
Joshua b. Korha: Adam and Eve made their loincloths from
the verv tree under which they took refuge, when they hid

from God.13

Evaluation

In both Philo and midrash A, we find an emphasis on

1
the dual (contrary) purpose of the fig leaf. 1In Philo the

fig (tree leaf) is symbolic of pleasure and pain, and in

{
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midrash Al the same tree (the fig) that corrupted Adam and
Eve also protected them. However, aside from this one par-
allel point in Philo and this midrash, none of the midrashim
1 examined hint that the fig is symbolic of pleasure. Thus

Philo's allegorical interpretation has no parallel in the

rabbinic sources.

11. Qu. in Gen. 1:42

(Gen. iii. 8) What is the meaning of the words,
"The sound was heard of God's walking"? Can there be
a noise of words or feet, or does God walk?

Whatever sensible gods are in heaven--that is, the
stars--all move in a circle and proceed in revolutions.
But the highest and eldest cause is stable and immobile,
as the theory of the ancients holds. For He gives an
indication and impression as though He wished to give
the appearance of moving; for though no voice is given
forth, prophets hear through a certain power a divine
voice sounding what is said to them. Accordingly, as
He is heard without speaking, so also He gives the
impression of walking without actually walking, indeed
without moving at all. And you see that before there
was any tasting of evil, (men) were stable, constant,
immobile, peaceful and eternal; similarly and in the
same way they believed God to be, just as He is in
truth. But after they had come into association with
deceit, they moved of themselves, and changed from being
immobile, and beleived that there was alteration and

change in Him.

Discussion

According to Philo, the Scripture is not meant to be
understood literally: God does not walk. God, however,

only gives the appearance of walkinc, and makes Himself
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heard by His prophets without speaking. God is immobile and
stable. Before men tasted evil, they imitated God by
remaining "stable, constant, immobile, peaceful and eter-
nal." But after they tasted evil, men became mobile, believ-

ing that God Himself had changed and become mobile.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Yalkut Shim'oni Bereshit sec. 27 (p. 25)
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Discussion

Al interprets the Scripture to mean that God's voice

: 19
(not God himself) traveled (moved) in the garden.

In Az the interpretation turns on the form of =%

in the Hitpa'el which is related to "leaping" and "ascend-

: . 0
ing." Accordingly, the midrash explains that the Sheklnahz
was caused to "leap” and to "ascend" from its earthly abode

into the heavens because of man's sin.

N———
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A3 interprets "And they heard" to mean that Adam and

Eve heard the trees in the garden saying, "Lo the deceiver
who deceived the Creator!"; and the ministering angels were

heard to say, "The one in the garden is dead (7" nn=17ﬂna}-22

B. Bereshit Rabbati 3:8 (p. 42)
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Discussion

An interpretation of the Scripture is offered in the
name of R. Ishmael: Before man committed the sin he
inspired fear and awe in others, but after he sinned he
himself was overcome by fear and terror. Similarly, before
Adam sinned God's voice sounded pleasant tc him, but after
he sinned God's voice sounded angry and frightening; before
Ac am sinned he was able to hear God's voice while standing,
but after he sinned he hid himself upon hearing God's

voice.

Evaluation

Philo explains the scriptural text by expounding a

theory of an unmoved mover, who is imitated by the heavenly
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host and by men; however, we find no such interpretation in
either midrash A or B. Also whereas both midrash A and B
use word-plays in order to interpret the Scripture, Philo
makes no use of this technique in his interpretation. We do
find, though, that both Philo and midrash B stress that
man's perception of God was changed after he sinned: Man
reacted to God differently. According to Philo, man
believed that God became mobile and thus he began to move;

’ and according to midrash B, man was unable to withstand the
sound of God's voice after he sinned.

‘ Although we find a similarity between Philo and the
Midrash, this does not indicate a parallel or a borrowing
of traditions by one source from the other; the subject

matter and exegetic techniques are different in each source.

12. Qu. in Gen. 1:43

! (Gen. iii. 8) Why, when they hid themselves from
the face of God, was not the woman, who first ate of
the forbidden fruit, first mentioned, but the man; for
(Scripture) says, "Adam and his wife hid themselves"?

It was the more imperfect and ignoble element,
the female, that made a beginning of transgression and
lawlessness, while the male made the beginning of rev-
erence and modesty and all good, since he was better
and more perfect.

Evaluation

I have not found any midrash which is concerned with

S——
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the theme of the female as a "more imperfect and ignoble
element” and the male as the "better and more perfect ele-
ment." Moreover, the various midrashim I examined evinced
no interest in why Scripture mentions Adam first, when he

and Eve hid themselves from God.z‘

13. OQu. in Gen. 1:44

(Gen. iii. 8) Why did they hide themselves, not
in any other place, but in the midst of the trees of
Paradise? 25
' Not all things are done with reflection and wis-
dom by sinners; but there are times when thieves sit
over the theft which they have committed, not seeing
the consequence and that that which lies beside them
and at their feet is already sought and hunted. So also
it now befell. Whereas they ought to have fled far away
from the tree whence came their transgression, in the
very midst of this place he was caught, so that proof
of their lawlessness was more evident and clear, and
’ there was no fleeing. And thus (Scripture) symboli-
cally indicates that every evil person has a refuge in
evil, and every sensual person resorts to, and finds
l rest in, sensuality.

Bereshit Rabbah 19:8
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Discussion

According to A., man's abilicy to hide in the midst

1

of the trees of Paradise was indicative of the diminution of
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his stature to a hundred cubits. At creation, according to
BR B8:1, man filled the whole world.26

The translation of Az is: "'Amongst the trees (TV)

of the garden.' R. Levey said: This was a sign for his de-

scendents, that they would be placed within wooden ( 1% cof-

fins" (Soncino trans.>.27

Evaluation

Rabbinic literature contains no parallels to either
i of Philo's internretations. Our passages do not reflect

Philo's literal interpretation that like thieves who remain
in their place of crime to be apprehended with their loot,
man and woman remained in the midst of the trees of the gar-
den where the Tree of Knowledge was to be found. Further-
more, parallels to Philo's second interpretation, that
Scripture "symbolically indicates that every evil person has
refuge in evil, and every sensual person rescrts to, and ‘

finds rest, in sensuality," are also not extant among rab- ‘

binic texts. ‘

I 14. Qu. in Gen. 1:45 |

(Gen. iii. 9) Why does He, who knows all things,
ask Adam, "where art thou?", and why does He not also

ask the woman?

! The things said appear tc be not a gquestion but a
kind of threat and reproach: where art thou now, from
what good hast thou removed thyself, O man!; giving up
immortality and a blessed life, thou hast gone over to
death and unhappiness, in which thou hast been buried.
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But the woman He did not consider it fitting to ques-
tion, although she was the beginning of evil and led
him (man) into a life of vileness. But this passage
also has a more apt allegory. For the sovereign and
ruling element in man, having reason, when it listens
to anyone, introduces the vice of the female part also,
that is, perception.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:9
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Discussion

According to A., God knows where man is to be found.

1’
The question "Where are you?" is God's way of initiating a
dialogue with Adam which is meant to give him an opportunity
to repent for having eaten the forbidden fruit.28 Similarly,
we find that God initiates a dialogue with a question in Num.
22:9, when He asks Balaam, "Who are these people who are
with you?" 1In both the case of Adam and of Balaam God knew
the answer to His own guestion, but He asks the guestion in
order to initiate a dialogue which may lead to repentance.

A_ plays on the word 3925("Where are you?") and

2
29
interprets it as MJ°X, a lament bv God for Adam.



84

B. Lekah Tov Bereshit 3:9
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Discussion
B interprets gJ°xas a Notorikan to mean vy 7ox
"How has this happened to you!--How did you come to

change!“3°

Evaluation

Both Philo and midrash A are concerned with showing
that God knew Adam's whereabouts. Both interpret "Where are
you?" as a reproach of Adam by God; however, midrash A inter-
prets the question as God's attempt to bring Adam to repen-
tance. To have ignored the possible implication of Scrip-
ture--that God did not know Adam's whereabouts--would have
been an implicit admission that God was not omniscient,
something that neither Philo nor the Rabbis could have tol-
erated as a theological possibility. It is expected that
exegetes would react similarly to the question of language
of the text.

Midrash B, like Philo, interprets "Where are you?"
as "7 1K, a kind of reproach. The similarity between
them, however, is probably due to the language of the Scrip-

ture, which connotes reproach, rather than a borrowing of

S
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interpretations by one source from the other.
Beyond the similarities in Philo and midrash A and
B, which I have already discussed, there is no parallel to
Philo's allegorical interpretation in these midrashim or any

of the other midrashim I examined.

15. Qu. in Gen. 1:46

(Gen. iii. 12-13) Why does the man say, "The woman
gave me of the tree and I ate," while the woman says,
"The serpent did not give it, but deceived me, and I
ate"?

What is so stated (literally) contains a sentiment
that is to be approved, for woman is of a nature to be
deceived rather than to reflect greatly, but man is the
opposite here. But according to the deeper meaning,
the object of sense-perception deceives and deludes the
particular senses of an imperfect being to which it
comes; and sense-perception being already infected by
its object, passes on the infection to the sovereign and
ruling element. So then the mird receives from sense,
the giver, that which the latter has suffered. And
sense is deceived and deluded by a sense-percetible
object, but the senses of a wise man, like the reflec-
tions of his mind, are not to be deceived.

Discussion

Philo interprets verses 12 and 13 to mean that only
woman, who by nature is susceptible to deception, was
deceived by the serpent, and not man, who by nature is re-
flective. Man merely ate what was given to him by woman.

In the allegorical interpretation, Philo explains that the
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mind (man) is susceptible to error when the imperfect senses

(woman) provide it with erroneous sense data.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:12 (p. 100)
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Discussion

Verse 12, "The woman You put at my side--she gave me
of the tree, and I ate," is interpreted in this midrash to
mean that Adam was ungrateful to God for having created Eve
as his helpmate. For until she came to him, complains Adam
before God, he was sinless.31 Responding to Adam's ingrati-
tude, God reproaches him for listening to Eve who was cre-

ated to be his mate and subordinate to him.

B. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:13 (p. 100)
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Discussion

This is an interpretation of verse 13, "And the Lord
God said to Eve, 'What is this you have done?'" Here God
reproaches Eve for not only bringing punishment upon her-
self, but also upon Adam whom she caused to sin. And when
Eve attempts to defend herself against God's reproach by
resorting to recriminations and accusations against the ser-
pent for having deceived her into eating the forbidden
fruit.32 God, according to the interpretation, with an almost
detectable impatience, brings judgment upon all three male-
factors--the serpent, Eve, and Adam. The order of judgment
is accounted for by citing a tradition by Rabbi: Punishment

is first enjoined upon the least worthy; and honors are

first accorded to the most worthy.

Evaluation

Midrash A and B are not concerned, as is Philo, with
showing that only Eve, and not Adam, was deceived by the
serpent. On the contrary, midrash A does imply that by
listening to Eve, Adam was deceived by the serpent.

There is, however, one similarity between midrash A
and Philo: both consider woman subordinate to man, but this

is merely a reflection of culturally shared attitudes rather

—

e
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than a borrowing of traditions by one source from the other.
Otherwise, whereas Philo does give an allegorical interpre-
tation of these verses, no such interpretation is to be
found in either midrash A or B. 1In fact, a parallel to
allegorical interpretation is not to be found in any of the

rabbinic sources I examined.

16. Qu. in Gen. 1:47

(Gen. iii. 14-17) Why does He first curse the ser-
pent, next the woman, and third the man?

The arrangement of curses follows the order of the
wrongdoing. The serpent was the first to deceive.
Second, the woman sinned through him, yielding to
deceit. Third the man (sinned), yielding to the woman's
desire rather than to the divine commands. However the
order also is well suited to allegory; for the serpent
is a symbol of desire, as was shown; and woman is a sym-
bol of sense, and man of mind. So that desire becomes
the evil origin of sins, and this first deceives sense,
while sense takes the mind captive.

Bereshit Rabbah 20:3
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Discussion
An interpretation is offered in the name of R. Hiyya,

who derives a principle from Lev. 10:6 and Gen. 3:14: Honor
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is conferrei by commencing with the greater and more impor-
tant individual; disgrace is enjoined by commencing with the
least worthy and least important individua1.33 (A parallel
to this tradition is to be found in MHG Ber. 3:13, p. 100.)
According to the interpretation, the first part of this
principle is evident in Lev. 10:6. Here Moses is found to
be addressing Aaron the High Priest concerning the laws of
purity, which are considered to be matters of great honor,
since it is through their observance that the priests are
fit to function in their sacred role. Only after Aaron, the
most important individual, is conferred with this honor are
his sons Eleazar and Ithamar (who are considered less impor-
tant than Aaron) addressed by Moses, and thereby also con-
ferred with honor.

