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1. Qu. in Gen. 1:32 

(Gt:u. iii. 1) Did t:he serpent speak in the manner 
of men? 

58 

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 eve ry sound. And since they were not provided 
only with defective senses, such as belong to a miser­
able borlily frame, but were p r ovided with a very great 
body and the magnitude of a giant, 1 it was necessary 
that they should also have more accurate senses , and 
what .i~ more , philosophical sight and hearing . For 
not inaptly do some conjecture that they were provided 
with e yes with which they could see those natures and 
beings and actions which were in heaven, and with ears 
to perceive sounds of every kind. 

Le~aQ Tov Bereshit 3:1 

Oi Wf'Jil -Ui 11vh ., ,~~J1 ,11n1r.in nio K7 il~~il ?K ~n:ii1 ·~,, IO.~lW 
,;i~i~t ;ini~J 1'r.1c if'9~1 ,01-,y .,,., W"li111J Jim ,J ,wii~;i 11w7J il~il 
7J 11w7 oi17 w, n~DilJn ,J ,i'7w 11v?J "1C17 ?J1n1 01~11 11~7 y,,, .,,.,, 
1n~1 ,nN 7J7 nizxu oiw7 ~.,,, .,,., ,J n1zxu o;i7 o~ oWJi ,11J7 r,n, 11 0 

• W"li'l OY -Ui?l i'l1 i1 lJ 

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 um:lerstood by Adam. 
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IM'l'llODUC'l'IOH 

JDfISH COllllUllI'l'IU I• PALU'l'ID A11D 

ALBXUDRIA Ilil TD TADAI'l'IC lltA 

The Alexandrian Jewi•h comnunity in the Tannaitic 

period;· e•pecially in the early year• of the Connon Era, 

f louriahed in what the historian Victor Tcherikover has 

de•cri bed aa an •international atmoaphere.•1 It was in this 

• international atmoaphere• of Helleni stic culture that Jews 

found themaelve• faced with the cons tant threat of aesimi-

lati on and, concomitantly, with hindrances to their freedom 

of religious practice. The individual Jew could now abandon 

his ancestral religion a.nd become a Roman citizen with all 

of the ~ttending rights and privileges. The exposure to 

Hellenistic culture meant that Jews were constantly in the 

process of integrating or rejecting Graeco-Roman ideaa and 

customs, thus the comnunity waa faced with the danger of 

having its Jewish identity undermined by the acceptance of 

foreign cultural elements. 

The relative tolerance extended by the Romana to 

•ol d and venerated reliqiona• meant that the Jewa could 

llltF.-•Y 
mo U'f\l'' rni 1 i:r.F, 
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enjoy reliqiou• and aocial autonomy. Thi• enaured, for aa.e 

time, the continued exiatence of the or9aniaed Jewiab ncel"!lllmu 

nity with aynaqoquea, c01111unal repr•••ntation, and court• of 

law. However, the fact that tbe Jewiab cOlllWlity waa a tol-

erated religioua co1111unity allowed to practice it• •ance•-

tral lava• meant that it had to be exeapt from participation 

in the atate cult, which, by the Roman period, took on the 

form of the deification of the emperor. The participation 

in the cult waa not merely a demonatration of religious devo-

tion, but perhapa more iaportantly, an act of allegiance to 

the poli• •• well aa to the Empire. Tcherikover expresaea 

the Jewish dile...a well when he aays1 

The God of Iarael acknowledged no rivals, nor could 
one pray to Him and aimultaneoualy of fer aacrif icea 
to another deity. The cult of the gods waa in Jewish 
eyes the complete negation of Judaism. The existence 
of the Jewiah co111111unity was therefore bound up with 
the exemption of the Jews by the authorities from par­
ticipation in the cult of the Greek (and Roman] deitiea, 
and this was its negative condition.2 

Under these conditions, it was inevitable that the privi-

legea of the Jewish col\'l'llunity became the cause aa well a• 

the pretext for anti-Jewish feelings, which were incited by 

some Alexandrians who pointed to the Jews aa foreigner•, a 

people unwilling to demonstrate their complete allegiance 

to the Empire. 

-' 
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Reli9ioua tolerance (whicb initially bad been · 

extended to the or9ani•ed Jewi•b ca ... unity by the Ptol­

emiea), aa well aa the con•tant expo•ure to Helleniatic cul­

ture, gave ri•e in Alexandria to a Belleni•tic variety of 

Judai•• well before the Rollan conqueat of Egypt. But it was 

under Roman rule that the Jewiah coamunity of Alexandria 

c ... to full blooa. 

In Palestine, Phariaaic Judaism was characterized by 

it• claia that it was heir to the Oral Tradition which was 

revealed to Moses on Sinai alonq 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. Thia Oral Tradition--consistinq 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 aaqea to update scriptural law, and thua 

made it relevant for a constantly changing Jewiah coaaunity 

in Palestine. And even though the Paleatinian Jewiah COii• 

munity disinteqrated as a political entity after the Bar 

Kochba revolt in 135 C.E., the Oral Law, for whicb ~Pal• 

estinian aaqe• had become diatinguiahed, per•i•tetl .ad 



bee ... th• le9al foundation of the Jewi•h COllllUDity mcat­

tered tbrou9bout tbe world. 

Paleatin• vaa the .. in center of Jwlaiam during the 

Graeco-aa.an period. '1'be 'i'empl• cult in Jeruaalem claimed 

the loyalty of _,_ throu9bout the world. Likewiee, the 

Alexandrian Jewiab eo1111unity alao acknowledged it• alle­

giance to the Jerusalem cult, but the precise nature of its 

relationahip to Paleatine is a matter of conjecture. 

Scholarly opinion i• divided about the line of 

development taken by the Alexandrian Jewish community. 

• 

Erwin Goodenouqh, for example, claims that two dif­

ferent Judaiame existed in the Graeco-Roman period, onti Pal­

eetinian and the other Alexandrian, each developinq alonq 

it• own lines vitb little if any cultural influence by one 

Jewiab center on the other. Alexandrian Judaiem, accordinq 

to Goodenough, was thoroughly Bellenizedi Alexandrian Jews 

drew on Greek idea• and cuatome, and they developed a leqal 

syetem baeed on pagan law, rather than on the Paleetinian 

Halakab. 2 on the other band, there are thoae scholars like 

Ha.rry Wolfaon, 3 vbo claim that Alexandria waa dependent on 

Paleetine for its cultural developments Alexandrian Jewry 

made extenaive use of the Paleatinian Oral 'l'raditioa~ llotb 



5 

Halakah and Affadab, in it• reli9iou dewlopmnt. In 

effect, claia tbeae acbolara, Alexandrian Judai•• waa •r•lY 

a variety of Phariaaic Judai•• current in Paleatine. More-

over, the two center• of Judai•• were in conatant co111unica-

tion with each other, with the Paleatinian center e.xertinq 

much influence on Alexandria. Importantly, thouqh, both 

group• of acholara baae their contraatinq reconatructions of 

the Alexandrian Jewiah coamunity on easentially one aource: 

the writing• of Philo Judaeua. 

Philo: A Source for Alexandrian 
Literary Activity 

Little is known of Philo'a 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 c0111Dunity. 

When the Emperor Gauis provoked a poqrom aqainat the Jews of 

Alexandria, Philo was choaen aa the head of the Jewia dale-

qation which pleaded the Jewish cauae before the llllperor. 

Thus, from his own writing•, Philo emergea aa a loyal Jew. 

What record remains of the literary activity of tbe 

Alexandrian Jewish COlllllunity i• to be found in the tbirty• 

eight titles that bear Philo'• names four tr .. ti .. a laaY9 
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little mention of JMr• and lcripture and are devoted to ape• 

cial proble .. in philo•opbyr tlaree treati••• deal with •pe­
cial probl ... of Alexandrian Jetfr/, and tb• r ... ining trea­

ti•e• •are written in ~ fora either of running coanentary 

on certain book• of the Pentateuch or of diacour•e• on cer­

tain topic• •elected from the Pentateuch~·4 

Of all thirty-eight treati•e• attributed to Philo, 

two commentarie• on the Pentateuch are generally recognized 

aa bearing a clo•e reaemblance to Palestinian midraahims 

Queationa and Anawera on Genesis and Questions and Answers 

on Exodua. The arrangement of interpretations in these two 

c01111entariea follow the order of veraes in each of the two 

Pentateuchal book• upon which they comment, with only se­

lected verses interpreted in ~he form of questions and 

anawera. Each verse i• introduced with the formulaic 

expression, "What is the interpretation of thia verae?" and 

then two or more interpretation• are offered. Generally, 

one of the interpretations i• literal and the other allego­

rical, with the former reaembling the Paleatinian Midraab in 

both form and content. It ia, therefore, becauae of the 

resemblance of Queationa and An•wer• on Gen••i• to the Pal• 

eatinian Midraah that I have choaen •ection• of till• wock 

as the subject for this atudy. 



., 
Th• 'l'be•i• • Content and Method 

Th• purpoae of tbia atudy ••• to compare Philo'• 

treatment of a ••91191!t of biblical text with parallel mate­

rial in rabbinic literature, in an effort to (a) determine 

whether there ia an interdependence between early rabbinic 

tradition and Philo, and (b) to confront the que•tion of the 

overall relationahip between Alexandrian Jewry and Palestine. 

Thia atudy ia divided into three chapter•. In Chap­

ter I, I have •wnmarized the positions of the two scholarly 

vi~ws re9ardin9 Philo. Special emphasis has been placed on 

the position of Samuel Belkin, who has written extensively 

about Philo'• relationship to the Palestinian Oral Tradi­

tion. 

In the next two chapters, Philo'• interpretations 

are compared to rabbinic interpretations on the same verses . 

Uainq verse indices for rabbinic literature (Hyman's 

Sefer Torah Ha-Ketuvah u' Meaorah, Kaaher'• Torah Schleimah, 

Epstein's Torah Tememah), thematic indice• (Soncino, Midraah 

Rabbah, the index to the Theodor-Albeck edition of Bereahit 

Rabbah, Ginsberg ' • Legend• of tbe Jew•), and r~inic 

anthologies (Yalkut Shim'oni, M!dr••h Ha=tadol, etc.), J 

located all the available rabbinic tradition• retarding tbe 

two biblical passages, and from among the .. I tbeD .. , ..... 



tradition• which I found moat cloaely reeellbled Pbilo'• 

interpretationa. I then coapared tbe .. •elected rabbinic 

interpretation• to Philo'• interpretation• on the .... 

veraea. 

I 

In Chapter II a compariaon i• .. d• of Philo'• treat­

ment of the •Tree of Knowle49e• epi•od• (Gen. 311-24), aa 

found in Qu• in Gen. lall-57, and the rabbinic treatment of 

thia aame atory, while in Chapter III, Philo'• treatment of 

the •cain-Abel Encounter• (Gen. 411-15), as found in Que. in 

2!!1• 1158-76, i• compared to selected rabbinic interpreta­

tion• of the aame veraes. 

I began thia atudy of Philo with three preauppoai­

tionaa the firat was that whatever conclusion I would reach 

at the end of the study, it would be tentative at beat1 no 

atudy of a limited eample of an author'• writing• can claim 

anything else. Keeping this in mind, I attempted to avoid 

what Samuel Sandmel calla the aubatitution of the part for 

the whole. 5 My aecond presupposition waa that juat becauee 

a conclusion is reached on the baeia of a limited aaaple, it 

does not mean that it i• invalid, eapecially when the aa.ple 

is relatively large. Accordingly, I choae whole aectiona 

of Questions and Anawera on Geneaia, which contain a rela• 

tively large number of nonallegorical interpretation•, and 
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at th• aw tiM an oa mantari•• on oa11plet• biblical 

•tori••· My third preauppoeitiaa - tbat by ccmparin9 

Philo'• interpretation• of a ca11plete biblical atory to th• 

rabbinic interpretation• of the - wrH• in th• biblical 

•tory, I would aaxiai•• the po11ibility of finding aiailari­

ti•• and parallel• in the two aourcea. Thi• procedure aleo 

ha• the advantage of not only ahowing aimilaritiea, but dif­

ference• in the treatllent of the aame aubject matter. After 

all, difference• do reflect attitudes, aa do aimilaritiea. 

Another methodological conaideration i• the dating 

of rabbinic parallel•. 

Although we can fix the date of Philo'• works, it is 

more difficult to do ao with the rabbinic material. All of 

our early rabbinic material ha• come to u• ia sources com­

piled many centurie• after Philo wrote hi• work•. Generally, 

it is aaawaed that early rabbinic material exiated in oral 

form until it waa finally reduced to writing in the Miahnah 

Midrash and Talmud. Thoae tradition• reported by early 

eaqea are conaidered to be reliable, eapecially if a particu­

lar tradition is found in the n ... of th• .... ••99 in aev• 

eral different place•, or in th• nw of di:fferent ..... .-0 

were contemporariea. Thu• late eo111pilationa of rlll~ia&o 

material are a••wned to contain tr.tition• ..wli9C' _.... 
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their dat•• of compilation. 

My procedure for colleatint tbe rabbinic •t•r.ial 

con•i•ted of locatin9 all tbe available rabbinic interpre­

tation• of Gen. 311-24 and Gen. 411-15 in the llidra•hic 

collection• and th• two TallNd•. After locating all the 

.. terial, I carefully cho•• tho•• interpretation• which 

•eellltd mo•t •illilar to Philo'• interpretation•. Therefore, 

in moat caaea, one rabbinic interpretation i• compared to 

Philo'• interpretation, and in some ca•e• even two . On 

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

interpretation aillilar to Philo'• interpretation, I noted 

thi• in the Di•cuaaion •ection. 

In cOllparinq the interpretation• of Philo and the 

Rabbi•, I used •everal criteriaa (a) •imilarity of •ubject 

aatter1 (b) interpretations of the same words or phraee•1 and 

(c) sindlar itie• of exegetical technique• (play on word•, 

analoqiee, u•e of proof-text•, use of technical terainol­

oqy). Thu• when all three criteria were -t-•vhich -an• 

that the two object• of compari•on were for all purpo••• 

identical--the interpretation• were oon•idered parallel. 

However, when only one or two ele .. nt• were found in caBBOD 

in two interpretation•, thi• wa• oonaiderecS .. rely a ailll• 

larity between theM and not necea•arily a parallel. 



I have devi... tbe !ollwia9 fiw-s-n foraat to 

facilitate the C01tpari80D bet:lll9en Jlbilo'• interpretation• 

and the rabbinic .. terial. 

Praa Philo 

A full text of each of Philo'• interpretation• i• 

provided froa Marcua• Bn9li•h tranalation of Qu!•tiona and 

An9vera on Geneaia. Each interpretation i• preceded and 

identified by a number which correaponds to the numbering 

found in Marcu•' book. 

Diacuaaion (of Philo'• interpretation) 

11 

Whenever a diacuaaion of Philo'• interpretation i• 

warranted--when the text i• long, or unclear, or it i• uae­

ful to liat it• aalient pointa--it i• found immediately 

below the translation. 

Rabbinic Source 

The texts of •elected rabbinic interpretation• are 

provided in Hebrew and Aramaic. If 110re than one interpreta­

tion is preaented, then each one i• deaignated by an upper 

case letter. Thua, if two interpretationa are offered, tbe 

f irat i• designated A and the aecond i• deaignated a, ... 

so on. When one zabbinic interpretation baa .._. tlMla ... 



part, each ptart i• d••itnated by an Arabic nU11eral. Thua, 

if mi4raah A ha• two 1N1rta, th• fir•t part i• A1 and the 

aecond 1N1rt i• A2, and 110 on. 

Di•cua•ion (of rabbinic interpretation•) 

Below th• text of each rabbinic interpretation a 

12 

4iacuaaion follow•. The diacuaaion usually involves u para-

phraae and interpretation. When the text needs no discus-

aion, a tcanalation alone is provided. 

Evaluation 

Thia is a critical comparison betwe~n Phllo'a lntor-

pretation and the rabbinic interpretation. 

AB 

ARN 

BMR 

BR 

BRT 

OR 

ER 

LT Ber. 

MA Ber. 

Mek. 

MHG. Ber. 

List of Abbreviations of Primary 
Rabbinic Sources 

Agadat Bereshit 

Avoth de R. Nathan 

Bamidbar Rabbah 

Bereshit Rabbah 

Bereshit Rabbati, Theodor-Albec k ed. 

Oevarim Rabbah 

Ekah Rabbah, folio ed. 

Lekah Tov Bereshit, Buber ed. 

Midrash Aq9adah Berc:shit, Buber ed. 

Mekiltha De Rabi Iahmael 

Midrash Ha-9adol Bereahit, Jlar9uli•• ed. 

. . 



PRB 

PRK B. 

Qu. in 

SD 
SER 

SR 
SSR 

ST 

Tan. 

Tan. B. 

To•. 
VR 

YS 

YSB 

Gen. 

Pirke Bal:lbi llitf!r 
Pe•iktah de lav labana, auber ed. 

Q!!•tion• aad an...r• in Gene•i• (Philo'• 
work• cited) 
Sipbre Devaria, Pinkle•tein ed. 

Seder Bliuahu (labba, lu•a> 

Sbemot labbab 

Sbir Ba-•biria Rabbah 

SOber Tov, Buber ed. 

TanbUJ!! 
T&nbuma, Buber ed. 

To•ephta, zuckermandel ed. 

Vayyikra Rabbah 
Yalkut Shim'oni, folio ed. 

13 

Yalkut Shim'oni Bereahit, Yizzak Shiloni ed., 
2 vols. (Jerusalem: Moaaad Harav Xook, 1973) 

.. 
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CHAPTER I 

SUMMARY OF THE TWO BASIC SCHOOLS 

OF INTERPRETATION OF PHILO 

15 

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 

Phi l o must include a careful consideration of their points 

of view. 

Both scholars represent a l ong line of scholarly 

interpre tation which can be traced back about one hundred 

years, but both me n r~flect opposite tendencies in their 

assessments of Philo. Wolfson is representative vf 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 

1oyal Jew whose Judaism "was of the same stock as Pharisaic 

Judaism, which f louri s hed in Palestine" in his day.
2 



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, Mystery. 113 For Good­

enough, then, Philo is a mystic, whose roots are deeply 

~hrust into the soil of Hellenism. 

16 

Scholars subsequent to Goodenough and Wolfson have 

generally aligned themselves with one or the other, thus 

forming two basic schoo ls of interpretation of Philo. The 

survey t hat 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 J ewish point of view,"
4 

and is "still waiting 

to be informed by rabbinists" about whether Philo had "knowl­

e dge of the Oral Tradition of Jewish law as it existed in his 

day." 5 Philo, according to Goodenough, was a man who tried 

to combine the Hellenism and Judai sm of his day: his loyalty 



was divided. Whether he is "to be called a hellenized J ew 

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: 

17 

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 7 
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 Pythagoreanism)
8 

that 

Goodenough believes he has found evidence of Philo's myst i -

cism: For Philo, it was the Torah through which God 

revealed 

himsel£ to be the source of a great stream of 
Being , as the sun is of light, and made it clear tha t 
the true Judaism is fulfilled only when men recognize 
~he nature of this d eity , and ascend into ever higher 
participation in the Being of God thus radiated from 
the supreme and ultimate ly inaccessible One.9 

Havir.g adopted pagan philosophical vocabulary with which 

to discuss the impersonal "philosophical De ity," 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 

d id t t mb ' th . h " h lO • ry o co ine em in is eart. 

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 ma j ority, 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 thou9ht, and became "captivated" by 

it. Furthermore, this captivation with foreign religion and 

thought was made easier by the peculiar nature of Jewi&h 

monotheism in the ancient world. For, according to Good-

enough, "the Jewish contribution was the belief that only 

the supreme God might be worshipped. 1111 This r.ieant that 

although Jewi sh 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 me,1. But it was only to God--the supreme principle 

behind all existence--to whom all prayers were addressed, 

and not to His lesser helpe rs. Moreover, Hellenism itself 

was gradually becoming monothejstic, 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 

appeared to be only personalizations of different aspects of 

d . . l "12 ivine ru e. These factors, then, must have played a 

role in the mysticization of Judaism in the Hellenistic 

world. Sununing 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 do~e was to develop suf f i­
cient skill in alleqory and the Torah could be repre­
sented as the l£PO~ Aoyo~ par- ex . ellence , 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, but that the Greeks originally had taken it 
from them. 13 

Thus it was the mystical element, according to Goodenough , 

which , above all, characterized Hellenistic Judaism in 

AlexandLid, Egypt. Although it is impossible to trace the 

intermediate steps of its development, we find, says Good-

enough, that the Jewis ~1 :·lystery is full y developed in Philo. 

l 
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The process of Hellenization that transf orrned Juda­

ism into a Mystery affected every aspect of Jewish life, 

including the legal. In his work The Jurisprudence of the 

Jewish Courts in Eqypt: As Described by Philo Judaeus, 

Goodenough undertakes to analyze Philo's legal treatise, De 

Specialibus Legibus. Here Goodenough concludes that it 

appears Kat least highly probable that the laws recorded [in 

De Specialibus Legibus) correspond very closely to the juris­

prudence of t he Jewish Courts of Law in Egypt."
14 

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 just ifying 

the inclusion of new laws having equal authority with those 

in the original record, or, more conunonly, when defending a 

Jewish law still used by the Jewish courts, though the law 

did not square with the practice of his neighbors, Philo 

15 
also uses allegory. 

In De Specialibus Legibus, Philo demonstrates, 

acc ording to Goodenoug h, "profundity of legal knowledge and 
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training" which he used for reshaping scriptural legislation 

16 in order to make Jewish law resemble Greek and Roman law. 

Goodenough reasons that only external necessity could have 

forced Philo to reshape "the practical aspects of the law 

[in order to make it] conform to the practical penal-

. d f f . . . d "17 ties an processes o oreign Jurispru ence. • • . 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 j urists had had to rec­
oncile their loyalty to the law of Moses with the prac-
tical necessity of keeping Jews from violating the 

18 
fundamental legal principles of their fellow citizens. 

There is no question 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 jur i sdiction in these cases. 

As Goodenough explains, this adjustment of Jewish law, which 

began during the period of Gre ek 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 t hem 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 t o me not a r e mote 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 l e aves it for the "rabbin-

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

Goodenouqh has used his scholarly energies to 

explore the Greek side of Philo. In so doing, he believes 

that he has found in Philo a mystic and a profound jurist. 

However, Goodenouqh 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 

t R 1 . . d . 22 Mys ery e igions an paganism. 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 

Ch . . . b 23 ristianity was orn. 