The second part of R. Hiyya's principle is proven
on the basis of Gen. 3:14 where the serpent is cursed first,
Gen. 3:16 wher. Eve is cursed next, and Gen. 3:17 where Adam
is cursed last. However, the assumption that the serpent is
the least important, and that Adam is the most important of
the three is very likely derived from the order in which God
initially speaks to the three. In verse 11, God first
addresse;-man and inquires of him concerning his violation

of the prohibition against eating the forbidden fruit. The
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fact that God speaks to Adam first is an indication that he
is being honored, and therefore he is the most important of
all three. Eve, who is addressed next, is second in impor-
tance (v. 13). And, finally, the serpent is addressed and
cursed at the same time (v. 14), which indicates that he is

the least important of the three.34

Evaluation

Both Philo and this midrash explain that the order
of the curses was determined by the order of wrongdoing
found in the Scripture. The midrash based on these verses,
however, establishes a principle of priority by which dis-
grace and honor are to be conferred upon individuals,
whereas no such principle is to be found in Philo's inter-
pretation.

Furthermore, no parallel to Philo's allegorical
interpretation is to be found in any of the rabbinic sources

I examined.

17. Qu. in Gen. 1:48

(Gen. iii. 14-15) Why is this curse laid upon the
serpent--to move upon its breast and belly, to eat dust
and to have enmity toward woman?

The text is plain, since we have as testimony that
which we see. But according to the deeper meaning it
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is to be allegorically interpreted as follows. Since
the serpent is a symbol of desire, he takes the form

of lovers of pleasure, for he crawls upon his breast
and belly, stuffed with food and drink, and has the
insatiable desire of a cormorant, and is intemperate
and unbridled in eating flesh. And whatever has to do
with food is altogether earthy; wherefore he is said to
eat dust. And desire has a natural enmity toward sense,
which (Scripture) symbolically calls woman. And not~-
withstanding that desires seem to be critical of the
senses, they are in reality flatterers who plot evil

in the manner of enemies. And it is the custom of
adversaries that through that which they bestow as
gifts they cause great harm, such as defectiveness of
vision to the eyes, and difficulty cf hearing to the
ears, and bring insensibility to the other (sense
organs); and they bring upon the whole body together
dissolution and paralysis, taking away all its health
and for no good reason newly bringing many bad
sicknesses.

Yalkut Shim'oni Bereshit, sec. 29 (p. 98)
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Discussion

The midrash uses the curse of the snake to illus-
trate a principle: When one desires that which belongs to
another, then everything which he already possesses is taken
from him. 1In our passage, the serpent desired to kill Adam

and take his place in the world.36 As a result, although at
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first the serpent was king over all the animals, and there-
fore walked upright and erect as befitted a king, after the
curse he was made lower than all the animals by having to

crawl on his belly. Before the curse the serpent ate food
which was eaten by humans, but arfter the curse he ate dust.
The serpent wanted to kill Adam and possess Eve, but God

punished him by planting enmity between him and Eve. Thus

everything was taken from him!3

Evaluation

Both Philo and the midrash interpret the reasons for
the serpent's curse. Philo, however, provides an allegori-
cal interpretation for the Scripture, which is not paral-

lelled in the midrash.

18. Qu. in Gen. 1:49

(Gen. iii. 16) Why does the curse on the woman
consist of an increase in sorrow and lamentation and
in giving birth in pain and in turning to her husband
and being under his rule?

This experience comes to every woman who lives to-
gether with a man. It is (meant) not as a curse but as
a necessity. But symbolically the senses of man have
difficult labours and suffering, being treated badly and
scourged by domestic ills. And these are the offspring
of sense: seeing, of the organ of sight; hearing, of
the organ of hearing; smelling, of the nostrils; tasting,
of the organ of taste; contact, of the organ of touch.
And since the life of the worthless and evil man is sor=
rowful and necessitous, it is necessary that whatever is
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acted upon by sense should be mixed with fear and suf-
fering. But according to the deeper meaning, there
takes place a turning of sense to the man, not as to
a helper, for it is a subject of no worth, but as to a
master, since it prizes force more than righteousness.

Discussion

In his literal interpretation Philo merely states
that it is an existential fact that a woman suffers pain
during childbirth, and that she desires to be dominated by
her husband. Philo also presents an allegorical interpreta-
tion in which he explains that the senses (woman) are con-
stantly subjected to pain and suffering when they come into
contact with sense data. The result of these sufferings,
however, is sight, sound, smell, touch, and taste. And

elaborating further, Philo states that the senses (woman)

need to be disciplined and dominated by man (mind).

Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:16 (p. 104)
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Discussion

Genesis 3:16 states: "And to the woman He said, 'I
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will make most severe / Your pangs in childbearing; / In
pain shall you bear children. / Yet your urge shall be for
your husband, / And he shall rule over you.'"” The midrash
interprets the verse to mean that Eve was cursed with nine
curses and finally with death.38 In Al 72X mamis inter-
preted to mean the blood of menstruation and the blood of

virginity: in A_ T37]3¥ is interpreted to mean the sufferings

2
brought on by raising children; in A3 13" is taken to mean
the pain of conception; in A4 D*32 717N 23y1is self-

explanatory, that is, the pain of childbearing; in As TR X
npwn is interpreted to mean the desire of a woman
for her husband when he is away from her. 1In AG T2 7wnT K9
is interpreted to mean that a man gratifies himself verbally
and a woman gratifies herself emotionally. And not only
this, but a woman 1s attired like a mourner and is impris=-
oned in her own home, and even her testimony is not valid in
court. In addition to all these curses, she is destined to

die.

Evaluation

One similarity emerges from Philo's interpretation
and the midrashic interpretation: It is woman's fate to be
dominated by man because he is less emotional than she. The

senses/emotions (woman) must be disciplined by the mind

——
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(man), according to Philo. This is similarly implied by the
midrash whn it says that a man is characterized by the
verbal-intellectual (192 ¥2IN) and woman by emotions @% nyawn);
and because of this, woman is to be dominated by man. This
similarity between Philo and the midrash, again, is an
expression of a culturally shared attitude rather than a
borrowing of traditions by one source from the other.

Otherwise, it is evident that the midrash does not
share Philo's goals. It interprets Scripture by giving a
detailed description of the curses woman came to suffer,
whereas Philo interprets the Scripture allegorically and

elaborates on his concept of perception.

19, Qu. in Gen. 1:50

(Gen. iii. 17) Why does He curse the serpent and
the woman by referring directly to them and not do so
similarly to the man, instead of placing it on the
earth, saying, "Cursed be the earth for thy sake; an
sorrow shalt thou eat it; thistles and thorns it shall
grow for thee, and thou shalt eat the grass of the
field; in the sweat of thy brow shalt thou eat thy
bread"?

Since the mind 1s a divine inbreathing, He does not
deem it right to curse it, but He turns the curse
against the earth and its cultivation. And the earth
is of the same nature as the body of man, of which the }
mind is the cultivator. When the cultivator is vir=- |
tuous and worthy, the body alsc bears its fruits,
namely health, keenness of sense, power and beauty.
But when he is cruel, the opposite is brought to pass,
for his body is cursed, receiving as its cultivator a
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mind undisciplined and imprudent. And its fruit con-
sists of nothing useful but only of thistles and
thorns, sorrow and fear and other ills, while thoughts
strike the mind and shoot arrows at it. And the "grass"
is symbolically food, for he changes from a rational
being to an irrational creature, overlooking the divine
foods; these are those which are granted by philosophy
through principles and voluntary laws.
Discussion

According to the literal interpretation, man is not
directly cursed because his mind was infused with divinity

. 3 ; e
at creation. ’ Therefore, he is cursed indirectly through
the curse on the earth, so that whenever he attempts to grow
food he meets with hardship and toil. 1In the allegorical
interpretation, the land symbolizes the body, and the culti-
vator symbolizes the mind; accordingly, when the mind is
undisciplined and imprudent, the body suffers illness and
infirmity. When, however, the mind is virtuous and worthy,
the body bears the fruits of "health, keenness of sense,
power and beauty." Furthermore, the Scripture's use of the
word "grass," man's new food, according to this allegorical

interpretation, is an indication that man had changed from

a rational being Lu an irrational creature.
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Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:17 (p. 106)
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Discussion

In Alz "Cursed be the ground because of you" is
interpreted to mean that inasmuch as the earth was origi-
nally created for man's benefit, it would now only bring

him hardship and toil. Additionally, in A_, this Scripture

2
comes to teach that when men commit serious transgressions
they are punished bodily, i.e., with illness, etc., but when
they only commit less serious transgressions, the land is
cursed and produces poor crops. This is done by God so that

; . 40
men will lift their eyes to Him.

B. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:17
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Discussion

Bl interprets the curse on the land to mean that it

————— e s e
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will produce flies and creeping things for man. In Bz, the
midrash interprets the phrase "by toil shall you eat of it"
to mean that the land will not yield its produce to man
until he exerts painstaking labor and becomes grieved by

the toil?1

Evaluation

In Philo's literal interpretation, the curse on the
land is explained as a necessary result of man's partial
divinity. However, neither midrash A nor B offers a similar
interpretation.

The similarity between midrash A's interpretation,
where men are afflicted bodily when they commit serious
transgressions, and Philo's allegorical interpretation,
where an undisciplined and imprudent mind brings illness
upon the body, is very likely coincidental. This is shown
by the fact that midrash A does not develop its interpreta-
tion from an analogy between the mind and the body, on one
hand, and land and its cultivation on the other. Bodily
affliction is the result of a transgression against God,
according to the midrash, whereas there is no such concept
present in Philo's interpretation. We find, therefore, thac

neither midrash A nor Bhint at Philo's allegorical interpretation.
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20. Qu. in Gen. 1:51

(Gen. iii. 19) What is the meaning of the words,
"Until thou return to the earth from which thou wast
taken"? For man was moulded not only from the earth
but also from the divine spirit.

First, it is evident that the earth-born creature
was compounded out of earth and heaven. And because he
did not remain uncorrupted but made light of the com-
mands of God, turning away from the best and most excel-
lent part, namely heaven, he gave himself wholly over
to the earth, the denser and heavier element. Second,
if he had been desirous of virtue, which makes the soul
immortal, he would certainly have obtained heaven as
his lot. Since he was zealous for pleasure, through
which spiritual death is brought about, he again gives
himself back to earth; accordingly Scripture says, "Dust
thou art, wherefore to dust shalt thou return." Thus
earth is the beginning and end of the evil and vile man,
but heaven of the virtuous man.

Discussion

According to this interpretation, man is compounded
from the heavenly as well as the earthly element. However,
at death he completely returns to the corruptible earth (the
denser, heavier element), since he corrupted himself by
rejecting God's command. But had man obeyed God and not

eaten the forbidden fruit, adds Philo, his soul would have

; 42
remained immortal and resided in heaven.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:17 (p. 108)
43
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Discussion
"For dust you are / And to dust shall you return"

prompts midrash A, to inquire: Why does the major part of

1
man's body only return to the earth, even though he is also
composed of fire, air, and water? The major part of man's
body, it is explained, is composed of earth--that is, the
heaviest part of man, bone, is composed of the earth element
--therefore it is this element to which the majority of the
body returns.44

According to midrash Az, the Scripture teaches that
an object does not immediately revert back to its original
element, rather, metamorphosing into several other elements

beforehand. The change into the earth element was the first

stage of the decaying process for Adam.

B. Bereshit Rabbah 20:10
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Discussion
R. Simeon b. Johai interprets "For dust you are /

And to dust you shall return" as a hint at resurrection.

l"a ey
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The word "return" (QIwn) in the imperfect tense is inter-
preted to mean that there is only a temporary return to the
dust, and then, at a future time, there will be a return to

life--resurrection.

Evaluation

Both Philo and midrash A inquire for the reasons why
man's body returns to the earth, when, in fact, it is also
composed of other elements. Each answers the question dif-
ferently: 1In Al' the majority of man's body returns to the
earth element because its predominant element is earth, but
in Philo's interpretation, man's body returns to the corrupt
earth because man corrupted himself by eating the forbidden
fruit.

We also find similarities between Philo's interpre-
tation and midrash B: Philo hints at the immortality of the
soul,46 and the midrash speaks of physical resurrection. It
is, however, important to recognize that the midrash does
not limit the resurrection to the soul only, rather the soul
and body are to be resurrected together. Philo, on the
other hand, does not mention resurrection of the body, and
he limits himself to the immortality of the soul.

Philo's interpretation is similar to the midrash
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in that he also takes the opportunity to discuss the decay-
ing process of the human body and immortality. This simi-
larity is, however, prompted by a commonly held belief in
immortality which both sources read into the scriptural
text.