Harry Wolfson: Philo the Philosopher 

In his magnum opis, Phi lo: Fo1·ndations of Religious 

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

son attempts t o 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 

24 of text study," which is a means of reconstructing "the 

latent processes of reasoning that always lie behind uttered 

words. " 25 



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 o f thephilosophical problems discussed by 

Philo.
26 

According to Wolfson, Alexandrian Judaism and 

24 

Pharisaic Jadaism in Palestine, at the time of Philo, had a 

conunon 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-

men t , and they translated it into Greek about two hundred 

years before the Common Era. In 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 

l b h 
. 28 

Palestine subsequent y ecame P ar1sees. 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 envir onment, according t o 

\.Yolfson, that: 

Some Alexandrian J~ws came into possession of a new 
body of knowledge derived from Greek p hilosophy, and 



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-

25 

tural interpretation by Philo's predecessors 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.
30 

This, as Wolfson explains, was due t o 

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 not 
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 e xperience and speculative 
meditations, the u~ging necessities of changed condi­
tions of life, the call o f an ever-growing moral con­
science, and undoubtedly also repercussions of all kinds 
of foreign lore.31 

The allego=ical 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 l egal 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-

32 
sophical kind of allegory." 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 

the former from becoming hostile toward the latter and 

guarding the latter against breaking itself loose from the 

f 
II 33 

OrillF!r. 

Having thus reconstructed Philo's Alexandrian Juda-

ism, Wolfson embarks on an extensive analysis of Philo's 

writings, in which h~ finds evidence for Philo's dependency 

on a "native Palestinian tradition" for matters of Agqadah 
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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 fonnu-

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 Rabbi s 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 c ountry. Sec~nd, 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
temp~rary Palestinian Jews through the various channels 
of intellectual communication that existed between them. 
Fourth, some of them we re probably borrowed by Pales­
tinian Jews from the works of Philo.35 

Alongside the traditional interpretations, there 

also existed, according to Wol fson, oral and written philo-

sophical scriptural interpr e tations in Alexandria. It is 

very possible that Philo also drew o n 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 

36 his use of philosophical allegory . 

Wolfson goes on to explain that the external form 

of Philo ' s philosophical writings resemble the sermons that 

originated in Palestine and were delivered orally in syna-

37 
gogues. 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 i n fragmentary form. Never does a problem appear 
in its full coherent structure : never i s 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 Wol fson, 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-

39 nate. 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 t he 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 

41 manner." For Wolfson, Philo is a reconciler of faith and 

reason: The divine wisdom contained i n Scripture and the 

truths discovered by philosophical reasoning are r eal ly two 

sides of the same coin , each having a different source and 

each being expressed in its own peculiar vocabulary Cone is 

articulated in nonphilosophical language, while the othe r is 

articulated in philosophical language). Philosophy, 
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according to Phi lo, is, however, to be subordinated to 

Scripture, which offe rs the i mmediate and infallible know!-

edge of reve lation; for "human knowledge is limited, and 

philosophy, which is based upon human knowledge , is unable 

to solve many problems," and is always susceptible to 

42 
e rror. Thus it was with the subordination of philosophy 

to Sc r ipture , according to Wolfson, t hat Philo laid the 

pattern for medieval philosophy that was t o reign for seven-

teen centuries until the t ime of Spinoza . 

Peder Borgen: A Methodological Contribution 

Although ~ore modest in scope than Wolfson's Philo , 

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

for its conclusions, but perhaps e ven more fo r the me thodo-

logical approach utilized in it for t he 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."
43 

He 

proceeds with his study by analyzing in detail only a f ew 

passages in Philo (Mut . 253- 263, Leg . a l l . 162 .168 , and 

Congr. 170. 173-174 ) and John (6:31-38) in which the Old 

Testament per icope on manna (the "bread from heaven" ) are 

44 
expounded. 



Analyzing the exegetical form in Philo and the 

Palestinian midrash, Borgen concludes that both sources 

"paraphrased words from the Old Testament quotations and 

45 
interwove them with fragments of haggadah about manna." 

31 

Moreover, Borgen claims to have isolated and identified with 

certainty "the main haggadic traditions" drawn upon by 

Philo . In addition, the homiletical pattern in Philo, 

according to Eorgen, reser:tbles 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 Old 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 physical terms and Greek 

1 . d . . " 47 (2 f h . ideas about equa ity an Justice ; ) some o t e aggadic 

traditio~s 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 forrn";
48 

(3 ) Philo also used fragments from traditions not found in 

the written Palestinian midrashim, e.g . , Wisd. 16, 2Cff.
49 
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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. In 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 . 50 

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 Pal estinian Jewish com-

munities and that we cannot regard them as two entirely sep­

arate forms of Judaisrn."
51 

Belkin arrives at this conclu-

sion as a result of studying Ph ilo in relation to the Pales-

tinian Oral Tradition. 

Jn 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 i s based upon 52 
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 l egal 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 s e. 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 fi rs t 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 final l y , 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 

53 
deals also with ritual laws." Belkin justifies the use of 

De Specialibus Legibus "as our onl y guide to the legal sys-

54 
tew and institution of the Alexandrian Jews," 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 decisio!ls 
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55 
of these Jewish courts. 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 Palestiniar. 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 Bel kin 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 YEPovo f~, 

but he is silent about the exact nature of the Jewish 

courts. 1157 In Pseudo-Aristeas Belkin finds "that the local 

community c - o ~1~r ~ ~i ) in Alexandria was governed by elders 

( n 0 Eo 8GTE OJ U) and magistrates ( ~l OV~E JO t )." 58 And finally , 

Belkin , giving Josephus' citation of Strabo' s testimony, 

says that the Jews of Alexandria were governed by an 

Eo v~cy ~s . 59 It is on the basis of these sources, then, that 

Belkin concludes that Jew~sh courts existed in Egypt; b~t he 
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stipulates that on the basis of the evidence at hand , all we 

can say with certainty about t hem is "that they must have 

had power to inflict minor penalties on the members of their 

. "60 community. 

Having presented his evidence for the existence of 

Jewish courts i n Egypt, Belkin cites examples in rabbinic 

literature for the early di ffus ion of the Tannaitic tradi-

tion into Egypt, in order to support his claim for the use 

of t he Palestinian Oral Law by the Alexandrian Jewish courts. 

For example, in Sanhedr in lOib it is related that Joshua b. 

Pera~aya 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 i nto 

Egypt by the second century B.C.E. Commenting on Sanhedrin 

107b, Belkin claims that Joshua b. Perahaya "may possibly 
• 

61 
have introduced Palestini an law into Egypt." 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 v i sited 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 i s evident that the Alexandrian 

J ews 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 whici1 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 

par al le ls 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 
cour t s 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 Romcrn law, but he ad.mi ts that, since 
not all of them can be traced to Greek and Roman law, 
they must therefore have had a Jewish origin.64 
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Goodenough, con~inues Belkin, admits that Philo's Halakah 

also exhibits discernible Jewish elements. But Belkin adds 

that Goodenough l~aves the question 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 c l aims that most of Philo's legal conclu-

sions presented in De Specialibus Legibus "agree with the 

principles of Tannaitic Halakah." 65 Therefore , the exis-

tence of parallel traditions, agreement in legal principles, 

and also ~vidence 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 I~oreover, Belkin reasons that Philo's one 

and only visit to Palestine would have been insufficient to 

acquaint him with Palestir.ian 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 

"b 67 Legi us. 

For Belkin, the existence of local Jewish courts in 

Egypt following Palestinian Oral Law, Philo's use of the 

legal decisions made by thes~ 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 Be!kin a strong and consistent reli-

gious and national bond existed between the two Jewish cen-

ters . !t 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 firstfrui ts and tithes were made in special store-

houses in AlexandLia and then delivered to Jerusalem by spe-

cially elected representatives of the Alexandrian Jewish commu­

nity. 68 Commenting on Philo's descr iption 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.69 

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 cotnr.lunity is well illustrated by the existence of 

the Onias cult at Heliopolis, whose adherents refused to 

recognize the J erusalem 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, i n terpreted Scripture differently. Comment-

ing on these sects and t heir method of biblical interpreta-

tion, Belkin says: 

As far as we c~n judge from Philo, there were, however, 
actually three sects in Alexandria: ()_) the allegor­
ists , who interpreted the Bible allegorically in the 



sense of the Greek mysteries but remained devoted to 
the Jerusalem Temple and cult; (2 ) the literalists; 
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(3) the sect to wh ich he himsel: belonged, who r emained 
loyal to the entire Mosaic la.,,.· but who also applieg 
some kind of allegorical method to the Pentateuch. 1 0 

Philo is de?icted by Belki~ as being critical of the 

li teral1sts as well as the a llegorists . The literalists 

were opposed to any but a literal interpretation of Scrip-

ture . The allegorists , on the other hand, only acknowledged 

t he validity of an allegorical interpr ecation o: Scripture. 

For then , the Bible was to be u~derstood symbolically, anc, 

as a consequence of che1r extreme allegorical rnet.~od of 

ir.terpretat io~, they r ejected the practical bibl i cal legis-

lation as bindlng upon t~en. In e:!ect , these Jews were 

a~t~nornian , and it was against them that ?hilo reacted most 

strongly. T'.ius the Alexandrian Je.,,.·ish conr.iuni ty "'·as faced 

v.-ith a sectarian struggle :rorn .,_· ithin , with t he va r ious 

sects (the literalists, the a llegorists, the devotees of the 

c~:t of Onia3, and t~e group co which Ph~lo belonged ) corn-

?etin~ t~ establish the1r respective interpretations of 

The Jews were also faced with an external e~e~y. 

False accusations were brou~~t against the~ by Gentile 

?Olenicists, who clai~ed that the Jewish comr.iunity was an 

alien body in their ~idst. The Egyptian priest ~anetho, f0r 
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example , argued that the Jews were descendants of lepers who 

had been expe l led from Egypt during the time of the Exodus , 

and t hat Joseph, rather than saving Egypt, had brought it to 

economic ruin. The deprecation of Jewish origins was mere l y 

one type of anti-Jewish pol emic. There also was a polemic 

based on the use of Scr ipture, whereby , according to Belkin, 

the Bible was held up to r i dicule "by quoting passages in 

their literal sense, without regard to the meaning given 

71 
them by the Jews themse lves." The resultant discrimina-

tion, persecution , and humiliation wr ought by these polemics 

on the Jewish communi t y eventua l ly caused the Jews to mis-

. . . . 11 h R 72 
trust pagan institutions , e s pec1a y t e oman courts . 

Fear and mistrust , however , were not the sole reac-

tions of the Jews to the polemics hur led against them . The 

various accusatio ns brought a gainst the Jewish conununity did 

not go 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, couched in allegory and Greek philosophical con-

cepts. Moreover , the Jewish polemics also gave an opportu-

nity for the venting of a miss i onary spirit , which sought to 

bring the Gentiles into the fold cy 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 press~res to which the Jewish conwnunity 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 

lt 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 o f 

interpr~tation is more akin to the hermeneutics of the Rabbis 

and most of the material, according to Belkin, has its ori-

74 
gins in Palestinian sources found in Tannaitic literature. 

Belkin warns , however, that Philo's seemingly heavy 

indebtedness to the Palestinian Rabbis fo r much of the mate­

rial in De Specialibus Legibus 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 Israel, 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 

th h h d . l . f . ub f . "75 eory t at t e ai y sacri ices were p lie o fering, 

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 

I 
I 

Philo's legal decisions and the decisions of the Palestinian 

I 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 Scr i pture and the Palestinian 

. d 76 mi rash. 

According t o Belkin, Philo's nonallegoric al inter-

pretations o n the Pentateuch are of the same type as those 

found in our Pale stinian s o urces (the Midrash, Mishnah, and 

Talmud). These Philonic i~terpretations 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 g r eat 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 pr esent 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-

di tional scriptural interpretations available to pious Jews 

who wanted t o deepe n their knowledge of scriptural i nter-

pretation; and they s erved as source books for preachers 

who could draw upon the interpretations contained in them 

f h 
. 77 

or t eir own sermo ns . 

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 f orm of questions and answers; each verse is 

introduce d with the f ormulaic expression, "What is the mean-

ing of this verse?" and then two or more interpretations are 
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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 ~ay 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 alao 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 1 s time in an oral form; the traditions found in 

Philo attest to the antiquity of the Palestinian midrash. 

Let us, then, now examine the basis for Belkin's claim that 

Philo 1 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 c l aim that there is a paralleling 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 question 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 

question on the same verse; at times, even, Philo's answer is 

the same as that of the Rabbis. Furthermore , since Philo's 

interpretations were conunitted 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 rabbir.ic 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 

--
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Tradition, according to Belkin, made its way to the Alexan-

dzian sages ~ho 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 a nd compared them t o 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 criteri a Belkin 

uses in his comparison of sources are "style" and "content . " 

Let us now turn to several o f Belkin' s examples of parallel 

rabbinic and Philoic trad~tions 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 t he rabbinic interpre-

tation in BR 19:8. He first presents Philo's interpretation 

and then the rabbinic interpretation: 

Here is ano the r of Philo's inte r pretations 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 o f the Rabbis: 
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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 r ef lection and 
wisdom by sinners: but there are times when thieves sit 
over the theft which they have commit~ed, 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 deceive r 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 . BO 

l ' 

i;owever, does not the scriptural ve rse itself intimate that 

Adam and Eve stole the fruit and that they are thieves? If 

so, is it not likely that the s i milarity between Philo 's 

interpretation and the rabbinic interpretation arises from 

the Scripture itself, rather than necessarily from a common 

oral tradition? 

Belkin p r esents 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] "':'he things said appear to be not 
a ques tion but a kind o f t hreat and r e proach: where art 
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thou now, from what good hast thou removed thyself, O 
man!; giving up immortality and a blessed l ife , 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, although 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, Sonc ino translation) "'The Lord God called 
out to the rr~n 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?" ( il~•t\), and He 
bewailed him with "~J~K.•81 T~-T .. 

Both Philo and the Rabbis interpret "Where are you?" (n3•~) 
•":• 

as a kind of reproach . But does not the context of the word 

imply as much?--God knows where Adarn is to be found. There-

fore, would not an astute exegete ir:unediately seize upon the 

word ~M•K? It would seem that the simi larity between Philo 
· =· ~ 

and the Rabbis could j ust 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 rabbini c paralle l: 



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

50 

"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 i n 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 22:101 "'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 i rter-

pretation of Gen. 4:12 a re similar: The earth will turn 

aga i nst Cain by withho lding its produce from him . ~either 

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 

discu3sed 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 par allel 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: Is 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 con=luded 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 ~nterpretation of Philo were sununarized, 

with special attention given to Samuel Belkin•s position . 

Therefore let us now critically compare against t his back­

ground, in this and the following chapter, Philo's treatment 

of a segment of biblical text with pa~allel material in rab­

binic literature , with an eye to any similarities or paral­

lels which may indicate an interde?endence betwee n 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 i n 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; t hese interpretations are simi­

lar to the rabbinic rnidrashim i n 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 speax 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 si~il~rity between Philo and 

t his midrash, it is not necessarily indicative of a borrow-

ing by one source from the other. The mere fact that the 

Scr iptur e 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. i ii. l } Why does the serpent speak to the 
woman and not to the man? 

In or~er 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, l ike 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 o ld age the serpent casts off h is skin 
from the top of his head to his tail, by casting i t, 



he reproaches man, for he has exchanged death for 
i mmortality. From his bestia l nature he is renewed 
and adjusts himself to diffe rent times. Seeing this, 
she was deceived, though she ought to have l ooked , as 
if at an exampl e , at him who practised strategems and 
trickery , and to have obtained ageless and unfading 
life . 

Discussion 

Philo assumes that woman, by her very nature , is 
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more tasily deceived than man: masculinity (hardness) sym-

bolizes the ability to pene trate and destroy deception and 

falsehood, whereas feminini t y (softness) symbolizes suscep-

tibility to deception and fa lsehood. Woman's susceptibility 

is played upon by the ser pent : he makes himself seem trust-

worthy to her by displaying his adapti ve and regenerative 

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

depr ive her and man of their ir.unortali ty. 3 

Rabbinic Soul:'ces 

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Be reshit 3:1 

, 01N 1 ,,,~ "JK OK -mtti 1Dl9 l'J' 1J1 J wnl~ 1, .~~ 7K ~.,, 
~wp K1~~ ~390 ~~ ?> ?~"tN77 n1qri l'KW .~7 ~'ll1W 1)1 l(W 1 1K Y"11' 0"11(~ 

.,,, OW l,K 0111179~ 11 l7 1J1 l 7JK , ~~ 1'7ilrr.l71 rt'J O, iU'1 K7K 17 1 "~ 
O"WltlW .1? nYl)1W ~1~W Y"11' ")KW ,nWN7 ,D1K, ,,,~ 1 l 1 '"lil ·~ ,~WY n~ 

y,., ~, n1"1'1!> nTZ>in ni;"OJ nli* ~iK K 1~ 1J 1 . nin9"'17 niJ,,~, n1YlJQ7l 
• ( l" :t) "'wtl );m 

Discussion 

According to this midrash , the serpent realized that 

he could not deceive man because by nature he is obstiuate 



and difficult to persuade. Women, by contrast , are easily 

4 persuaded and seduced. 

B. Bereshit Rabbah 19:3 
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~ K'7K tlJ 17 tt,Z>t\ N~tt1 . '1111lllll17J~ oi1 J "J tt"'J~~ "1lJI( lJ 
~'7ol TYtt ~J~'? ~iy in1~ ilK"'1W 11"J 1J 1Yln K71 1lZX:> i 7JNn K., O"tt'7K 

nfr'D K.,P ,tr'J'VIU nfr'Z> M'n iltlJ ,nn"l> K7 Ki1 il'? ~ • ,.,,y tt!>ITT1 
.'111 0 1"J "J 0"~7K y1i1 ,J K'JK ,~,7J"DJ 

Discussion 

Here it is explained t hat the serpent is able to 

deceive the woman by t hrusting he r agains t the Tree, thus 

letting her be assured that t he prohibition against eating 

f r om it would not r esult in deach e ithe r. 5 

Evaluation 

Both Philo and rnidrash A share a low opinion of woman 

(i.e., she is easily deceived a nd thus she is the serpent's 

logica l choi ce on whom to perpetrate his deception). It is 

not s urprising , however, since this attitude was current in 

6 both t~e Jewish and non-Jewish wor ld. The presence of such 

a shared attitude in Philo's interpretation and the rabbinic 

interpretation cannot serve as pr oof tha~ there was a bor-

rowing by one source from t he other. 

Although Philo attribut es the serpent ' s s uccessful 

deception to his regenerative abilities, midr ash B i ndic a tes 



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 coes 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." 
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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, he put forward an ambiguity 
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 consid~rs the serpent to be a maste rful liar. 

I have not found a rabbinic parallel to Philo 1 s 

interpre tat ion , where the serpent uses arnbig1:ous and confus-

ing language with whic h to deceive woman (see the Evaluation 



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

subject). 

4 . Qu. in Gen. 1:35 

(Gen. iii. 3) Why, wht?n 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-i mpose d prohibition 
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against a pproaching the Tree is interpreted by Philo through 

his concept of perception. It was necessary to add the pro-

hibition against touc hing the Tree to the prohibition 

against eating from its fruit, because touching is Fart of 

eating; in both cases , the senses must come into contact 

with sense data. In addition, Philo adds that the lesser 

prohibit i on against approaching the Tree serves as a warning 

against the severe puni shment which wi ll be incurred by any-

one who eats its fru i t. 
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Midrash Ag9adah Bereshit 3:3 

,~"JY-1 '1w ,,,s "1 DiN ~,oinw i~?o .t111Dn 1~ 1J iy1n K? i 
?y ~,oin 7K ,llNl ~t ?yi ,nY,llJ i?,~K n~~'~' in~ ?y ~~01n1 
nio K? nin? ,OK, n~ 11n~ Wfl3 KlQ ~t ~, 'Yw ,(1:? ~?wo ) i~--a, 

,ni,lJ) m:> ~7 ~JKW OWJ ~? ~, iy,n.ii 1?~~., '7K wro i?ni ,11m:m 
a .,,n,,~~ n7,:>RJ 11nZ>n ~?on~ 1) 

Discussion 

This midrash int e r prets "You shall not . • . touch 

it . . " to mean that Adam i mposed the prohibition against 

touching the Tree of Knowledge upon Eve, in order to keep 

her far away from t he 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 t he 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 e~ting 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 endeavora to 

demonstrate that sometimes t he creation of new prohibitions, 
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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,9 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 t ime. It could not have been a prescient quality 
that foresaw that there was to be among mankind a bel ief 
in ~ multitude of gods, which, as the narrative first 
proved, came about not through anythi ng rational nor yet 
through the better i rrational 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. Horeover 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 t hey we r e useful; 
he included a reference only to the knowledge of both 
contraries, good and evil. In 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 th~se 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 

Philo 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 na~ure, 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 

10 thus become "as gods." 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 t he rejection 

of evil , she might not have listened to the serpent and corn-

mitted the evil of eating the forbidden fruit. 

Rabbinic Sources 

A. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:~ 

, .. .,,il illl ~]!)~ nY11"' n~ illl/Kil 7K Wf'lli1 "itll( .O.,i1'7K Y11' "'J [A,j 
l7"'Ki1 lll • 1nJ7.>1K "'J:l toiw 1ll1K '?::>w t UZ>D 1'7JNn K'7w DJnK ;'t"Ji'il 

nM"'D'7 i 7::> inw 0"'i1'7NJ Dn"'"'i11 1lll0 1'7::>Kn Drn\1 ,o7iy;i nN K-01 '?:::>~ iltil 
(A3) .0"'K'I, on~w ;iz:> '7::> o.,n,., n1 .. .,'7.0::>"J .. Y ini'!:>l1 [A2J. inio::> o?iyil 

.Y, 1illl1 J1C 1il0 1y,rt1 .~,, J10 -.y11., 

Oiscus~i.on 

"But God knows .. • " is interpreted by A1 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 

--
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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 chat God ate before He created the world, 

and, therefore, by eating the forbidden fruit, they too 

would become l ike God, creators of worlds.11 

A
2 

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 A
3 

to mean 

that Adam and Eve would be able to distinguish between good 

and evil. 

B. Le~aQ Tov Bereshit 3:5 

o~onwJw n11.:l.1Jj ~?1 , ~ t~ o?iyn ~ji1lJ 1J1Jnn? .y11 Jio ~y1 1~ 
.D,W"1,0 Ol~~1 ~l ,l~J nt 

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 A1 

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 i ndication 

of a borrowing of interpretations by one source from 

another, hut rather it is merely an elaboration of the theme 

found in the biblical story itself. Philo and the Rabbis 

merely define Lhe term "as gods" because its definition is 

not e xplicit in the Scripture. In 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 conc luded that the interpretations in these sources 

arc not parallel . 

6 . Qu . in Gen . 1:37 

(Gen. iii . 6) Why docs the woman first touch the 
tree and ea t of its fruit , and afterwards the nan also 

take of it? 
According to the literal meaning the priority (of 

the wu1oan) is mentioned with emphasis. For it was fit ­
ting that man should rul e 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- perceptibl e; and by the par­
ticipation of sense , things pass into the mind; for 



sense is moved by objects, while the mind is moved by 
sense. 