Aside from the similarities I have already pointed
out between Philo and these midrashim, I have not found par-
allels to Philo's interpretations in any of the other rab-

binic sources I have examined.

21. Qu. in Gen. 1:53

(Gen. iii. 20) Why does the earth-born man call
his wife "Life" and exclaim, "Thou art the mother of
all living things"?

First, he gave the name of Life, which was most '
suitable to the first created woman, because she vas
to be the source of all the generations that were to
come after them. Second, perhaps because she took the
substance of her being not from the earth but from a
living being, and from one part of the man, the rib,
was given bodily form as a woman, she was called Life;
for from a living being she first came into being, and
bec’ use the first rational creatures were born to her.
However it is also possible to understand this meta-
phorically; for is not sense, which is symbolically
woman, rightly called Life? For the living is dis-
tinguished from the non-living by sense, through which
impressions and impulses come to us, since sense is the
cause of these. And in truth sense is the mother of
all living things; just as nothing is born without a
mother, so there is no living creature without sense.
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Discussion

Woman was called "Life" because she was the source
of all future human life. Additionally, perhaps woman was
called "Life"™ because she was created from a living being,
rather than from inanimate matter. In the allegorical
interpretation, woman symbolizes sense-~the characteristic
distinguishing living creatures from nonliving objects.
Inasmuch as sense gives rise to life--"there is no living
creature without sense"--it is appropriately called "the

mother of all living things."

Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:20 (p. 108)
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Discussion
Eve (awn) is understood to mean the "mother of all
humanity," for all human beings trace their beginnings to

her.47

Evaluation

Both Philo and the midrash interpret the name "Eve"
("Life") in accordance with the implicit scriptural defini-
tion: Woman was to become the mother of all the human race,

and therefore she is called "Life." Philo, however, adds
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that perhaps she is called "Life" because she was created
from a living being. We find no such explanation in the
midrash. Moreover, Philo's allegorical interpretation has

no parallel in the rabbinic sources I examined.

22. Qu. in Gen. 1:53

(Gen. iii. 21) Why does God make tunics of skin
for Adam and his wife and clothe them?

Some may ridicule the text when they consider the
cheapness of the apparel of tunics, as being unworthy
of the touch of such a Creator. But a man who has
tasted of wisdom and virtue will surely consider this
work suitable to God for the wise instruction of those
who labour idly and care little about providing neces-
sities but are mad for wretched glory and give them-
selves up to amusement, and despise wisdom and virtue.
Instead, they love a life of luxury and the skill of
the artificer and that which is hostile to the good.
And the wretches do not know that contentment with lit-
tle, which is in need of nothing, is like a relative
and a neighbour, but luxury is like an enemy, to be
driven away and made to live far off. Accordingly, the
tunics of skin, if we judge truly, are to be considered
a more precious possession than varicoloured dies and
purple stuffs. So much, then, for the literal meaning.
But according to the deeper meaning, the turic of skin
is symbolically the natural skin of the body. For when
God formed the first mind, He called it Adam; then he
formed the sense, which He called Life; in the third
place, of necessity He made his body also, calling it
symbolically a tunic of skin, for it was proper that
the mind and sense should be clothed in the body as in
a tunic of skin, in order that His handiwork might first
appear worthy of the divine power. And could the appa-
rel of the human body be better or more fittingly made
by any other power than God? Wherefore, having made
their apparel, He straightway clothed them. For in the
case of human clothing, there are some who make it and
others who put it on. But this natural tunic, that is,

s

=N ——
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the body, was the work of Him who had also made it,

and having made it, also clothed them in it.
Discussion

An object lesson is to be learned from the Scrip-

ture: God clothed man and woman in a garment of skin, a
seemingly simple "garment," in order to instruct those who
strive after luxury that it is preferable to seek out the
mere necessities of life. For material goods, luxury, and
amusement distract from the search for wisdom and the prac-
tice of virtue, and ultimately lead to evil.48 According to
the allegorical interpretation, the tunic of skin is sym-
bolic of the body, which is a garment worthy of clothing the
mind (man) and the senses (woman), because it too reflects

the divine power of God.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Bereshit Rabbah 20:12
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Discussion

An interpretation is prcvided in the name of

R. Levy, who deduces the following lesson from Scripture:

.
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One should spend according to his means for food; less than
one can afford on clothing; and more than one can afford on

a dwelling.49

B. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:21
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Discussion

"And the Lord made garments of skins for Adam and
his wife . . ." is interpreted to mean that when God saw
that they had donned fig-leaf loincloths, He took pity on
them, even though they had transgressed his command, and
made them garments of skin, which were pleasant for their

own skins.

Evaluation

Both Philo and midrash A extrapolate from Scripture
an object lesson. Philo, however, suggests that one should
live an austere existence, whereas the midrash merely sug-
gests that clothing be given a lower priority than food and
dwelling. And in neither midrash A nor B do we find a par-

allel to Philo's allegorical interpretation.
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23. Qu. in Gen. 1:54

(Gen. iii. 22) To whom does He say, "Behold, Adam
is as one of us, to know good and evil"?

"One of us" indicates plurality. But it must not
be thought that He spoke with His powers, which He used
as instruments in making the whole universe. Now the
word "as" is indicative of an example and likeness and
comparison not of a dissimilarity. For the intelligible
and sense-perceptible good is known by God in one way
and by man in another way. For to the extent that the
natures of those who inquire and comprehend differ, as
do those things which are accurately grasped and com=-
prehended, to that extent is man's power able to compre-
hend. And all these things are likenesses and forms and
images in man. But in God they are archetypes and mod-

| els and very brilliant examples of dark things. And the

unbegotten and uncreated One and Father mingles and
associates with no one. He hold out to sight the glory
of His powers.

Discussion

"One of us" does not mean that God was speaking to
anyone else, e.g., the Demiurge. Furthermore, "as" indi-
cates "an example and likeness and comparison,” not an iden-
tity of natures. Man and God are only similar to the degree
that man perceives a mere reflection, form, of God's arche-
types. Yet, in contrast, man's knowledge consists of the
senses coming into contact and participating with the forms,
while God's knowledge is not dependent upon His contact and
participation with the archetypes. God, "the unbegotten and

uncreated . . . mingles and associates with no one."

s |
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Bereshit Rabbah 21:5
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Discussion

Interpretations are offered in the names of R. Pap-
pyas and R. Akiba. R. Pappyas interprets "has become one of
use" to mean that man had become like the ministering
angels.50 R. Akiba rejects this idea and interprets the
word 732 to mean 53§Q'Of himself (as third person mascu-
line singular}:51 that is, good and evil, life and death

were set before man, and "of himself," of his own free will,

he chose evil and death.

Evaluation

From Philo's and R. Pappyas' interpretations it is
apparent that both believed in some type of .ntermediate
agency between God and man, that is, angels, Demiurge, etc.
However, Philo's main interpretation is an exposition of the
differences between God's knowledge and man's knowledge,
whereas the interpretation given in R. Akiba's name deals
with man's ability to choose between good and evil of his

own free will. These two interpretations are obviously dif-

ferent from each other.

-——-—-—-_l
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Although there are similarities between Philo and
the midrash, the differences are even greater. Also, I have
not found a parallel to Philo's main interpretation in any

of the rabbinic sources I examined.

24. Qu. in Gen. 1:55

(Gen. iii. 22) What is the meaning of the words
"Lest perchance he put forth his hand and take of the
tree of life and eat and live forever"? For there is
neither doubt nor envy in God.

It is true that the Deity neither doubts nor envies.
However, (Scripture) often uses ambiguous terms and
names, according as it indicates a principle as if ad-
dressed to man. For the highest principles, as I have
said, are two: one, that God is not like man; and the
other, that just as a man disciplines his son, so the
Lord God disciplines you. Accordingly, the first prin-
ciple is a matter of authority, while the second is one
of discipline and the first step in training, in order
that one may be guite voluntarily and gradually led into
it. For the words "lest perchance" are not a sign of
doubt in God but an indication of man's being a doubter
by nature, and a manifestation of the affection that
exists in him. For whenever there comes to somecone an
appearance of something, there immediately follows an
impulse toward the appearance, of which the appearance
is the cause. And (so comes) the second uncertainty of
one who is in doubt and is drawn here and there in
spirit, whether (the appearance) is to be received or
not. It is this second "lest perchance" that these
words indicate. The Deity, however, is without part in
any evil and is not envious of immortality or anything
else whatever in the case of the good man. And a sure
sign of this is that without being urged by anyone, He
created the world as a benefactor, making contentious,
disordered, confused and passive substance into some-
thing gracious and lovingly mild with a great and har-
monious order and array of good things. And the truly
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existent One planted the tree of life by His lucid
understanding. Moreover, He did not use any inter-
mediary to urge Him or exhort Him to give others a
share of incorruptibility. Now while (man's) mind

was pure and received no impression of any evil deed
or word, he had secure enjoyment of that which led him
to piety, which is unguestioned and true immortality.
But after he began to turn to wickedness and to hurl
himself down thereto, desiring mortal life, he failed
to obtain immortality, for it is unseemly to immortal-
ize evil, and it is unprofitable for him to whom it
happens. For the longer the evil and wicked man lives,
the more wretched he is and the more greatly harmful
both to himself and to others.

Discussion

Scripture does not indicate that there is any doubt
or envy in God, rather it is making a statement about man's
nature: Man is a creature susceptible to doubt. Since
man, by nature, is a doubter, he needs to be trained to rec-
ognize and accept God's authority; thus discipline is the
beginning of the training that leads man to voluntarily
accept God's authority.

"Lest perchance" indicates that there are times when
man experiences ambivalence toward the things he perceives:
he wants that which he perceives, and at the same time he
does not want the object of his perception.

God, unlike man, does no evil and is not envious of

immortality or of anything else in the case of a good man.
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The very creation of an orderly and harmonious world, filled
with an "array of good things," makes it evident that all
was created for the benefit of the inhabitants of this
world. God willingly, without any urging, gave man a share
in immortality (that is, immortality of the son1)52 by
planting the tree of life. So long as man obeyed God he was
pious and his mind was free from evil, and thus he was
assured of immortality. When, however, man disobeyed God,
his mind became impressed with evil, and therefore he became

unworthy of immortality.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Lekah Tov Bereshit 3:22

X771 ,(77:1 ‘sm)72a%2 w0 19 W L1710 N x? .17 e 19
Ty2 21052 117 nvw? kY LR 2T KK 1717 Y00 15 In0Ow TD KWW
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Discussion

means "not," so that the Scripture should be
read "he will not put out his hand" (italics mine). Fur-
thermore, God is not fearful or uncertain about man's
actions, for He knows that man will not eat of the fruit and

5
become immortal. 3

(

\
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B. Midrash Ha-gacol Bereshit 3:22 (p. 109)

WY MY 11T XD VORI arapa X LT et 19 anyd
OXY WIY 7y 100w 22 AT T NVITAD 1T1TAYI ATy 7Y
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o 19 722 WX 1171 1Py a3 T2 L (2:37 271)WRwm 17319 A3
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Discussion

Because man sinned of his own free will, it was only
appropriate that God punish him by diminishing his great=-
ness, so that man would feel the loss he had brought down
upon himself.54 Moreover, had man been allowed to remain in
Paradise he would have put his hand to the "Tree of Life"
and eaten its fruit and become immortal. To prevent this
and in order to punish man for his deed (i.e., eating the
Forbidden Fruit), God immediately passed judoment upon him

and decreased his luster and exiled him from Paradise.

Evaluation

There are points of similarity between Philo and
midrash A and B. Philo and midrash A deny the possibility
that God "fears" or is "uncertain" about what man will do:
God, according to both sources, knows what man will do.
This is not surprising, since both Philo and the Rabbis

believed in an omnipotent and omniscient Deity. Inaddition,
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both Philo and midrash A discuss man's nature and the need
for disciplining him.

It is significant, however, for our evaluation that
the conclusions reached by the Rabbis and Philo are differ-
ent. According to Philo, man by nature is a doubter, while
in the Midrash, it is free will that is characteristic of
man's nature: man has the ability to choose between good
and evil.

In the midrashim I examined, the Rabbis were not
concerned with discussing man's "doubting" nature. They

were far more concerned with discussing man's free will.

25. Qu. in Gen. 1:56

(Gen. iii. 23) Why does He now call Paradise
"delight," when He drives man out of it to till the
earth, from which he was taken?

The difference in agriculture is clear. When he
was cultivating wisdom in Paradise, he took care of
the cultivation of wisdom as if of trees, nourishing
himself on its immortal and beneficial fruits, through
which he became immortal. And when he was driven out
of the place of wisdom, he was to practise the oppo-

f site, (namely) works of ignorance, through which his
body is polluted, and his mind is blinded, and being
starved of his own food, he wastes away and suffers a
miserable death. Wherefore now indeed as a reproach to
the foolish man He called Paradise "pleasure"” as the
antithesis of a painful and terrible life. For in
truth a life of wisdom is a delight of spacious joy and
an enjoyment most suitable to the rational soul. But a
life without wisdom is harsh and terrible. For even
though one is completely deceived by sense-pleasures,
both before and after (them) comes suffering.
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Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:23 (p. 109)

AR 7700 ,0711 KOAT 7322 A8 12 L1 132 07avR ‘A wnbe
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Discussion

Adam was not only exiled from Eden, but his stature
was decreased (previously he filled the whole world, and
now he was reduced to a hundred cubits in height}:55 his
luster was reduced; his food was changed; he became a wan-
derer; and he brought the penalty of death upon himself and

upon all future generations.56

Evaluation

Both Philo and the midrash are concerned with what
man was like "before" and "after" his exile from Paradise.
However, whereas Philo's interpretation is allegorical and
centers on the cultivation of wisdom in Eden and the culti-
vation of ignorance outside of Eden, there is no discussion

in the midrash about man's loss of wisdom.

26. Qu. in Gen. 1:57

(Gen. iii. 24) Why did He place over against Para-
dise the cherubim and the fiery sword, which was turn-
ing, to guard the way to the tree of life?

The cherubim are symbols of the two primary attri-
butes of God, namely the creative and the kingly, of



115

which one is called God, and the other, the kingly one,
is called Lord. And the form of the creative attribute
is a benevolent and friendly and beneficent power. But
that of the kingly attribute is legislative and puni=-
tive. Moreover "fiery sword" is a symbolical name for
heaven, for the ether is flamelike and turns round the
world. And as all these have undertaken the guarding
of Paradise, it is evident that they are overseers of
wisdom, like a mirror. For in a certain sense the wis-
dom of the world was a mirror of the powers of God, in
accordance with which it became perfect and this uni=-
verse 1s governed and managed. But the road to wisdom
is called philosophy, for the creative power is a lover
of wisdom; so also the kingiy power is a lover of wis-
dom, and the world too is a lover of wisdom. But there
are some who say that the fiery sword is the sun, since
by its revolution and turning it reveals the yearly
seasons, as if it were the guardian of life and of what-
ever leads to the life of all things.

Discussion

Philo explains the placement of the cherubim and the
fiery sword at the entrance of Paradise allegorically. The
cherubim are symbolic of God's creative and kingly attri-
butes, respoctively, and the sword is symbolic of heaven.
All three are the overseers of wisdom--wisdom being, in a
certain sense, a mirror of God's powers. It is through this
wisdom that the universe is governed. "The road to wisdom,"

according to Philo, is philosophy.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:24 (p. 112)

1M0a N 1302 VAT Y2 Ataw TYR OMNMW L0 TV 7T AR Mow?
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Discussion

"To guard the way to the tree of life" is inter-
preted to mean that God hid from man the tree which brought
immortality to all who ate of its fruit, and, in its stead,
God gave man His Torah, which is a tree of life to all who
hold fast to it.57 Thus when man looks into the Torah, ac-
cording to this interpretation, he finds in it God's wisdom:
the laws of nature, customs, and righteous statutes and
judgments. When man busies himself with Torah and follows

God's wisdom, then he acquires life in this world and in the

world to come.

B. Tanhuma Buber Bereshit 3:24 (10b)
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Discussion
An interpretation of "to guard the way to the tree

of life" is offered in the name of R. Samuel b. Nahman.

e it~
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According to this interpretation "to guard the way" is to be
understood to mean that God placed man in Eden in order that
man busy himself with the study of Torah. And as a reward
for his diligence in the study of Torah, man would be
allowed to eat from "the tree of life."™ But because man
sinned, God exiled him from Eden. Furthermore, man was
required to praise God for all the benefactions bestowed
upon him by God, but having failed to do this, man was pun-

ished with death.

C. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:24
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Discussion

"He . . . stationed east of the garden of Eden the
Cherubim and the fiery ever-turning sword. . . ." The cher-
ubim, according to the interpretation, are angels. They are
placed east of Eden in order to guard the way into the gar-

den, lest man enter i.t.53 And the sword is the instrument

with which the angels frighten away man.
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Evaluation

Philo offers an allegorical interpretation of Para-
dise, the cherubim, and the sword; however, no such inter-
pretation is to be found in midrash A, B, or C, or, in fact,
in any other rabbinic source I examined.

For Philo, the two cherubim are symbolic of God's
attributes. One cherubim is symbolic of the Deity's kingly
attribute (called Lord) and the other is symbolic of the
creative attribute (called God). "The form of the creative
attribute is benevolent and friendly and beneficent power";
"the kingly attribute is legislative and punitive." This is
precisely the opposite of how the Rabbis identify the
Deity's attribute of justice and mercy. In rabbinic liter-
ature the attribute of justice (js4q pp) is identified with
God ( pn) and the attribute of mercy (0°2nW NI2) is ident-
ified with Lord (731 ).>°

Because of the reversal, the significance of this
similarity in terminology between Philo and the Rabbis is
difficult to assess: Did Alexandrian Jewry borrow from the
Rabbis, or did the Rabbis borrow from Alexandrian Jewry?

And if there was a borrowing in one direction or the other,

why is there a reversal of the Deity's names and the attri-

butes to which they are applied?

S
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What is significant, however, is the fact that all
the rabbinic sources I examined never identify the cherubim
with God's attributes (although in the rabbinic tradition
the ministering angels are identified with God's attributes:
Michael with the Attribute of Mercy and Gabriel with the
Attribute of Justice). We can assume that if there was
extensive borrowing by one Jewish center from the other,
that at least one of the midrashim I examined would identify
the cherubim with God's attributes. In midrash C, however,
as well as the other midrashim that I examined, with little
variation the cherubim serve the somewhat prosaic function
of guarding the entrance into Eden.

In midrash A and B, Paradise is associated with
Torah, which for the Rabbis is Wisdom (as in BR 1:1). There
is, however, no hint in these midrashim that Paradise sym-
holizes Wisdom, and that the study of philosophy is the
means by which Torah (Wisdom) is to be acquired, as it is
indicated in Philo's interpretation.

It is to be conceded that similarities exist between
Philo's interpretation and the midrashim that were here
here examined. These similarities, however, may well be the

result of the dissemination of Hellenistic ideas into

R—
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Palestine rather than a borrowing of interpretations by one
source from the other. The material at hand permits nothing

more than conjecture.

Summary

In this chapter a total of twenty-six of Philo's
scriptural interpretations have been analyzed and compared
with parallel rabbinic material. The majority of Philo's
interpretations are allegorical and are generally linked by
one theme: the relationship between the senses (woman) and
the mind (man). In contrast, the rabbinic interpretations
are nonallegorical and are not linked by a common theme.
Moreover, many similarities have emerged between Philo and
the Rabbis in which interpretations are made on the same
word or pharase and discussions are held on the same subject,
e.g., God's imniscience, woman's susceptibility to deceit,
etc. In each case, however, these similarities have been
explainable by a theological or textual problem suggested by
the biblical text. Thus, no paralle 1 traditions have been

found in these sources in the course of this analysis.

S R —
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Notes

1We find several midrashim in which Adam is de-
picted as a giant, but nowhere did I find the animals of
Eden depicted as giants. For Adam as a giant, cf. BMR
13:12; LT Ber. 3:21; MGH Ber. 3:8 (p. 98); PRK B. Piska=-5
(45a); SSR 3:7.5; ¥YS Mishdatim, sec. 363; YS Ruth, sec. 609;
YSB, sec. 17 (p. 57).

2For more on the serpent as an upright walking
creature; see BRT 3:1 (p. 41); MA Ber. 3:1; Tos Sot 4:4;
YSB, sec. 24 (p. 89). ©None of these traditions, however,
attribute to the serpent the ability to speak Hebrew.

3According to Wolfson's interpretation, only the
righteous become immortal:

". . .it logically follows that the soul by virtue of
its having been created, must by its own nature be mor-
tal, and that, if the soul of the righteous is immortal
at all, it is so only by the providence of God as a
reward for righteous conduct. Consequently, since it
is only by the providence of God that the soul of the
righteous ceases to be mortal, it is quite reasonable
to assume that the soul of the wicked never ceases to
be mortal and never acquires immortality" (Harry Austryn
Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, 2 vols., 4th rev. ed.
[Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968], 1:410).

4Other passages which stress how the woman is eas-
ilv deceived include: ARN, chap. 1 (p. 4); LT Ber. 3:1; MA
Ber. 3:3; MGH Ber. 3:1; YS Gen. sec. 25; ibid., Ps., sec.
613.

5For traditions of the serpent thrusting Eve
against the Tree, see note 4 above.

6Concerning Philo's attitude toward women, Good-
enough says:
"philo lays great stress upon the sanctity of the family,
but displays a low opinion of women throughout. In this
he shows his popular rather than Greek philosophical
background for Plato and the Stoics alike had been

i
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emphasizing the equal value of women. His remarks about
the conduct of women reflect the restrictions of con-
temporary society. Women are to be kept in the interior
parts of the house, allowed out only under the most fav-
orable conditions. They are supreme in the matters of
household management, and only there. 'In nature men
take precedence over women' [33 Spec., II, 124]. 'The
female is incomplete and in subjection, and belongs to
the category of the passive rather than the active'

[34 Spec., I, 200]. . . . Philo throughout identifies
women with weakness, incompleteness, and actual sin"
(Erwin R. Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Judaeus,
2nd ed. [Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962], pp. 126-127).

7The following midrashim stress that Adam com-
manded Even ot to touch the Tree: ARN, chap. 1 (p. 4):
BR 19:3; LT Ber. 3:1; MA Ber. 3:3; MGH Ber. 3:3; YSB, sec.
24 (p. 921).

8See note 7 above for midrashim dealing with
Adam's prohibition against touching the Tree.

9Philo’s exegesis rests on the interpretation of
the word "gods" in the plural. In the Hebrew, ’
although in the plural form, is understood in the singular,
"God."

10In VR 11:1, verse 3:5 is interpreted to mean that
Adam and Eve were designated divinities by God up until the
time of their fall from Eden.

11For God as the jealous Creator of the world, see
BR 19:4; Tan. Gen.-8; Tan. Mezorah-2; Tan. B. Mezorah-24a;
YS Tazrea, sec. 358.

12The method by which Eve is able to induce Adam to
eat from the forbidden fruit is also to be found in: BRT
Noah 9:21; MHG Ber. 3:6 (pp. 9-94); PRE, chap. 13 (p. 43);
Tan Noah-); Tan Tazrea-8; YSB, sec. 27 (p. 92).

131 interpret Philo's statement "if the eye is a
separate inteliigence, which is called the counselor or the
understanding, there is also a special irrational eye which
is called opinion" as a reference to the rational and

—
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irrational soul on the basis of my reading of Wolfson's
discussion on the soul (see Wolfson, Foundations of Reli-
gious Philosophy, pp. 385-395).

140ther midrashim on the future generations that
Adam and Eve destroyed by eating the forbidden fruit include
BR 19:6; BRT Bereshit 3:7; YSB, sec. 27 (p. 93).

15Additional passages containing the interpretation
that Adam and Eve strip themselves of the one command given
to them by God are: BR 19:6; BRT Bereshit 3:7; LT Ber.
3:10; YSB, sec. 27 (p. 93).

16The fig tree is the tree from which Adam and Eve
ate the forbidden fruit and it is also the tree which gave
of its leaves for their loincloths. For parallels, see
Berahot 40a; MHG Ber. 3:7 (pp. 96-97); PRK B. Piska-20
(142b); Sanhedrin 70b.

17'rhe eating of the fig occasions death in the
world. See MHG Ber. 37 (pp. 96-97; PRK B. Piska-20 (142);
YSB, sec. 21 (p. 73); Y¥SB, sec. 27 (p. 93).

18For another tradition about Adam and Eve making
their loincloths from the leaves of the tree under which
they hide, see MHG Ber. 3:8 (p. 97).

19The traveling of God's voice was heard in the
garden is also discussed in BR 19:7.

20Max Kadushin, in his The Rabbinic Mind, states
that "in sum, the use of the word shekinah by the Rabbis
. . . indicatecs that it stands for God himself" (for full
details, see Max Kadushin, The Rabbinic Mind, appendix by
Simon Greenberg [New York: Bloch Publishing Co., 1972],
p. 225).

21For traditions of the shekinah departing from its
earthly abode on account of man's sin, see: ARN, chap. 34;
BMR 13:2; BR 19:7; LT Ber. 3:8; Tan. Nasa-16 and 20; Tan.