Discussion 

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

tation is an elaboration of Philo's concept of percepti0n . 

Bereshit Rabbah 19:5 

,a\ ,~?ZJIW ., .1? illnJi O,JJY 
nM-Cl ","" i1 ini ;mz:i ., ll'\"W ·nJo 
-0,'7oil 17 :JW1"' nN 1 ilOZ> ., lK KOZI 

1"7Y n77"~ n?,nnil .,,ZJ{ llJ, 

Discussion 

ilcno ,J"'K ,"K .?J~ni ,..,,~D npni 
ilm\ ilZ> a"? il~ ,,,,Y nNJ ny,il J1W"= 
,~ , WZ>Wil nnn w1r. 7J l,~ (o~K il?ilp )17 
.ilil"' nJ~7 ilK-0 1i1n K? (n.,:ilD il ~Y~~ ) 

.i1?1p:J 

This midrash offers three interpretations of "she 

took of its fruit and ate." The firs~ 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 

w~ich 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 

-
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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. In fact, I 

have not found parallels to these types of allegorical 

interpretations of Pailo in any of the rabbinic sources I 

examined. 

7. Qu. in Gen. 1:38 

(Gen. iii. 6) What is the rr.eanin<J 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 interpretat ion of this 

scriptural text. Here, too, we find a discussion of Philo's 

concept of perception and its stress upon the relationship 
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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 i nterpretation is not parallel ed 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 farts, 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 te 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 allegori cal. I n the lite~al interpretation it is dem-

onstrated why the verse should not be interpreted to mean 
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that man and woman were blind. In the a llegorical 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 sou1. 13 

Rabbinic Sources 

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:7 (p. 96) 

i:i?i o:i,l,Y in?~J 17,K:i n11,~D 1~J~w 11,J .o:i,Jw ,J..,Y :iJn?~n1 
. :iDilJJ l:'1W 1YT'1 1n1-,y n~71n31 l:'l~int\ l1~Jn n11li:i 7J ,Jwi o:i..,Jw 

Discussion 

According to this interpretation , when Adam and Eve 

ate the forbidden fruit, their eyes opened and their teeth--

and consequently the teeth of all futur e generations--stood 

on edge; moreover, their nakedness b~came ~evealed to them 

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

had s ex organs). 

B. Lekah rov Bereshit 3:7 

0J10 ~D ,o~,,~ oJ..,J:i ~?K ,,-,;i o..,,,Y ~Ji .o:i,1w ,J,Y ~Jnp~ni 
• ,_,,J..,K n,,,, iTZ)J ,o'ny;i 10 n:J~ 
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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 Scri~ture itself makes this 

fairly clear. However, beyond this one point of agreement, 

each of the interpretations is diffe rent. 

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 

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 corr~ptible 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, a~d 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 impo5sible 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 beginni ng, and the other being added. 

Discussion 

The sewing of the fig leaves into loincloths is 

interpreted a llegorically 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 swe~tness of plea-

sure, and the coarseness of t he 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 

TYn iniNw ,"lZlK n1n o~n lC 1ni,y nio~? .nJMn n?y i~n,, lA1J 
nioJ? n?y ,,~ni [A2 J, iJ~nJ nJ i?~?~nJw -,:J1J 1J ,nJ~n n,n 1JZ>?l i?~KW 

KlOi ~in ,,,J W11~ W~J n-r ?y ~~ ,nJKn Oi-K iTtlW K~ ,~,, ,1ni"'lY 
.nn~c oiT"7Y ,,,1; ,nJKin nJ 



76 

Discussion 

A1 i nte rpre ts "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 l eaves of the fig tree 

that they sewe d their garments, so that the very tree 

t hrough which they corrupted t hemselves became t he tree 

which brought them r e lief from t heir nakedness.
1 6 

A
2 

plays on the word '1ltt1' (fig): Adam calls the tree 

a " fi g tree" ( ~J~n) because it was through it that God found 

17 "occasion" ( ~J~1n) to de cree death upon them. 

B. Midrash Sobe r Tov , Ps a lm 92 

,1~n1 o~7Y in~7 i~nnn 1NJnnlw l~·"' 10 ,o,~ ~ni~ lJ ywi~~ •, 
. ( t:l 'K,J )~JNn ~?y ,,~n~i '"ltJKJW 

Discussion 

An interpr etation is offered in the name of R. 

Joshua b. Korha: Adam and Eve made the ir loincloths from 

the very tree under which they took refuge , when they h i d 

18 
from God. 

Evaluation 

In both Philo and midrash A1 we find an emphasis on 

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

fig (t r ee leaf) is symbolic of pleasure and pain, and in 

-
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midrash A
1 

the same tree (the fig) that corrupted Adam and 

Eve also protected them. However , aside from this o n e par-

allel paint in Philo and this midrash, no ne of the midrashim 

I examined hint that the fig is symbolic of pleasure. Thus 

Philo 's a llegorical interpretation has no parallel in the 

rabbin ic sources. 

11. Qu . in Gen. 1: 42 

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

\lhatever sensible gods are in heaven--that is , the 
stars--al l move in a circle and proceed in r evolutions . 
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 thoug h 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 
lie is heard without speaking , so also lie gives the 
impression of walking without actually walking, indeed 
without mo ving at all. And you see that before there 
was any tasting of evil , (nen) were stable , constant , 
immobile , peaceful and eternal ; similarly and in the 
s ame way they believed God to b e , just as He is in 
truth . But after they had come into association with 
deceit , t hey moved of themselves , and changed from being 
immobile , and beleived tha t there was alteration and 

change in Him. 

Discussion 

According t o Phi lo, the Scripture is not nean t to be 

understood literally: God does not walk. God , however , 

only gives the appearance of walkinq, 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, im.~obile, 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. 95) 

117•n ,7ip7 117•i1 W'W iJYtJW .llJ 1'r.lnD ._ '•• 7ip nK 1YllQ7"1(A1J 
: 'OJ i•K 17nD .(lJ!O niDU)i11"1N WK 1'r.ln1 17n7 1JY?JQ7 1J•t11 ,1lYZJIU K7 WM7 

01K m:>nw 11'J '""'" O,Jinnro ~l·JW ,p•y (A2l.n?1y1T~jn)1'r.lfll) K'?K ,lNJ 
,,, ,oy .•Jw y•p,7 ;ip7noJ ,~'t>n1 1•p 1DY .11WK"lil y•;ri7 np7nol ,'1WK'"'lil 

,n17~n ,,, •• , y,p,; np7nol ,7iJ1Jil ,,, .•W'7w v,Y,7 np7nol ,wiJK 
.·, y•p17 np7no1 ,o•,1c • 41 y•p,7 np7noJ ,o••ci,o .•n y•p,7 np?no1 

,ilWO ,D-v:JY ,n;ip ,•i7 ,~1· ,oil-ON t"lN7 ;iniN ,,.,,.,, D'P.,,l 't 1iZlY1 
~?N ,1'1KJ 1•rni~ nc o•yw-i1 . (OJ! T7 0'7•nn) '111 T'iK 1Wi' o,p,,1 'nJ, 

Ktl '•"1Z>1K n1J17•K '7w t7ip 1YZ1» .i~-z:;w·i [A,).f"lNJ i1l•Jw 1l'Jtlft o•p•11 
i?n ntl i7t1nz> ,o'""1Z:>1~ n"'lWil 'J~7D 7w t7ip yf.iu .n••-o, n•nyi JJ11 NJll 

• l lJW 1n1N 17 

Discussion 

A
1 

interprets the Scripture to mean that God 's voice 

19 
(not God h imself) trave led (moved) in the garden. 

I n A
2 

the interp~etation turns on the form of j7;io 

i n the Hitpa'el which is related to ''leaping " and "ascend­

ing." Accordingly, the midrash e xplains that the Shekinah
20 

was caused t o "le ap" and to "asce nd" from its earthly abode 

I . 21 
i nto the heavens be rause of man s sin . 
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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 <i'm no=i7nno) •22 

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

l~ Jni1 Oil\ ~'t)fl1 ~,~ IY, ~YCW" ., ~Jn .·111 ,,~ nN 1YCW"'1 
, .. il,~ MVn ~7w 1Y ,ill\,,, i1 0 ' K ,.,,y 01 1n11 Mornv 1i1 J ,nK,,, i1D1 K ,, 

~7UJ ,y .~YTJ t 1 ,lK 1YD1W ~~ 11,J ,nnJJ 1i,1 Z1"K ,,~J YZ>1W il,il 
l\OllW 11.,J ,17nnZ> •il '11p nK 1Y?Ja1"1 ,ZJl\JW 11 71, 7y IZ>1Y1 1Y01W !\:'fl 

.ir11VK1 D1Ki1 KJnn,, ,~..,w 1enno1 yoiw n1 n 

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 o t-hers, but after he sinned he 

himself was overcome by fear and terror. Similarly, before 

Adam sinned God ' s voice sounded pleasant to him, but after 

he sinned ~d ' s voice sounded angry and frightening; before 

A< am sinned he was able t o hear God's voice while standing, 

but after he sinned he hid himself upon hearing God's 

. 23 
VOl.CP . 

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 t o interpret the Scripture, Philo 

makes no use of this techni que 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 exegeti c techniques are different in e ach 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 r ev­
erence and modesty and all good , since he was better 
and more perfect. 

Evaluat1on 

I have not found a ny midrash which is concerned with 



the theme of the female as a "more imperfect and ignoble 

element" and the male as the "better and more perfect e le-

ment.• Moreover, the various midrashim I e xamined evinced 

no interest in why Scripture mentions Adam first, when he 

24 and Eve hid themselves from God. 

13. Qu. 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 
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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 e very sensual person resorts to, and finds 
r est in, sensuality . 

Bereshit Rabbah 19:8 

.;t?Jt\ ilKtl '7t. i11Wl1 1nt>1~ ilY"1J. '1J,~ .., ,l:I\ • 1nWt\1 D"U\il KJnrri [A11 

riui~J D"tJ inJ ,,i1,W ,,ni,'7 1n? TlYl , .,,, ., ~ • llil TY iinJ [~) 
.yy ~ 

Discussion 

According to A
1

, man's abilicy to hide in the midst 

of the trees of Paradise was indicative of the diminution of 
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his stature to a h~dred cubits. At creation, according to 

BR 8:1, man filled the whole world.
26 

The translation of A
2 

is: "'Amongst the trees (fV) 

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

scendents, that they would be placed within wooden ( T)) cof-

27 
fins" (Soncino trans.). 

Evaluation 

Rabbinic literature contains no parallels to either 

of Philo's interr>retations. Our passages do not reflect 

Philo's literal interpretation th~t like thieves who remain 

in their p lace of crime to be apprehended with their loot, 

man and woman remained in the midst of t he trees of the gar-

den where the Tree of Knowledge was to be found. Further-

more, parallel s t o Philo's second interpretation, t hat 

Scripture "symbolically indicates that every evil person has 

refuge in evil, and every sensual perso n res~rts to, and 

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

binic texts. 

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 to be not a question but a 
kind of threat and reproach: where art thou now, from 
what good hast thou removed thyself, 0 man!; giving up 
irrunortality and a blessed life, thou hast gone ove7 to 
death and unhappiness , in which thou hast been buried. 

--



83 

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 t he vice of the female part also, 
that is, perception . 