Pekuday-6; Tan. B. 19a; YS Nasa, sec yll; ¥YS Mishpatim, sec.

636; YS Tehilli, sec. 732.
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22
The trees of Paradise and the ministering angels
reproach man for having eaten the forbidden fruit. See BR
19:8; BRT Bereshit 2:7 (p. 33); MA Ber. 3:8.

2

3For more on man as the object and subject of fear
in this verse, see BMR 11:3; MHG Ber. 3:8 (p. 98); PRK B.
Piska-5; SSR 3:75.

24
4 above.

25Philo assumes that Adam and Eve hid themselves
near the tree itself, because the tree was also in the
"midst" of the garden: ". . . with the tree of life in
midst of the garden, and the tree of knowledge of good and
bad" (Gen. 2:9).

26Man's stature is decreased. See BMR 13:12; LT
Ber. 3:21; MHB Ber. 3:8 (p. 98); PRK B. Piska-5 (45a); SSR
2:7.5; ¥YS Mishdatim, sec. 363; YS Ruth, sec. 609; YSB, sec.
7 {ps 51Ys

2"l"l'he same traditions about man being destined to
be placed in wooden coffins is found in LT Ber. 3:8.

For the rabbinic attitude toward women, see note

28For traditions about God's desire to give man an
opportunity for repentance, see ER 1l:1.1; Tan. B. Tazrea-20.

29More traditions about God's lament over man's
fall are to be found in BR 19:9; MHG Ber. 3:9 (p. 98); PRK
B. Piska-14 (119b); Y¥YS Hosea, sec. 523.

30For traditions of God's reproof of man for having
eaten the forbidden fruit, see BR 19:9; ER 1l:1.1; Sanhedrin

38b; YSB, sec. 28 (p. 97).

31Here are more traditions about man blaming woman
for his fall; cf. AB, chap. 62; ER 3:34-39.9; LT Ber. 3:12;
MA Ber. 53:12; PRK B. Piska-17 (l13la); SD, chap. 1l:1; ST Ps.
100; Tan. Tazrea-9; Tan. B. Tazrea-20a; Hukot, sec. 764;
YS Isaiah, sec. 470; ¥YSB, sec. 62 (p. 223).

32For other traditions about woman's response to
God's reproach, see LT Bre 3:13; YSB, sec. 28 (p. 98).

rr—— Y|
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3'rhere are several more traditions of the order in
which Adam, Eve, and the serpent were cursed. See BR 20:3;
LT Ber. 3:14; MHG Ber. 3:13 (p. 100); YS Sheminie, sec. 526;
YSB, sec 29 (p. 99).

34Hoshe Mirkin, Midrash Rabbah (Tel Aviv: Yavneh
publishing House, 1968), 1:145-146, n. 3 (for bibliograph-
ical reference, see Selected Hebrew Bibliography).

35?0: more traditions about the curse upon the ser-
pent and the attributes that are removed from by God, see
ARN, chap. 1 (p. 5); BR 21:5, LT Ber. 3:14; MHG Ber. 3:13
(p. 101); Sota 9b; Tos. Sota 4:4, YS Nasa, sec. 708; ¥S
Isaiah, sec. 509; YSB, sec. 29 (p. 98).

' 36Mirkin, Midrash Rabbah, 148, note on " V?N7WY R
' 0‘31 -')l?n. "
37
See note 35 above.
¢ 38

For more traditions about the nine curses with
which Eve was cursed, see BR 20:6; LT Ber. 3:16; Erubin
( 100b; YSB, sec. 30 (pp. 103-104); ¥SC, sec. 31 (p. 105).

39Wolfson. Ph.lo: Foundations of Religious Phil-
) osophy, 1:394, explains Philo's use of the term "breath"
i which, I believe, is identical with "divine inbreathing":

. . the 'breath of life' which God breathed into Adam
was not air in motion, but a certain impression and charac-
ter of divine power, which divine power Moses calles by an

i appropriate name image,' that is to say, it is an image of
the idea of mind which is itself called image."

40For traditions about the curse on the land, see
BR 5:9; BR 20:8; BRT Bereshit 3:17-18 (p. 51); LT B. 3:17;
PRE, chap. 14; Tan. B. K'doshim-38a.

41For more traditions about the difficulty man has
in growing food, see note 40 above.

4"!Phile::, I assume, is alluding to the corruptibil-
ity and mortality of the irrational soul, and the incor-
ruptibility and immortality of the rational soul (see Wolf-
son, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy, 1:397-398) .
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Immortality is only granted to the righteous soul as a
reward for its righteousness (ibid., p. 410).

43According to Margulies™ %1 "®y? *27T is an edi-
torial interpolation (Mordecai Margulies, Midrash Haggadol
on the Pentateuch: Genesis (Jerusalem: Mosad Haran Kook
Publishing, 1967), p. 108, n. 5 (for bibliographical ref-
erence, see Selected Hebrew Bibliography).

4

4This useful examination for why the body reverts
back to the earth element first is given by Asher Weiser:
" ,BYY 072 AT UK :DWW--NTTI07 VAT XT3 0TRAw 1173 77
1w ,NIDIYY 31100 WIYAT KM MwWwnmT Leya Py p0oIoy Xoa b
22N X MRG AR .17 NIT0T Mwoont N1 1A 1971 JeyDd
(727 a7 27I07)0mMAZW LN123 TT0ND DAw NIDIVA PY-~nN By 1D
-=27N M9y X1 OW? WK 727 LI NITI077 TVT 091 731 VNI MW
P20 WD MY IDY2 NPTIND TBYD 1w NIDEIYA 78 .@yn 12 13233 2w 9%

(Eban Ezra, Commentary on the Torah: Genesis, with %N

critical apparatus and commentary bv Asher Weiser [Jeru-
salem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1976], p. 29, nn. 76-78.

(For bibliographical reference, see Selected Hebrew
Bibliography.)

45Other midrashim which treat man's return to the
dust of the earth include: Shabbat 152b; YS Ezekiel, sec.
376; YS Ecclesiastes, sec. 979; YSB, sec. 33.

46According to Wolfson: "Philo, reechoing the words
of Plato, says that those which 'soar upwards back to the
place whence they came' are 'the souls of those who have
given themselves to genuine philosophy (Gig. 3, 13-14)"' and
that 'immortal life' awaits 'pious men (Post. 11, 39)'"
(Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy, 1:406-407).
We find a similar attitude in rabbinic literature, where the
righteous will be resurrected; however, this is a physical
resurrection, unlike Philo's immortality of the soul; see
YS Ezekiel, sec. 276.

47These midrashim also discuss the theme of Eve as
the mother of humanity and demons: BR 20:1; ¥SC, sec. 33
(pp. 111-112).

48WOlfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philoso-
phy, 1:271-272,

49.¢. pesabhim 114a; Hullin 84b.
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50For traditions about man's free will, see Mek.

Beshllah 7.73 (Lauterbach ed.); SSR 1:9.2; YSB, sec. 34
(p. 115).

51 i ] "

S. Freedman and Maurice Simon, eds., Midrash

Rabbah, 10 vols. (London: Soncino Press, 1966), 1:175,
ns As

52For Philo, only the soul can become immortal.
See note 3 above.

53For other traditions where " n" is changed to
"not," see BR 21:6; BMR 13:3.

54For traditions which discuss man's free will, see
note 50 above.

SSMirkin, Midrash Rabbah, 1:84, n. 6.

56For more on the gqualities (luster, stature, etc.)
that man forfeited because of his sin, cf. BR 12:6; BR 19:8;
MHG Ber. 3:17 (p. 106).

5-"’Other midrashim which depict the Torah as a "Tree
of Life" are found in Berabot 32b; PRE, chap. 12; SER, chap.
1 (end); ¥YS B'Hukoti, sec. 670; YSB, sec. 22 (p. 77): ¥YSB,
sec. 36 (p. 118).

58For more traditions about the cherubim who guard
the way to Paradise, see BR 21:9; LT Ber. 3:24; Tan. 3.
Bereshi+-9b; YSB, sec. 36 (p. 118).

Sgkddushin. The Rabbinic Mird, pp. 216-217.
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CHAPTER III
THE CAIN-ABEL ENCOUNTER (GEN. 4:1-15):

AS INTERPRETED BY PHILO AND THE RABBIS

In this chapter a critical comparison is made
between Philo's interpretation of Gen. 4:1-15 ("The Cain=

Abel Encounter"), as found in Questions and Answers on

Genesis (1:58-76), and selected parallel material found in
the rabbinic sources.

Philo's interpretation of "The Cain-Abel Encounter"
has been chosen for analysis because it contains only a few
allegorical interpretations. All of his interpretations in
this section are "midrashic,"™ and thus well suited for com-

parison with rabbinic midrashim.

1. Qu. in Gen. 1:58

(Gen. 4:1) Was it correctly said about Cain, "I
have acquired a man through God"?

(Concerning acquisition) a distinction is made
hetween "by someone" or "from someone" and "through
something” or "from something,"™ that is, from matter.
"Through someone" means through a cause, and "through
something” means through an instrument. But the father
and creator of the universe is not an instrument but a
cause. Accordingly, he errs against correct thinking
who says that things come into being not by the agency
of God but through God.

D
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Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 4:1 (p. 112)

1
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Discussion
Do not read "I have acquired a person, God," but
rather read the verse to mean "I have acquired [begotten]

a person from axp [that is, "with the help of"] God."

Evaluation

Philo believes the "through God" is an inappropriate
term, because it implies that God 1s only an instrument.
God, however, according to Philo, is not an instrument, but
the cause, the creator, of that which comes into existence.

The midrash, in contrast, is concerned with showing
that the biblical verse should not be understood to mean "I
have acquired [begotten] a person, God," as it could easily
be mistranslated because of its peculiar grammatical con-
struction. (We would normally expect "from" (nxn), that is,
"with the help of," rather than just the object particle an
alone.) Therefore, the midrash supplies the proper grammati-
cal form of the preposition axn ("from").

We conclude that the midrash, unlike Philo, is not
concerned with the distinction between instrumentality and

causality, but is concerned with showing that Eve gave birth

——
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to a person (with the help of God) and that she did not
"acquire God." Furthermore, I did not find a concern with
Philo's distinction between instrumentality and causality in

any of the other midrashim that I examined.

2. Qu. in Gen. 1:59

(Gen. iv. 2) Why does (Scripture) first describe
the work of the younger man Abel, saying, "He became
a shepherd of flocks, and Cain tilled the ground"?

Even though the righteous man was younger in time
than the wicked one, still he was older in activity.
Wherefore now, when their activities are appraised,
he is placed first in order. For one of them labours
and takes care of living beings even though they are
irrational, gladly undertaking the pastoral work which
is preparatory to rulership and kingship. But the
other occupies himself with earthly and inanimate
things.

Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 4:2 (p. 113)
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Discussion

"Abel became a keeper of sheep, and Cain became a
tiller of the soil" because, according to this interpreta-
tion, Cain loved to sow the land and Abel loved to shepherd
a flock. Although the husbandman and the shepherd need each

other, the husbandman is more vital: everyone needs wheat,
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because the basic staple for all people is bread. And even
a king is subjugated to the field, because from it comes

food as well as healiing (medicine) for everyone.

Evaluation

Philo and the midrash seem to agree that both Cain
and Abel took up their respective vocations voluntarily.
Philo, however, concludes that the order in which the broth-
ers are mentioned in Scripture is significant: Abel is men-
tioned first because pastoral work preceded husbandry tem=-
porally. In addition, pastoral work takes precedence over
husbandry because it is preparatory to rulership and king-
ship.

Unlike Philo, the midrash is not concerned with the
order in which the brothers are mentioned in the Scripture.
Rather, the Rabbis make a very practical observation about
the vocation of each brother: The husbandman and the shep-

herd need each other, but the husbandman is more vital,

because everyone needs the bread which he produces. Here,
unlike Philo's interpretations, there is neither a disparage~-
meni of the husbandman or an indication that pastoral work
predisposes men to rulership. In fact, I found no parallel

to Philo's interpretation in any of the midrashim I examined.

— e e
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3. Qu. in Gen. 1:60

(Gen. iv. 3-4) Why did Cain after some days offer
firstfruits of offerings, while Abel (brought an offer-
ing) from the first-born and fat ones, not after some
days?"

Scripture manifests a distinction between the lover
of self and the lover of God. For one of them took for
himself the fruit of the firstfruits and impiously
thought God worthy (only) of the second fruits. For
the words "after some days" instead of "immediately"
and "from the offerings" instead of "from the first-
fruits" indicate great wickedness. But the other
offered the first-born and elder animals without any
delay at all or rejection by his Father.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Lekah Tov Bereshit 4:3 (p. 29)

e 5! n*wuﬁ? MR XY LAY N30 A2WA TED (TP X2TY oD YRR
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Discussion (Translation)

AFTER SOME TIME, CAIN BROUGHT AN OFFERING TO THE
LORD FROM THE FRUIT OF THE SOIL. . . . Scripture does
not say from the firstfruits of the soil, but from the
fruit of the soil. This comes to teach that he ate the
firstfruits and honoured the King with the last fruits.

B. Yal<ut Shim'oni Bereshit sec. 36 (p. 121)

N132W 27 pa? PEW 17TNY ‘DX ,717127 0K KT LnoD Yu pe 7% yran
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Discussion (Translation)

Passover eve had arrived. Adam called his sons and
said to them: "Israel is destined at a futvre time

e ———— .
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to offer their Pascal sacrifices, and now you also offer
a sacrifice to your Creator." And Cain brought [for
sacrifice] his leftover food, parched flax seeds, and
Abel brought [for sacrifice] from the first-born of his
flock, sheep that had never been sheared.
Evaluation
According to Philo, the Scripture teaches us that
Cain was a "lover of self." He delayed and did not bring
his sacrifice to God immediately, and, instead of bringing
"from the firstfruits," he merely brought "offerings," leav-
ing the best for himself. This indicates, according to
Philo, "great wickedness." However, Abel, in contrast to
Cain, "offered the first-bcrn and elder animals without any
delay at all."
Both Philo and midrash A similarly conclude that
Cain kept the firstfruits for himself, rather than offering
them to God. This similarity in conclusions, however, is
probably due to the language of the biblical text itself,
rather than to a borrowing of interpretations by one source
from the other: Scripture indicates that Cain only brought
"an offering" to God, while Abel brought the "first-born" of
his flock. Therefore, it is logical to conclude that had

Cain brought “"firstfruits" as a sacrifice to God, Scripture

would have stated this explicitly.

it T
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When a closer examination is made of Philo's inter-
pretation and midrash A and B, differences between them
become manifest. Neither midrash A nor B indicates, as does
Philo, that Cain delayed his sacrifice to God; and neither
midrash explicitly states that Cain was a "lover of self"”

while Abel was a "lover of God." Also, neither midrash con-

cludes that Cain's actions, as Philo says, "indicate great
wickedness." Both midrashim, at least for the moment, are
satisfied with simply stating that Cain brought firstfruit
offerings to God, while Abel brought the first-born of his
flock. It is left to the reader to draw conclusions about
the character of each brother from the actions attributed
to him by the scriptural text.

It is significant that I did not find the "lover
of God" and the "lover of self" distinction in any of the
other midrashim I examined, for this merely confirms that
whatever similarities exist between Philo and midrash A are
due to the language of the Scripture itself, rather than to

any kind of borrowing.

4. OQu. in Gen. 1:61

(Gen. iv. 4-5) Why does (Scripture), having begun
by first mentioning Cain, (now) mention him in second
place, for it says, "God looked upon Abel and his offer-

n=

ings," but of Cain and his sacrifice "He did not approve":
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First, (Scripture) does not mean that he is first
by nature who happens to be the first to be perceived,
but he who comes in his time and with sound morals.
Second, as there were two persons, good and evil, He
turned toward the good man, looking upon him because
He is a lover of goodness and virtue, and first seeing
him to be more inclined toward that side in the order
of nature, He deprecates and turns away from the evil
man. Accordingly, most excellently (Scripture) says not
that God saw the offerings but that He first saw those
who were offering gifts before the gifts themselves, for
men look at the quantity of gifts and approve them; but
God looks at the truth of the soul, turning aside from
arrogance and flattery.
Discussion
Scripture mentions Abel first, according to Philo,
because "he [is] who comes in his time [he offered his sac-
rifice immediately, without delay] and with sound morals."
Furthermore, God turned to the good man, because "He is a
lover of goodness and virtue,"” and having seen Cain first
and perceiving that he inclined, by nature, toward evil, God
turned from him and refused his sacrifice. Accordingly.
this indicates that God first looked at the "truth of the

soul" of each man who offered a sacrifice, and only then did

God look at the gift offered by him.

Bereshit Rabbah 22:6
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Discussion

We find that the midrash interprets verses 4 and 5
to mean that God had to first satisfy himself with each
brother's character (nature) before he would become satis-
fied with his offering. Accordingly, the character of each
man emerges with the guality of offering he makes to Ged:
Abel, on the one hand, brings "the choicest of the first-
lings of his flock" (Gen. 4:4); while Cain, on the other
hand, merely brings "from the fruit of the soil" (Gen. 4:3).
Thus, one man brings the best he has to God, while the other
withholds the best he has from God. We find, therefore,
that God acts accordingly: in al, having been satisfied
with Abel's character, God was also satisfied with his

offering; and in A_, having been dissatisfied with Cain's

2

character, God was also dissatisfied with his offering.

Evaluation

We find that Philo and the midrash similarly inter-
pret the scriptural text to mean that God had to first be
satisfied with each brother's character before He would be
satisfied with his offering., This similarity in interpreta-
tions can, however, be easily acccunted for by the structures

of verses 4 and 5, which, for exegetical purposes, seem to

- L S P—_
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be divided into two parts by both Philo and the Rabbis. The
two parts of verse 4 are: "The Lord paid heed to Abel ([this
is the first part of the verse, in which God is satisfied
with Abel] and his offering [this is the second part of the
verse, in which God, having been satisfied with Abel, now is
also satisfied with his offering]." Further, the two parts
of verse 5 are: ". . . but to Cain [this is the first part
of the verse, in which God finds no satisfaction in Cain] and
his offering He paid no heed [this is the second part of the
verse, in which God, having found no satisfaction with Cain,
now also finds no satisfaction with Cain's offering]." It
would seem, then, that the similarity in interpretations is
most probably due to the arrangement of the biblical verses,
rather than to a borrowing of interpretations by one source
from the other.

No other similarity, aside from the one already
discussed abovz, is to be found in Philo and the midrash.
Moreover, I found no midrash that evinced a concern for
interpreting the order in which the brothers are mentioned
in Scripture, which, according to Philo, is determined by

Cain's "evil" nature and by Abel's "virtuous soul."”
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5. Qu. in Gen. 1:62

(Gen. iv. 4-5) What difference is there between
a gift and a sacrifice?

He who slaughters a sacrifice, after dividing it,
pours the blood on the altar and takes the flesh home.
But he who of fers something as a gift offers the whole of
it, it seems, to him who receives it. And the lover
of self is a divider, as was Cain, while the lover of
God is a giver, as was Abel.

Evaluation
I found no discussion concerned with the distinction
between a sacrifice and a gift, and "lover of self" and

"lover of God" in any of the rabbinic sources that deal

with Cain and Abel.

6. Qu. in Gen. 1:63

(Gen. iv. 6) Whence did Cain know that his sacri-
fice was not pleasing?

Perhaps his difficulty was resolved through the
cause mentioned in the addition; for he was grieved
and his countenance fell. He therefore took this
grief as a sign of having sacrificed something not
pleasing. For joy and gladness ought to come to him
who sacrifices something purely and blamelessly.

midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 4:5 (p. 114
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Discussion (Translation)

BUT TO CAIN AND HIS OFFERING HE PAID NO HEED. This

teaches that Cain's offering was rejected and a fire

from heaven did not descend upon it [to consume it];

And it was despised in his eyes that his brother's sac-

rifice was acceptable [to God], but his own sacrifice

was not acceptable [to God], for as it says in Scrip-

ture, CAIN WAS MUCH DISTRESSED AND HIS FACE FELL.
Evaluation

Both Philo and the midrash explain how Cain learned

that his offering was not acceptable to God. Philo inter-
prets the second part of verse 5, "For he was grieved and his
countenance fell," to mean Cain's own "grief" was the very
indication that God had not accepted his offering. The mid-
rash, however, unlike Philo, does not explain the verse psy-
chologically, but rather it concludes that Cain's offering
was not consumed by the heavenly flame which, apparently,
consumed Abel's sacrifice (the consuming flame being an indi-
cation that the sacrifice was acceptable).

As is expected, the midrash contains nothing of

Philo's psychological insight into the biblical story.

7. Qu. in Gen 1:64

(Gen. iv. 7) What is the meaning of the words,
"Not that thou doest not offer rightly, but that thou

dost not divide rightly"?
First of all, correct division and incorre<t
division are nothing else than order. And through order
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equally are made the whole world and its parts. Where-
fore the creator of the world, when He began to order
refractory and unordered and passive substance, made use
of cutting and division. For in the midst of the uni-
verse, He placed the heavy things and those that natur-
ally bear downwards, (namely) earth and water; but air
and fire He placed above, for they ascend through their
lightness. But He separated and marked off the pure
nature, (namely) heaven, and surrounded and enclosed
the universe by it, that it might be invisible to all,
containing within itself all things equally. But the
fact that animals and plants come into being from moist
and dry seeds--what else is this than a cutting and
separative division? Accordingly it is necessary to
imitate this order in all things in the world and
especially in returning thanks for those things for
which we are required to make a corresponding return to
him who gives them to us. 1In the second place, to give
thanks to God is right in itself specifically, but it is
blameworthy that He should not first receive them nor
receive the first of the new products. For it is not
proper to offer the best things to that which is created,
namely oneself, and the second best to the All-wise.
This is a reprehensible and blameworthy division, show-
ing a certain disorderliness of order.

Discussion

According to Philo, Scripture indicat=s that Cain
did not imitate universal order--proper division--when he
offered his sacrifice to God. For in accordance with uni-
versal order it is proper to separate (divide) the first of
the "new products" and offer them to God, before one takes
of them for himself. To do otherwise "is a reprehensible
and blameworthy division, showing a certain disorderliness

of order."

= M—
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I did not find the notion that one must imitate uni-

versal order when making a sacrifice dealt with in any

extant rabbinic sources.

B. Qu. in Gen. 1:65

(Gen. iv. 7) What is the meaning of the words,
"Thou hast sinned, be quiet"?

The oracle utters something very useful. For not
to sin at all is the greatest good. But he who sins
and is abashed and ashamed is kin to this man and, as
one might say, is the younger beside the elder. For
there are some who rejoice over sins as if over good
’ deeds, thus having a disease that is difficult to cure
| or rather is incurable.

' Evaluation

This discussion is not paralleled in any of the

midrashim.

9. Qu. in Gen. 1:66

(Gen. iv. 7) Why does He seem to give the good
man into the hand of the evil man, saying, "To thee
is his return"?

He does not give him into his hand, but the sense
is quite the contrary, for He speaks not of the pious
man but of an act already done. And He says to him,
"the return and reference of this impiety is to thee.
Do not therefore blame necessity, but thine own charac-
ter, so that in this place He represents it as volun~-
tary. But the words, 'thou shalt rule over him,' again
have reference to an act." 1In the first place thou
didst begin to act impiously, and then another wrong
follows a great and impious lawlessness. And so He con-
siders and proves that this is the beginning of every

voluntary wrongdoing.

—
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Discussion

Here Philo interprets a scriptural text that he had
misread (or perhaps he had in his possession a text differ-
ent from our text). His reading for our Hebrew AnpIwn T*7X1--
usually rendered, "Its [sins] desire is upon you"--is "To
thee is his return."

Accordingly, Philo explains that "To thee is his
return" should not be understood to mean that God had given
Abel into Cain's power, but rather, this statement indicates
that Cain's impious act of withholding the firstfruit offer-
ings from God was a voluntary act, for which Cain was
responsible. Furthermore, "Thou shalt rule over him" is
interpreted as a reference to a voluntary deed of wicked-
ness--Cain's murder of Abel--which would follow from Cain's
! first impious act. Accordingly, Philo deduces a principle
from the Scripture: "Every voluntary wrongdoing" (e.g.,
Cain's murder of Abel) begins with a voluntary impious act
(e.g., Cain's withholding of the firstfruit offerings from

| God) .

Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 4:7
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Discussion (Translation)

SURELY, IF YOU DO RIGHT, IT SHALL BE LIFTED UP. If
you improve your deeds, I will forgive your iniquity;
and if you do not improve your deeds, your sins will
be preserved till the day of judgement [A;]. ITS
DESIRE IS UPON YOU. Know [Cain] that the evil incli-
nation will be desirous of your sins, nevertheless it is
under your power and you are not under its power [Azl.
YET YOU CAN BE ITS MASTER. If you do not desire to
listen to it [the evil inclination], it cannot cause you
to sin, and therefore you are thus responsible [for your
actions] in the world [A5].