Rabbinic Sources 

A. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:9 

,,iil ,., nn~w K'7M ,NT.1 lj,il y,,, i1"Jpi1 l 1 K ,j, .~J,K ,, ,Z>K,1[~] 
~," K? ,J, , (~ :JJ -i::rn:iJ )1llY n'nrn 01~~K;t ,~ ~,, -i:i,J ~ll1J ,J1w1 ,.,,N 

,., "la\, '1Z)Y Ll,Z) ~ OY7J'7 y 'ti1i17 ~7K, 1IO nr> .,,, '1'i1 ,e il"Jy.I ni, 
• p'}y ll,P., """n:l .i1J"N K", (~]. ( J, Dill ow) Oi1Z>Y ,.,n ?{'] 

Discussion 

According to A
1

, God knows where man is t o be found. 

The question "Where are you?" is God's way of initiating a 

dialogue with Adam which is meant t o give him an opportunity 

to r epent for having eaten the forbidden fruit.
28 

Similarly, 

we f ind that God initiates a dialogue with a question i n Num. 

22:9, when He asks Balaam, "Who are these peopl e who are 

with you?" In both the case of Adam and of Balaam God knew 

the answer to His own question, but He asks the question in 

order to initiate a dialogue which may l ead to repentance. 

A
2 

plays on the word at;)~~ ( "Where are you?") and ., ·:-
29 

interprets it as i1J 1 M, a lament b y God for Adam • . .. 
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B. Lefab tov Bereshit 3:9 

Discussion 

B interprets i1:J'tc as a Notorikan to mean fPi1 1~~ , 

•ttow has this happened to youl--How did you come to 

change!" 
30 

Evaluation 

Both Philo and midrash A are concerned with showing 

that God knew Adam's whereabout~. Both interpret "Where are 

you?" as a reproach o f 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 ~abbi s 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 il,il Vt\ , 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 
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interpretations by one source from the other. 

Beyond the simi larities in Philo and midrash A and 

B, which I have already discussed , there is no parallel to 

Philo's allegorical inter pretation in t hese 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 t o be approved , for woman is of a natur e 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-per ception being already infected by 
its object, passes on the infection to the sovereign and 
ruling element. So then the mir.d 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. lHdrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:12 (p. 100) 

0,1'\ ~ • '1:JK1 TYtl ll> .,., ilJnl t\.,il .,'1t1Y ilmJ ~ i11iiMi1 01Ki1 -illN"1 
"7lK l"'IKJW 1i":J1 1"lD'7 "nKOn t\'1 "1J'1 .,n.,..,il~ O"D71Yi1 l,J, il"J~i1 .,lD7 

il"J~il ,., ~ • 7JK1 iYil 1z:>"'1 i1Jnl •' "ii "D<Jw , ,JnWil t\.,i1 nt\til i1;,¥i1 
Y1l:Xii'1 t\'7W ,., il"il ,.,., illnl K"il "1D1K, ill10 i1D1J ilnt\, , , ,,y il"nnJ "lK 

.i1'1 7DO ilnK l.,K, 1'1 i1'7~c K"ilW ,ilJZlZ> 

Discussion 

Verse 12, " The woman Y~u 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 

h . l 31 before God , e was sin ess. Responding to Adam's ingrati-

tude, God reproaches him for listening to Eve who was ere-

ated to be his mate and subordinate to him. 

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

nKCrlW ,.,.,, tt7 i1~'7 il"lPil ,_ .n"WY nNT iTZ> ill!M'1 D"il'lt( 'il -v:lt<"1 
~ • '7:no ""lK"'Wil mlil 0'71y'1w i Jn, ,.,J!)'7 il,~ • D1Ki1 n< n"'Oni1W ~'11 

-1"1'7 1""1K, UJ'11:J ,ilTJ i1'71n i1T1 ilTJ i1'11n ill ,n1?.,'1y ..,.,YJ O:J'71:J il"Jy.1 
1J ,me, i1'1nn wnl'lw 1l""1 K"l1i1 .oniK 1,, l"'IJ il•Jy.t Di1"'1Y J1!7"' ,.,t> 

i1'111lJ1 llil lz:> 1""'7.,nnD i1'7~?pJ ~1K "J, .~?w 1J""1 j:J -u1K1 illllt\'lw i1J"1 
• '1111i1 ~ l""1nnt> 
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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 

f . 32 G d d . h . . . h ruit , o , accor ing to t e interpretation, wit 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 

fjrst 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 betwee n rnidrash A 

and Philo: both consider woma~ subordinate to man, but this 

is merely a reflection of culturally shared attitudes rather 
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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. In fact, a paral l el 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 fol l ows the order of the 
wrongdoing. The serpent was t he first to deceive. 
Second , the woman sinned through him , yie lding to 
deceit. Third the man (sinned), yielding to the woman's 
desire rather than to the divine corr.mands. 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 s i ns, and t his first deceives sense , 
while sense takes the mind captive. 

Bereshit Rabbah 20:3 

i1? 1,lJ . ~.,.,n , J, ,Jn .nNt rr'WY "'J 1Vnli1 ?K O,tt?K 'il ,DK,, 
10 o,'rtn~o i1?1,lJ . 1cjr.1 1~ 1.,?,nrn:> n?p'7~J1 ,71,lil 10 1,~nno 
• ·v.:m..,,· '7K1 ,TY? I\ '7K 1 l""'rn\ '7M i1!QZ> ,ZN,, ( , :, K'V,1 ), 0l-{JQ7, ., ,,li1 
~ i1Ult\i1 ?Mi .wn.Ji1 7~ 'il , °'", i '"lllt\lw , 10.,., l?l p'1,nnb i1'7~?.,J 
,0'70 • 111~ '7 1 ~'7 ny ZXCl ., :> ,~ Dll< '71 • 1l 1""1il 1 11,:JU tl:J-.C i1J,;t 

.D"n\ ??pnJ J"TIN1 ,il i n i1'7'7~su J"nK1 ,wro '7'7p1U i1'7nnow 

Discussion 

An interpretation is offered in the name of R. ~iyya , 

who derives a principl e from Lev . 10:6 a nd Gen. 3:14 : Honor 
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is conferre~ by commencing with the greater and more impor­

tant individual; disgrace is enjoined by commencing with the 

least worthy and least important individual. 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 ~oses is found to 

be addressl_ng Aaron the High Priest concerning the laws of 

purity , which are considered to be matters of great honor, 

since it ij through their observance that t he priests are 

fit to function in their sacred role. Only after Aaron, the 

most important individual , is conferred with this honor are 

h i s sons Eleazar and Ithamar (who are considered less impor­

t ant than Aaron ) a<ldressed by Moses, and ~hereby also con­

ferred with honor . 

The seco~d part of R. ~iyya'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. 1:17 where Adam 

is cursed last. However, the assumption that the serpent is 

t he 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 

addresses man and inquires of him concerning his violation 

of the prohibition against eating the forbidde n 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 



is to be allegorically interpreted as follows. Since 
the serpent is a symbol of desire, he takes the form 
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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 be is said to 
eat dust. And desire has a natural enmity t oward sense, 
which {Scripture) symbolically calls woman. And not­
withstanding that desires seem to be cri tical of the 
senses, they are i n r eality flatterers who plot evil 
in the manner of enemies. And it is the custom of 
adversaries that through that which they bestow as 
gi fts they cause great harm, such as defectiveness of 
vision to the eyes, and difficulty of hearing to the 
ears, and bring insensibility to the other {sense 
organs); and they bring upon t he whole body together 
dissolution and paralysis, taking away all its health 
and for no good r e ason newly bringing many bad 
sicknesses. 

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

70~ 1 , , ,JW ~D1 ,,, ,,K, l,KW ttln 1J,Y 1n1w ,~J 101~~ wnJJ 1J~lD 1J1 
~ ,~ ,,'"" ,1,wJY ,;i,ni no~J ~ ?y i?o Kn~ ,n,Ot\ ,J~ ·~n ·~ .i~o,~ 

. (1,:1 ·~-u)17n i11n1 7Y ,,,WJY ,i1~ 1~t ilt)1~J ,,~, ,n,t.~ ,J~ .il?JilJn ?Jo 
m\ l ,~~ ,~ "'1i1 • (ow) ? JKn "!)~ ,,QOY ,o-nt ?JtU> 17:::>"'0 ll;rt ,n,Ot\ , JK 

3 .(10 ,ow )ilwt<~ 1,J, ll~J n~OM nJ,Kl ,,w:>Y .~in nl\ KWl\1 D'tl<il 

Discussion 

The midrash uses the curse of the snake to i llus-

trate a principle: When one desires that which belongs to 

another, then everything which he already possesses is taken 

from him. In our passage , the serpent desired to kill Adam 

. 36 
and take his place i n the world. As a r esult, 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 aiter 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!
37 

Evaluation 

Both Philo and the midrash interpret the reasons for 

the serpent ' s curse. Philo, however, provides an allegori-

c al inter p retation for the Scripture, which is not paral-

l e lled in the midrash. 

18. Qu. in Gen. 1:49 

(Gen. iii. 16) Why does the curse O"i the woman 
consist of an increase in sorrow and lamentation aud 
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 wit:h 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 ~ense: 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 



acted upon by sense should be mixed with fear and suf­
fering. But according to the deeper meaning, there 
take5 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 
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her husband. Philo also presents an allegorical interpreta-

tion in which he explains that the senses (woman) are con-

stantly ~ubjected 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 (f. 104) 

nJ'"1i1[A111i1 1?N1 .nn,01 ni77~ Ywn i1WN?W ill", K""l1il .~ ~~i1 7K 
.o,?inJ ,Yl nf11(1 n1J , Yl o, nnK ,o,7~ nieo1J n1""Y"J, ""W i7N ,i1J"'I\ .,,,n JlY::l[l\.41 .,1J.,Yi1 , Yl ;'lJ ,1JM11 [A3).0"lJ .,,,.,1 ,H ;11 ,1Ji:ny(A21 

?y n~pinwz:> ;'lqn(i1W ~c?o ,1n~1wn 1W"K ~N1 [A5 ).1Yl){UOJ i1T'? , Yl ill ,D""l::l 
.:i?J ny::nn t\"i1'1 m:i::i y:iin t.1.""KilW , jJ ?wrJ., 1<1n1 (Af>J. ,,,., ni.,w i1JWJ n"?y:i 

,nKi ni,y7 nJZJKl ;iJ1 1<i niy11, il~ltK~ 01 ,10Nn n1 ::1J nwi::ini "?JM~ neicy 
.nio 1'nl ?:> 

Discus.sion 

Genesis 3:16 states: "And to the woman He said, 'I 
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will make most severe I Your pangs in childbearing; / In 

pain shall you bear children. I Yet your urge shall be for 

your husband, I 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 A
1 

~::i,~ ~J"'1i1is inter­

preted to mean the blood of menstruation and the blood of 

virginity; in A
2 

in::iu is interpreted to mean the sufferings 

brought on by raising children; in A
3 

1l"li11is taken to mean 

the pain of conception; in A
4 

D"l:l 1 1'7n :iu:i is self­

explanatory, that is, the pain o~ childbearing; in A5 1WK ~1 

is inte.rpreted to mean the desire of a woman 

for her husband when he is away frorn her. In A
6 

1:1 71!J1tl" N1~1 

is interpreted to mean that a man gratifies himself verbally 

and a woman gratifies herself emotionally . And not only 

this, but a woman is attired like a mourner and is impris­

oned in her own home, and even her tes~imony 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 

dominate d by man because he is less emotional than she. ~he 

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 (i1!>J YJ1n) and woman by emotions p., oY:l1rt); 

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 sour ce 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 ca.~e to suffer, 

whereas Philo interprets the Scripture allegorically and 

elaborates on his concept of perception . 