Evaluation

A similarity of ideas emerges from both Philo and
the midrash: Cain, according to these interpretations, has
the power to determine his own actions--for good or for
evil. Philo characterizes Cain's "impious deed" as volun-
tary, while the midrash declares that Cain has control over
his evil inclination. This similarity of ideas, however, is
probably the result of similar theological points of view
rather than a borrowing of interpretations by one source of
the other. The objective of each interpretation, in the
final analysis, is different. Philo's intent, on one hand,
is to show that the Scripture endeavors to impart a principle
of "voluntary wrongdoing," whereas the intent of the midrash

’ . . B
(especially sections A, and A3] is to show that Cain's fate

lies in his own hands.
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10. Qu. in Gen. 1:67

(Gen. iv. 8) Why does he (Cain) kill his brother
in the field?"

In order that when once again it sown or planted,
infertility and unfruitfulness may altogether come
upon its fruits, and by bringing the murder to mind,
may reveal its foulness. For the ground was not to
be the same after being forced to drink human blood
unnaturally so as also to grow food for him who pol-
luted it with the blood of a foul deed.

Bereshit Rabbah 22:7
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Discussion

The midrash attributes Cain's murder of Abel to three
causes, which also exemplify for the Rabbis why strife is to
be found in the world.

In Al a struggle over material possessions is
depicted: The brothers have divided the world between them-

selves; one brother possesses all movable property, while

the other possesses the land. However, neither one of them




145

allows the other to make use of his possession and, as a
result, a quarrel ensues in which Abel is murdered by Cain.

In Az a religious struggle is depicted: Each one of
the brothers wants the Temple to built on his land, and in
the resulting quarrel Cain murders Abel.

In A3 the cause of the quarrel is attributed to
sexuality: Each brother wants to possess the same woman,

and when neither one gives up his claim over her, a struggle

ensues in which Abel is murdered by Cain.

Evaluation

Philo and the Rabbis have a different goal in inter-
preting verse 8. Philo is concerned with the reasons why
Abel was murdered in the field: The murderer would thus be
perpetually reminded of his crime by the ground that would
be forced to drink his brother's blood; it would only yield
him "infertility and unfruitfulness." The midrash, on the
other hand, is concerned with explaining Cain's reasons for
murdering Abel: The brothers fell into an argument over
material possessions, the location of the Temple, and a
woman. This is all interpreted by the Rabbis from the word
"field." There is, however, no indication in the midrash

that the land would become infertile and unfruitful as a

e
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result of the fratricide.

11. Qu. in Gen. 1:68

(Gen. iv. 9) Why does He who knows all ask the
fratricide, "Where is Abel, thy brother?"?

He wishes that man himself of his own will shall
confess, in order that he may not pretend that all
things seem to come about through necessity. For he
who killed through necessity would confess that he
acted unwillingly; for that which is not in our power
is not to be blamed. But he who sins of his own free
will denies it, for cinners are obliged to repent.
Accordingly he (Moses) inserts in all parts of his
legislation that the Deity is not the cause of evil.

Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 4:9
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Discussion (Translation)

THE LORD SAID TO CAIN, "WHERE IS YOUR BROTHER ABEL?"
because the Holy One, blessed be He, is desirous for
the repentance of the wicked. He [Cain] should have
said, "Master of the Universe, You know all the secrets;
I killed him [Abel] and I have sinned," and then the
Holy One, blessed be He, would have forgiven him. But
he did not do this, for when he heard the Holy One,
blessed be He, ask him, "Where is your brother Abel?"
he determined in his heart that thick clouds prevented
Him [God] from seeing the deeds of man; and he began to
lie and said to God, "I DO NOT KNOW" (Gen. 4:9).

Evaluation

Both Philo and the midrash develop similar themes
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in their interpretations of the Scripture: God is omniscient
and He requires confession and repentance from sinners.

In his interpretation, Philo assumes from the outset
that God is omniscient, for he states as much in his gues-
tion, "Why does He who knows all ask the fratricide [mur-
derer] . . . 2"--God knows where Abel is to be found. The
main thrust of the interpretation, however, is to show that
God requires confession and repentance from the murderer.
Philo explains the necessity for these by distinguishing
between a free-will killing (murder) and a killing that is
committed unwillingly. 1In the case of a murder, it is nec-
essary for the malefactor to offer a confession before God,
so that he does not deceive himself into believing that his
crime was born out of necessity. And after his confession,
explains Philo, the murderer is required to repent before
God. In the case of a killing committed unwillingly, how=
ever, there is no culpability, and consequently no repen-
tance is necessary. By making this distinction between a
free=will killing and a killing committed unwillingly, Philo
removes the possibility of God having any part in evil; for

it is man with his free will who chooses between good and

evil.
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The midrash interprets the Scripture to mean that
God desires the confession of the wicked. Therefore, had
Cain confessed his sin to God, God would have forgiven him.
However, the main thrust of the interpretation is to show
that nothing can be hidden from God--He is omniscient--and
therefore Cain's attempt to deceive God about Abel's fate
was futile.

Although the similarities between Philc and the
midrash are striking, they can be easily accounted for by
the structure of the scriptural text and the common belief
in God's omniscience held by the Rabbis and Philo. "'Where
is your brother Abel?'" is interpreted as a question which
is meant to elicit a confession, for God, since He is omni-
scient, must know where Abel is to be found. Neither the
Rabbis nor Philo can tolerate a theology that admits to any-
thing less than an omniscient God. The difference between
Philo and the midrash is one of emphasis: Philo's main con-
cern is to show that confession and repentance are desired
by God, whereas the main concern in the midrash is to show

that nothing can be hidden from God.

12. Qu. in Gen. 1:69

(Gen. iv. 9) Why does he (Cain) reply as if to a
man, saying, "I do not know. Am I my brother's keeper?"
It is an atheistic belief not to hold that the

— e e — e
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divine eye penetrates all things and sees all things at
one time, not only what is visible but also what is in
recesses, depths and abysses. "Why dost thou not know
where thy brother is?" someone will say. "And how
shouldst thou not know this, being the fourth man in
the world together with thy two parents and thine only
brother?" But the reply, "I am not my brother's keeper"
is a fine defence! And of whom else rather than thy
brother shouldst thou have been a keeper and protector?
Thou didst show so much care for violence, injustice,
treachery and homicide, which is a great abomination
and accursed deed, but didst show contempt for thy
brother's safety, as though it were something super-

b fluous.

Midrash Ha-gadol 4:9 (p. 119)
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Discussion (Translation)

AND HE SAID, "I DO NOT KNOW. AM I MY [*23%] BROTHER'S
KEEPER?" You [God] are the one who watches over all
the creatures, and You ask this of me? To what may
this be compared?--to a thief who steals utensils dur-
ing the night and is not caught. But in the morning
the watchman catches him. He says to him, "Why did you
steal the utensils?” He replies to him, "I stole and

I did not desist from my job, but why did you desist
from your job of guarding the gate, and now accuse me
thus?! And thus Cain said to the Holy One, Blessed be
He, "I killed him, but You created an evil inclination
within me. You are his [Abel's] guardian and my guard-
jan, and the guardian of the whole world. Why did You
let me kill him? You are the one who killed him, for
You are called Anoke [ 23§, for if You had accepted my
sacrifice as You had accepted his, I would have not
become jealous of him."
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Evaluation

The midrash and Philo are similar in that they both
interpret "I do not know. Am I my brother's keeper?" as an
attempt by Cain to evade the responsibility for Abel's mur-
der. However, upon close examination of the interpretations,
we find that the similarity is superficial.

In the midrash Cain accuses God of bearing the
responsibility for Abel's murder. God, according to Cain,
is, after all, the guardian (72w ) of all the world and all
its creatures, and He should have, therefore, watched over
Abel. This interpretation is achieved by playing on the
word "I am" (Anoke =7J3), which is an appellative for God,
thus: "Anoke [God] is my brother's keeper.” In Philo's
interpretation, Cain merely pleads ignorance when asked by
God about his brother's fate. There is no attempt to shift

the responsibility of the murder to God in the Questions and

Answers.

Moreover, the exegetical form of the midrash differs
from that of Philo: Philo accomplishes his interpretation
by merely stating Cain's responsibility for Abel's welfare,
whereas the midrash interprets the text by the use of anal-
ogy. Additionally, Philo's interpretation also includes a

brief discussion of God's omniscience, but no such discussion

. S —
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is to be found in the midrash.

The exegetical form, as well as the content, is dif-
ferent in Philo and in the midrash. 1In addition, the simi-
larity in themes between these two interpretations emerges
from the Scripture itself, which, according to its literal
meaning, indicates Cain's attempt to evade the responsibil-

ity for Abel's murder.

13. Qu. in Gen., 1:70

(Gen. iv. 10) What is the meaning of the words,
"The voice of thy brother calls to me from the earth"?
This is most exemplary, for the Deity hears the
deserving even though they are dead, knowing that they
live an incorporeal life. But from the prayers of evil
men He turns away His face even though they enjoy the
prime of life, considering that they are dead to true

life and bear their body with them like a tomb that
they may bury their unhappy soul in it.

Discussion

I found no parallel to Philo's interpretation in any
of the rabbinic literature I examined. However, by way of
contrast, it is worthwhile to give one example of how the
Rabbis treat verse 10. In BR 22:9 the Rabbis interpret
"your brother's blood" in the plural, that is, "your broth-
er's blocds." On the basis of the Hebrew plural form of the
word "blood" ( »D7), the verse is interpreted to mean that

Cain not only murdered Abel, but also all those of Abel's
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blood who were yet unborn and would never be born, all his

descendants.11

14. Qu. in Gen. 1:71

(Gen. iv. 11) Why does he (Cain) become accursed
upon the earth?

The earth is the last of the parts of the universe.
Accordingly, if this curses him, it is understandable
that appropriate curses will be laid upon him by the
other elements as well, namely by springs, rivers, sea,
air, winds, fire, light, the sun, the moon, the stars
and the whole heaven together. For if inanimate and
terrestrial nature opposes and revolts against wrong-
doing, will not purer natures do so still more? But
he with whom the parts of the universe wage war--what
hope of salvation will he any longer have? I do not
know.

Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 4:11
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Discussion (Translation)

THEREFORE, YOU SHALL BE MORE CURSED THAN THE GROUND. . . .
Because his body was created from it [the ground], and
because it opened to take your brother's blood, and He
[God] also cursed him, "If you till the soil [it shall
no longer yield its strength to youl" [Gen. 4:12]--that
it should bring forth nothing of what you sow in it.

Evaluation

According to Philo's interpretation, "the earth is
the last of the parts of the universe." And since it

cursed Cain, deduces Philo, then all of the other elements
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and creatures must have done so already. Thus Cain has no
place and no thing which is hospitable to him. In the mid-
rash, however, only the earth curses Cain by not giving
forth anything he sows in it. Moreover, the midrash also
implies that the earth itself is cursed because it opened f
itself to receive Abel's blood. |

I found no parallel to Philo's interpretation in any

of the rabbinic literature I examined.

15. Qu. in Gen. 1:72

(Gen. iv. 12) What is the meaning of the words,
"Groaning and trembling shalt thou be upon the earth"? |

This too is a universal principle. For every evil-
doer has something which immediately awaits him and is
to come. For things to come already bring fears, and
that which is immediately present causes grief.

Evaluation
Philo's interpretation, "groaning and tr.mbling," in

verse 12, does not accord with the Hebrew 434 g3, which is

usually translated, "ceaseless wanderer." Philo either mis- |

read the passage, or he possibly had a biblical text with a
reading different from our text. There is no parallel to

Philo's "psychology of fear" in any of the extant rabbinic A

sources.
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16. Qu. in Gen. 1:73

(Gen. iv. 13) What is the meaning of the words,
"Too great is my guilt to let me go"?

Indeed there is no misfortune of greater hopeless-
ness than God's leaving and abandoning one. For the
lack of a ruler is terrible and difficult for depraved
men. But to overlooked by a great king and to be cast
out and rejected by the chief authority is an indescrib-
able misfortune.

Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 4:13
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Discussion (Translation)
CAIN SAID TO THE LORD, "MY PUNISHMENT IS TOO GREAT TO
BEAR! Is my crime greater than that of the sixty
myriads who are destined to make a golden calf!? But
You will forgive them, and my crime You will not for-
give, so that I will become a restless wanderer before
You?"
Evaluation
I found the feeling and tone similar in both Philo
and the midrash, but the exegesis is different in each.
Philo interprets "Too great is my guilt to let me go" (we
have a different reading of the passage in Hebrew, which is
usually translated as: "My punishment is too great to bear!")

as Cain's resignation to desolation and hopelessness, because

he fears God will abandon him. However, the midrash sees
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the text as a plea by Cain to God for His forgiveness. Nev-

ertheless, in both cases Cain is pictured as very vulnerable.