1 9. 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; in 
sorrow shalt thou eat it; thistles and thorns it shall 
grow for thee, and thou sha l t eat the grass of the 
field; in the sweat of thy brow shalt thou eat thy 
bread"? 

Since the mind is 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 also 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 i~ cursed, receiving as its cultivator a 



mind undisciplined and imprudent. And its fruit con­
sists of nothing useful but only of thistles and 
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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 i nfused with divinity 

at creation. 39 ~herefore , he is cursed indirectly through 

the curse on the ear th , so that whenever he attempts to grow 

food he meets with hardship and toil. In 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 Lv an irrational creature. 
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Rabbinic Sources 

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

to\ '7K nK'Ul !\'?w "!>" t narnn em T"'1K l\'t>n 01N OK • ,, 1lYl i11J1Ki1 ;i,,"'11( 

, ni, m1 il::l K~ K'?w .,,:> ,~ i1'7'7.,nl '7'7pn11 D'TK trnn , crnc'?w 17'-:lw:l 
, 1911) l.,l11"l lil ni,iz:in n1,.,lYl l"KOin D"tK "llw:> K'?K ,,, K~1 

:lKW'1 P"4Ui1'7 "1:> , l"'t>JllnZ> iT'n1,.,!>1 n'?'7.,.,z:> T'"IG1 m'?p ni~J:l ittt>n 
.O"t78.lW Oi1"lK'? li1")"Y 

Discussion 

In A
1

: "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
2

, this Scripture 

comes to teach that when men commit serious transgressions 

they are punished bodily, i.e., with illness, etc., but when 

they only commit l ess serious transgressions, the land is 

cursed and produces poor c~ops. This is done by God so that 

. 40 
men will lift their eyes to Him . 

B. Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 3:17 

TYil .,,9zi 17 illnlV.>, 1nwt\ '7ip7 nynwi .,.,,,:i '7y n-uy ;in~ . -a ow'?i ~iJ 
D"IVE>,, D"WlY"l!) D.,,,"'11( o.,,:l, ,, i1'7Yntu t ,,,lY.J i1Zl1Ktl .,,,"'lK 1J'? ,n~~n 

.:i1ynn1 Yl.,nrnv 1Y Ll1 01111 i'll?X> nKn M'7W .;u?:ncn PllJJl.B'1 

Discussion 

Bl interprets the curse on the land to mean that it 
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will produce flies and creeping things for man. In B
2

, 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-

tinn 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 

?resent in Philo's interpretation. We find, therefore, tha~ 

neither midrash A nor B hint at Philo' s allegorical interpretation. 



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 mdn was moulded not only from the earth 
but also from the divine spirit. 
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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 
inunortal, 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 r eturn." 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 Gvd ' s command. But had man obeyed God and not 

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

42 
remained inunoctal and resided in heaven. 

Rabbinic Sources 

A. Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:17 (p . 108) 
43 

i1YJ~7 N'7i11 ,,,n K1il ,J'7J -,:Jy? .,:J1(A1J .Jiwn ,~y ?K1 ilnK "1!1Y 7:J 
-~r.1 '11< 1J1, ,,,n 1J'7 -,:Jyn lD 1J"J~ Ji-v .,~7 K'7K ,,tin Kin ni,,o, 

M?t< , ,.,z:i ,,,o.,'7 ,nn 1l"KW i1Jr1Ul?Ji1 -u, 7:J ?>m.,'7 ,Jiwn -,:Jy ?t<i M"'1 t~J 
1""T10.,'7 Ll, 'n ,,tn., 7 :Jil C'f1D1 ""1rn< -017 "Tl( -U1i -..C -U,'1 ttlr11VZ> t1?nro 
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Discussion 

"For dust you are / And to dust shall you return" 

prompts midrash A1 to inquire: Why does the ma j or part of 

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 

-- ther efore it is this element to which the majority of the 

44 
body returns. 

According to midrash A2 , 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 

slage of the decaying process for Adam. 

B. Bereshi t Rabba h 20: 10 

nHrm'7 TZl, lKJZ> '"Nn,, 1) l19ZJW , .. K .:iiwn ~9 '1t<i i1nt\ "'l!l9 "J 
.J1tun K'7K t ~J K'7 i'7n ~~ '7Ki i11'1N "'l!l9 "J ;nim lZ> D'rvlo, 

Discussion 

R. Simeon b . Jo~ai i nterprets "For dust you are / 

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

l '" ·: • y 

HE!l"r or 'J d : I' •.rr.£ 
IOflStt INSTlfUTE Of Ra;G:lilH 
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The wo rd "return" 01wn ) in the imperfect tense i s inter-

pr eted to mean that there is o nly a temporary return to the 

dust, and then, at a future time, there wi ll b e a r eturn to 

1 . f . 4 5 
i e--resurrection. 

Evaluat ion 

Both Philo and midrash A inquire for the r easons why 

man ' s body returns to the earth, when , in fact , it is also 

composed of other elements. Each answers the question dif -

ferent ly: In A
1

, the majority of man's body r eturns to the 

earth element becaus~ its predominant element is earth , but 

in Philo 's interpretation, man's body r eturns 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 t he immortality of the 

sou1 , 46 a nd the midrash speaks of physical resurr ection. It 

is , however, important to recognize that t he 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 sinilar to the midrash 
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in that he also takes the opportuni ty 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-

al l els to Philo's i nterpretations 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 t o the first created woman, because she was 
to be the source of all the generations that were to 
come afte r 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 
bee· ~se the first rational creatures were born t o her. 
However it is also possible to understand this meta­
phorically; for is not sense , which is symbolically 
woman, rightly called Life? For th~ living is dis­
tinguished from the non-l i ving by s e nse, 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 c~eature without sense. 



103 

Discussion 

Woman was called "Life" because she was the source 

of all future human life. Additional ly, 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 objec ts. 

Inasmuch as sense gives rise to life--"there is no living 

creature wi thout sense"--it is appropriately called "the 

mother of all living things." 

Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:20 (p. 108) 

Discussion 

.oin ,~ ow 0'1l<fl K,~11 

.011n;i D~ ,l~ 7~7W 

Eve ( ~in) is understood to mean the "mother of all 

humanity," for all human beings trace their begiT)nings to 

47 
her. 

evaluation 

Both Philo and the rnidrash 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 1 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 tW"ic of skin 
~s symbolically the natural skin of the body . For wh&n 
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 
syr.lbolically 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, i n 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, 



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 
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seemingly simple •garment,• in order to instruct t hose who 

strive after luxury that it is preferable to seek out t he 

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.
46 

According to 

the allegorical interpretation , the tunic of skin is sym-

belie of the body, which is a garrn.ent worthy of clothing the 

mind (man) and the senses (woman) , because it too r eflects 

the divine power of God. 

Rabbinic Sources 

A. Bereshit Rabbah 20:12 

t\'"1!>1 '7i:>t\ 17"n 01~'7 , T"1K ,,, il.,,n inil>'7 , ~,; "l, -i?JK • ,,n> 
l ltl TY ?::i?> , '71:>tc 1'7°"n 01~'7 • ~"'YJJ TIN1 ilZJZJ ,~n.,1 lrl'7 nK, i1tl lZ> 

• ,~;·, O"ll\'7 o~il?K ' ;i 1119"1 , IV'J'7 nan i1tl lZ> K'""!>i • '7:lltn ?i::>tc 
.171:> 0'71y;i '7:>J 1"1"'1W i 1 t1 o~Jw "'1il'D ,'~ nwt ilZJZl ,•n•i 

Discussion 

An interpretation is pr0vided in the name of 

R. Le vy, who deduces the following lesson from S~ripture: 
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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 

,.,il, ,o'Z>i'"lY il"J..,il oni.- il~"'ll7 "'!>'1 • 1rm<"1 o-nc" c'ttl'n\ '11 WJ'91 
j1'9jl'9W Q'9W1J" o;i? ilVIY Q'9~'1:)n o;iw J•!>YK1 ,illKn il'lY '7w il,llTO 0'9-,YOlD 

.lW'J'r.11 l,1Y'l ~Klil 

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 midras h A extrapolate from Scripture 

an object lesson. Philo, however, suggests that one should 

live an au~~ere existence , whereas the midrash merely sug-

gests that clothing be given a lower priority than food and 

dwelling. And in neither rnidrash A nor B do we find a par-

allel to Philo's allegorical interpretation. 



107 

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 a n example and likeness and 
compar ison 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 t hings 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 me~n that God was speaking to 

anyone e lse, e.g., the Demiurge. Furthermore, "as" indi-

cates "an example and likeness and comparison , " not an iden-

ti~y of natures. Man and God are only similar to the degr~e 

that man perceives a mere reflection, form, of God's arche-

types. Yet, in c0ntrast, 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 ... mi ngles and associates with no one ." 
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Bereshit Rabbah 21:5 

' J K?l.X> ,~J 1l?lC ,-nt(J il,il ~n lil O''~!) ~, Qn"1 .•121 D"ll\il 1n 
1'7 -rM , 1lt1D D""~Z> l'1K tm i? "1ZIK ,O''!l!> ,_, il:l"t'Y ., 1'1 "1CK , n~ 

.IT"1nl( ,,, ,, ~, nin i 0"'" D'J,, 'MW 1'l!>'7D il ot:l~il ,, lnJW 

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 

50 
angels . R. Akiba rejects this idea and interprets the 

word ~a~to mean iJ~"of himself (as third person mascu-

1 . . 1 ) 51 h . d . . f d 1ne singu ar ; t at is, goo and evil, li e and eath 

we r e 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 be lieved in some type of Lntermediate 

agency between God and man , that is , angels , Demiurge, etc . 

However , Philo' s main interpretation i s an exposition of the 

differences betwe~n 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-

fer ent from eac h other. 
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Although there are similarities between Phil o 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 tile 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 i s 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 t he second is one 
of discip line and the first step in training, in order 
that one may be quite 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 someone an 
appearance of something, there immediately follows an 
impulse toward the appearance , o f which ~he appearance 
is the cause. And (so comes) the second uncertainty of 
one who is in doubt and is drawn here and there in 
s pirit, 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 ~ild wi th a great and har­
monious order and array of good t h ings . And the truly 



existent One plant ed 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 
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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 unquestioned and true immortality. 
But after he began to turn to wickedness and to hurl 
himself down thereto, desiring mortal l i fe, 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 evi l ~nd wicked man lives, 
the more wretched he is and the more greatly harmful 
both to himself and to others. 

Discussion 

Scripture does not indicate tha ~ there is a ny 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 l ead£ man to voluntarily 

accept God ' s authority. 

"Lest percliance" 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 a nd is no t envious of 

immortality or of anything e l se in the case of a good nan. 
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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 inunortality (that is, immortality of the soul ) 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 inunortality. t~hen, however, man disobeyed God, 

his mind became impressed with evil , and therefore he became 

unworthy of inunortality. 

Rabbinic Sources 

A. Lefab Tov Bereshit 3:22 

N71 ,(t,:t ·~-o )ixi7~ "ll:Kn l~ 1D) ,,,, n?w, ~7 .,,~ n7117" l~ 
TYD 71J~7 ,,, n7art K7 ,Kl~ ,1-0-0, K7~ 1,1 17w' l~ ,ru>Zlill ,0 K1i1W 

.o7iy~ "'Ii ni,~? o~,rr.1 

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 uncerta in about man's 

actions, for He knows that man will not eat of the fruit and 

. l 53 become immorta . 