17. Qu. in Gen. 1:74

(Gen. iv. 14) Wwhat is the meaning of the words,
"Every one who finds me will kill me," inasmuch as
there were no other people but his parents?

First of all, he was likely to suffer harm from the
parts of the world, which were made for the use and par-
ticipation of good men but none the less exact punish-
ment from the wicked. Second, because he feared the
attacks of beasts and reptiles, for nature produced
these for the punishment of unjust men. Third, perhaps
one may think of his parents, to whom he first brought
new grief and their first misfortune, as they had not
known what death is.

Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 4:14 (p. 120)
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Discussion (Translation)

YOU SHALL BECOME A CEASELESS WANDERER ON EARTH [Gen.
4:12]. When it was decreed upon him to become a
ceaseless wanderer, wherever he went the earth would
tremble beneath him, and the wild and domesticated
beasts would become agitated and say to each other,
"That is Cain, upon whom the Holy One, blessed be He,
decreed, 'You shall become a ceaseless wanderer.'" And
they said, "Let us go to him and devour him"; and they
gathered and approached him. At that moment his eyes
filled with tears and he said, "Whither shall I go from
Thy spirit? / Or whither shall I flee from Thy presence?

e e
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If I ascend up into heaven, Thou art there; If I make
my bed in the netherworld, behold, Thou art there. If
I take the wings of the morning, / And dwell in the
uttermost parts of the sea; Even there would Thy hand
lead me, / And Thy right hand would hold me. . . .
[Ps. 139:7-10]. And he came to the Holy One, blessed
be He, with a plea, as it said in Scripture, "CAIN
SAID TO THE LORD, 'MY PUNISHMENT IS TOO GREAT TO BEAR!'"
[Gen. 4:13].

Evaluation

The only point of similarity between Philo and the
midrash is in the theme of the animals which are prepared to
harm Cain for his crime.

It is very likely, however, that the similarity in
interpretations was forced upon Philo and the Rabbis because
the biblical narrative does not tell of any other creatures
upon the earth that could threaten harm to Cain. 1In the
midrash, unlike Philo's interpretation, these animals are
not specifically "produced for the punishment of unjust
men." In fact, they are forbidden to harm Cain. Further-
more, unlike the midrash, Philo in his interpretation does
not state that the earth trembled beneath Cain wherever he
went; he is satisfied with merely making a general statement
about the harm that might come upon Cain from those "parts
of the world, which were made for the use and participation

of good men but none the less exact punishment from the

wicked." It is unlikely therefore, that the similarity in
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interpretations is an indication of a direct borrowing by

one source from the other.

18. Qu. in Gen. 1:75

(Gen. iv. 15) Why shall everyone who slays Cain
suffer seven punishments?

Our soul is made and constituted of eight parts:
of the rational part, which permits of no division,
and of the irrational part, which is naturally divided
into seven parts--the five senses, the organ of speech
and the organ of reproduction. And these seven parts
are the causes of wickedness and are brought to judg-
ment. And death is acceptable to the chief ruler (i.e.
the mind) in whom evil is. Accordingly whoever kills
the mind by mixing in folly instead of sense will cause
the dissolution and breaking up of the seven irrational
parts. For just as the chief ruler is disposed toward
virtue, so also are disposed the parts which are sub-
ordinate to him.

Discussion

Philo uses the Scripture as a point of departure
from which to discuss the eight parts of the soul. Philo
distinguishes between the rational soul which is indivisible
and the irra*ional soul which consists of seven organs.
Moreover, he discusses the relationship between the mind and

the irrational soul. I found no parallel to Philo's inter-

pretation in any of the rabbinic sources I examined.

19. Qu. in Gen. 1:76

(Gen. iv. 15) Why is a sign placed upon the frat-
ricide in order that any who finds him may not kill him,
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when it was fitting to do the opposite and give him into
the hands (of another) for destruction?

First, one kind of death is the change of nature of
the living. But continuous sorrows, unmixed with joy
and violent fears, empty of good hope, bring on many
grave and manifold deaths, which are caused by sense.
Second, immediately at the outset (Scripture) wishes to
describe the law of the incorruptibility of the soul and
to refute the false belief of those who think that this
bodily life alone is blessed. For behold one of the two
(brothers) is guilty of the greatest evils, namely impi-
ety and fratricide, and yet is alive and begets children
and founds cities. But he who gave evidence of piety is
destroyed by cunnino. Not only does the divine word
clearly proclaim that it is not the life of sense which
is good and that death is not an evil, but also that the
life of the body is not even realted (to life). But
there is another (life) unaging and immortal, which in-
corporeal souls receive as their lot. For that which
was said by the poet about Scylla, "She is not a mortal
but an immortal evil," was said more appropriately about
him who lives evilly and enjoys many vears of life.
Third, although Cain in the first place committed a
great fratricide, He offers him an amnesty, imposing a
benevolent and kindly law concerning the first (crime)
on all judges, not that they may not destroy evil men,
but that by hesitating a little and showing patience,
they may cleave to mercy rather than to cruelty. But
He most wisely prescribed a canon of gentleness and
understanding concerning the first sinner, not killing
the homicide but destroying him in another manner. For
He did not permit him to be numbered with his father's
family, but announces that he is proscribed not only by
his parents but also by the whole human race, counting
him a genus peculiar and separate from the rational
species, like one driven out and a fugitive, and one
transformed into the nature of beasts.

Rabbinic Sources

A. Bereshit Rabbah 22:12

2177 777 173NXT20 13710 XY R xXYon3 Y L4713 1P ama Yo o

15,27 279 Y2 9%y 190 ,TobY Do At XYY am 1P




159

Discussion (Translation)

WHOSOEVER SLAYETH CAIN, etc. R. Nehemiah interpreted:
Cain's judgment shall not be as the judgment of other
murderers. Cain slew, but had none from whom to learn
[the enormity of his crime], but henceforth, All who
slay shall be slain. (Soncino translation)

B. Bereshit Rabbah 97, Vayechi
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Discussion

According to the midrash, God treated Cain leniently
for his crime of murder, because he pleaded for forgiveness.
Cain thus becomes for the Rabbis a prototypical penitent who
is forgiven by God in order to show all future generations
che power of penitence and atonement. Furthermore, th2
midrash teaches that no sinner, no matter how great his sin,

can be deprived of his right to plead before God's mercy.

Evaluation
Both Philo and midrash A are in agreement that Cain
was spared from death because he was the first person to

commit the crime of murder, and hence he could not know the

consequences of his deed.

—

=S




160

A closer examination of the interpretations, how-
ever, reveals important differences between them. It is to
be learned from Cain's crime, according to midrash A, that
murder is punishable by death, and henceforth, "All who
slay shall be slain." But for Philo, the leniency demon-
strated to Cain by God is to serve as an example of mercy
for all judges (although Philo certainly does not advocate
abolition of capital punishment). In addition, though Cain
is spared from death, he is punished, according to Philo, by
being cast out from his family and the whole human race:

He is counted as "a genus peculiar and separate from the
rational species, like one driven out and a fugitive, and
one transformed into Lhe nature of beast."

The similarity between Philo and midrash A is con-
ditioned by the necessity to explain why a murderer is
spared from death. It is obvious that leniency has to be
extended to Cain be. ause he had never seen death, and he did
not know that murder was punishable by death. Furthermore,
the idea presented in midrash B, that Cain is the proto-
typical penitent, and that he must be forgiven in order to

set an example for humanity, is not found in Philo.

ESCEN——
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Summary

Of the nineteen Philonic scriptural interpretations
analyzed in this chapter and compared to parallel rabbinic
material, none are allegorical. The style of these inter-
pretations is much more akin to that of the rabbinic Mid-
rash both in exegetical technique and in the lack of an
overall theme. Both Philo and the Rabbis discuss, for
example, how Cain was able to determine that his sacrifice
was not acceptable to God, although each source provides a
different reason for his knowledge. However, where similari-
ties have been found in the two sources they were (as in the
interpretation of the "Tree of Knowledge Episode") explain-
able by a theological or textual problem suggested by the
biblical text. Here, too, no parallal traditions were found

in the two sources.
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Notes

lFor traditions of Eve having given birth to Cain
with God's help, see MA Ber. 4:1; ¥YS Gen., sec. 35.

2There are some traditions in which disapproval of
Cain's agricultural profession is expressed; see BR 22:3;
ibid., 31:3; LT Gen. 4:2; MABer. 4:2; YSB, sec. 36 (p. 120):
Tan. Noah-13.

3Other passages where Cain and Abel bring their
sacrifices to God are to be found in BR 22:5; LT Ber. 4:3;
MA Ber. 4:4; Tan. Gen.=-9.

4Cain and Abel bring their sacrifices to God on
Passover; cf. MA Ber. 4:3; HMG Ber. 4:3 (pp. 113-114); YSB,
sec. 36 (p. 121).

5The theme that God does not accept Cain's sacri-
fice is also to be found in MA Ber. 4:5; ibid., 4:8; MHG
Ber. 4:4 (p. 114); PRE, chap. 14; YSB, sec. 36.
6For traditions of how Cain learns that his sacri-
fice was unacceptable to God, see note 5.

TFor God's warning to Cain that he has control over
the "Evil Inclination," cf. LT Ber. 4:7; MHG Ber. 4:7 (pp.
114-115); YS Re'eh, sec. B76; YSB, sec. 36 (p. 123).

3For other traditions concerning the argument
between Cain and Abel about the "field," see MA Ber. 4:8;
MHG Ber. 4:8 (p. 118); PRE, chap. 20; Tan. Gen.-9.

9For other traditions of God's desire for Cain's
repentance, cf. Bk 20:6; ibid., 97-Vayehi; Tan. B. Gen. 10a.

10For other traditions of Cain's accusations of God
for not guarding Abel, see BR 97-Vayehi; BRT 4:9 (p. 55);
Tan. Gern.-9, YSB, sec. 159 (p. 838).

llThere are several interpretations of Abel's
"blood" as "bloods," in the plural; cf. LT Ber. 4:10; MHG
Ber. 4:10; San. 37a; Y¥YSB, sec. 38 (p. 128).

—
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leor traditions of the land's unproductivity for

Cain, see MHG Ber. 4:11 (p. 120); ibid., 4:12 (p. 120); YSB.
sec. 38 (p. 129).

13Other: passages in which Cain pleads for God's for-

giveness are to be found in BR 22:12; DR 8:1; LT Ber. 4:12;
MHG Ber. 4:13 (p. 120); PRK B. 160a; Tan. B. 1l0a; San. 101lb;
YSB, sec. 38.

1‘II"c:r traditions which take up the themes of animals
that threaten to kill Cain, see BR 22:12; MHG 4:12 (p. 120);
YSB, sec. 38.

151='t:>r traditions where God shows leniency to the
first murderer, cf. VR 10:5; YSB, sec. 38.

]'GFor a tradition that discusses the theme of Cain
the prototypical penitent, see YSB, sec. 159 (p. 839).
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CHAPTER 1V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A total of forty-five of Philo's "questions and
answers" have been analyzed and compared with parallel
rabbinic material. Although many similarities in subject
matter were found between Philo's interpretations and the
rabbinic interpretations, no parallel traditions were found.
None of Philo's interpretations were found to be identical
to the rabbinic interpretations with respect to three cri-
teria: subject matter, interpretations of the same words or
phrases, and similarities in exegetical techniques. When=-
ever a similarity was found between Philo and the Rabbis, it
was explainable by the very nature of the scripturcl text:
The biblical verse suggested certain theological and textual
problems, which could have well given rise to similar or
parallel interpretations in both sources.

It is, therefore, concluded that the findings of
this study do nct substantiate Samuel Belkin's claim that

Philo's Questions and Answers contain early Palestinian mid-

rashim and that Philo was dependent on a Palestinian Oral

—



165
Tradition for his interpretations of Scripture. At best,
it can be concluded on the basis of these findings that
similarities in content, and sometimes in exegetical tech-
niques do exist in Philo's nonallegorical interpretations

in Questions and Answers on Genesis and parallel material in

rabbinic literature. The nature of the interpretations are
such that no dependence by one source can be proved.

The similarity between Philo's interpretations and
the rabbinic interpretations of Scripture does allow us to
conclude that both sources had similar theological and
exegetic interests. We may infer from these similarities in
interests that there was probably contact between Alexandria
and Palestine, although there does not seem to be a great
dependence by Philo on Palestine. His interpretations sug-
gest that he was not dependent on the Palestinian Midrash.

The conclusions reached on the basis of this study
must remain tentative at best. This is due to the limited
amount of material utilized for comparison. A larger
sampling would provide more conclusive answers. And in this

light, the comparison of the whole Questions and Answers on

Genesis and also Questions and Answers on Exodus with rab-

binic material is much desired.

e ——— R ———
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