112 

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

.,,K, 1m'4ml nu'i:l KOn1 'rta<m i1":li1il '17JM • ,~ n~ l~ tlnYi 
DK1 lDlY ?y ,.,O!>i'IW i1Z>:1 ~l,~ "1J 1n711l~ 11",1i171 1Yl"71 1"'10"7 

7:::>K1 D".,flil fYl) Dl 11;''71 ~Z> , 1:1 ,,Tn., ~"'DD pi 11:1 1Z>1~l'D K1i1 :lW1" 
~7K 1l", itt l"K1 lZ>t '"l'lK~ 1Y 1JZ11.) iyJtl'J :l'"""~ ,;JJ1 .o71y7 .,n, 

,l1Y llZ> 1K"11t11 11"1 1"?i itl"W ~ .(J:J" J1"K)ittn'1wn1 l'l~ itlwt> 
•••• :l"fO, K1~ KT.'1 

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 judgment upon him 

and decreased his luster and exiled him from Paradise. 

Evaluation 

There are points o f similarity between Philo and 

midrash A and B. Philo a nd midrash A deny the possibility 

that God " fears " o r is "uncertain" about what man will do: 

God, accordiug t o both sources , knows what man will do. 

This is not surprising, since both Philo and the Rabbis 

believed in a n omnipotent and omniscient Deity. In addition , 
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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 evi l. 

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 
e arth, from which he was taken? 

The difference in agriculture is clear . When he 
was cultivating wisdom in Paradise, h e 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
site, (namely) works of ignorance, through which his 
body is polluted, and his mind is blinded, and being 
starve d 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 "pleasur e" as the 
antithesis of a painful and terrible life. For in 
truth a life of wisdom is a delight of spacious joy and 
an enjoyTT\ent r.1ost 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 ano after (them) comes suffering. 
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Midrash Ha-gadol Bereshit 3:23 (p. 109) 

nl'll\ ~~,on ,0,11 ~"t>nn noJ n~,, ,~ .11y 110 c~n~ ~" inn71U"i 
,,,J~O ,~7y ttll1WJ ,,,,, ttJ OYZ)nl ,inoip ~~ "'Utn1l 11VM"'lil D1K KOn 
~10 1Y ,,n,,,, n,,,,,, ,,n,,,,,, nn'o i7 01p1 T-iKJ iJ1 Jl nWYl 

.ni,,"lil 7J 

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 

1 f 
. 56 upon a 1 uture generations. 

Eva luation 

Both Philo and the midrash are concerned with what 

man was l ike "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 outs id~ 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 clid 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 
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which one is called God, and the o~her, the kingly one, 
is called Lord. And the form of the creative attribute 
i s 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 t he 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 is gove rned and managed. But the road to wisdom 
is called philosophy, for the creative power is a lover 
of wisdom; so also the kingly power is a lover of wi s­
dom, and t he 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 l eads to the life of all things. 

Discussion 

Philo explains the placement of the cherubim and the 

fiery sword at the entrance of Paradise allegorically. 7he 

cherubim are symbolic of God ' s creative and kingly attri-

butes, respnctively, and the sword is symbolic of heaven. 

All three are the ove rseers 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 phi l osophy. 

Rabbinic Sources 

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

,,~no., ~ni 1J?Jll .,),Kil ?J il"ilW TYil 1n1N .o~~rm TY ,,, ~ ,,ow., 
;n O"~~uv.:>'1 ~.,., O"," TY ~lw ,o.,~ n;i TY t'._i1 in,1n iJ'7 tnJ, i1":l~i1 
n"~"U .,,o, ;i":l?il'1w in?J:m illZJr.> tlN,,, ;i:i '7Jnoo o~ . (n--:1 .,.,WZJ) 
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n~7tt'7w i~n110 nJ ilNl,, i1ni1ill~ 7Ji i1KJ101 ,..,Kll?ll o7iy?w ,,'rn>, 
ill1~1 lilJ ~0Ynt>1 111YTl ,tin Klil T'?>1 01~ni ~~1,lil 1~0~QIC1 11~1 

.KJil D71>i11 ilt~ D'71Yi1 ..,..,n 1~l'J? 

Discussion 

•To guard the way to the tree of life" is inter-

preted to mean that God hid f r om man the tree which brought 

inunortality 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 s tatutes and 

judgments. When man busies himself wi t h 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 (lOb) 

N{ ,,Zl'.177 1oru "'O 'nnZ)IJl•, ""D< . (,J:l ' K-u )o..,.,nil TY ,.,, nK ~'7 
,il,inJ Yl" Kilnw , 11y llJ 1"nn1il ")K il"J~il '7"K ,011n TY 1J ,nKi ,,, 

'7"K ,D"ll<il nK W1l"1 ,KJ , lK:J mvir ilnl\ ilD nKt>nw 1"t!JJY1 ,D""nil TYZl ?::>Nn1 
,1DY """WYW in) ?yi ,1n1K 1TIK"'OW i1t> ?y ni,..,w 1l~'7 ~,; 11-,i 111t"il n•J~n 

, {K:il il"YW" ) '1)1 'T',.,'7 Kl il,..,~~ ~JW ,4JllIY'7 "lDlK " lK 1 -w;i ,rrllJK K'71 
. ( C":1" J1"K )T'"1K '"l!>Y il"n"~O ~O~TI ~JW ,iltil 071Yi1 1Zl lT"IC ,il"J~il itWY itD 

Discussion 

1\n interpretation of " to guard the way to the tree 

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

-
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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 

a~:i ,,:J . n:>!>ilnCil J'"'ll"li1 oil'1 nM1 o.,:; ,,:m m~ P Y 117 oi~Z> t'.lw~, 
JT!il Oi1'7 n~li11" ,a. n::i'77 D'1N ilyO"' K'7w ,,1il T1K o~"1D1W ,.,.,.,Ill ,O":JK'nl 

• i'7 ,un~i •m,., oi1'7t1 oiN ilN,.,WJ, ,n::i:>tml'Ji1 

Discussion 

"He . . . stationed east of the garden of Eden the 

Cherub im and the f i ery ever-turning sword. " The cher-

ubim, according to the i nterpretation , are angels. They are 

placed east of Eden in order to guard the way into the gar-

d . t 58 en , lest man enter l • 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 1 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 (l~Tti 1T1D) is identified with 

God ( o~n?N) and the attribute of mercy (CT"Z>mi1 n,Z>) is ident­

j fied with Lord ( .,J,,N). 
59 

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? 
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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 

t he ministering angels are identified with God's attributes: 

Michael with the Attribute of Mercy and Gabriel wi th 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 s erve the somewhat prosaic function 

of guarding t he e ntranc e into Eden. 

In midrash A and B, Paradise is associated with 

Torah, wh ich for the Rabbis is Wisdom (as in BR 1:1). There 

is, however, no hint in these midrashim that Paradise sym­

bolizes Wisdom, a nd that the study of philosophy is the 

means by which Torah (Wisdom) is to be acquired, as it is 

i ndicated in Philo's int e rpretation. 

It i s to be conceded that simi l arities exist between 

Philo's interpretation and the midrashim that were here 

here examined . These similarities, however, may well be the 

result o f the dissemination of Hellenistic ideas into 
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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. I~ 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. 
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Notes 

1 We 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); PRJ< B. Piska-5 
(45a); SSR 3:7 . 5; YS Mishdatirn, sec . 363; YS Ruth, sec. 609; 
YSB, sec. 17 (p. 57). 

2 For 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 t o be mortal, it is quite reasonable 
to assume that the soul of the wicked never c eases 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 Universi ty Press, 1968), 1:410). 

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

5 For 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 fami l y, 
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 
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emphasizing the equal value of women. His remarks about 
the conduct of women reflect the r estr i ctions 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 i s incomplete and in suhjection, and be longs 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. 91). 

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

9Philo's exegesis r e sts on the interpretation of 
the word "gods" in the plural. In the Hebrew, 
although in the plural form, is understood in the singular, 
"God." 

lOin 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. ~1ezorah-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.NoaQ-J: Tan Tazrea-8; YSB, sec. 27 (p. 92) . 

131 interpret Philo's statement "if the eye is a 
separate intelligence, 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 



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). 
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14other midras~im 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. 

17The 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); YSB, sec. 27 (p. 93). 

18ror another tradition about Adam and Eve making 
their loincloths from the l eaves 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, i n his The Rabbin l c Mind, states 
that "in sum, the use of the word shekinah by the Rabbis 
. . . i ndicates that it stands for God himself" (for full 
details, see Max Kadushin, The Rabbinic t-tind , appendix by 
Simon Greenbe rg (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 Be r. 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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The trees of Paradise and the ministering 

reproach man for having eaten the forbidden fruit. 
19:8; BRT Bereshit 2:7 (p. 33); MA Ber. 3:8. 
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angels 
See BR 

23 
For 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
For the rabbinic attitude toward women, see note 

4 above. 

25
Philo assumes that Adam and Eve hid themselves 

near the tree itsel f, 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" (Geu. 2: 9) . 

26Man's stature is decreased. See BMR 13:12; LT 
Ber. 3 :21; MHB Ber. 3:8 (p. 98); PRK 8. Piska-5 (45a); SSR 
2:7.5; YS r.tishdatim, sec. 363; YS Ruth, sec. 609; YSB, sec. 
17 (p. 57). 

27The same traditions about man being destined to 
be placed in wooden coffins is found in LT Ber. 3:8. 

28For traditions about God's desire to give man an 
opportunity for repentance, see ER 1 : 1.l; 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); YS Hosea, sec . 523. 

3°For traditions of God ' s reproof of man for having 
eaten the forbidden fruit, see BR 19:9; ER 1:1.l; Sanhedrin 
38b; YSB, sec. 28 (p. 97). 

31Here are more traditions about man blaming woman 
for hi~ fall; cf. AB, chap. 62; ER 3:34-39.9; LT Ber. 3:12; 
~Ber. 3:12; PRK B. Piska-17 (13la); SO, chap. l:l; ST Ps. 
100; Tan. Tazrea-9; Tan. B. Tazrea-20a; Hukot, sec. 764; 
YS Isa i ah, 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). 
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33 There 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). 

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

35F d. . h or more tra itions about t e curse upon the ser-
pent and the attributes that are remove d from by God, see 
ARN , chap. l (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; YS 
Isaiah , sec . 509; YSB, sec. 29 (p. 98). 

36M. k . ir in, Midrash Rabbah, 
• 1:J, 1'7D. " 

37see note 35 above. 

38For more traditions about the nine curses with 
which Eve was cursed, see BR 20:6; LT Ber. 3 : 16; Erubin 
lOOb; YSB, sec. 30 (pp. 103-104); YSC, sec. 31 (p . 105). 

39wolfson, Ph:lo: Foundations of Religious Phil ­
osophy, 1:394, explains Philo 's use of the term "breath" 
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 c harac­
ter of divine power , which divine power Moses calles by an 
appropriate name image ,' that is to say, it is an image of 
the idea of mind which is itself called image." 

4°For 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 2Phi lo , 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). 



Inunortality is only granted to the righteous soul as a 
reward for its righteousness (ibid., p. 410). 
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43According to Margulies--07::i -,gy7 .,:,.r is an edi­
torial interpolation (Mordecai Margulies, Midrash Haqgadol 
on the Pentateuch: Genesis (Jerusalem: Mosad Haran Kook 
Publishing, 1967), p. 108, n. 5 {for bibliographical ref­
erence, see Selected Hebrew Bibliography). 

44This useful examination for why the body reverts 
back to the earth element first is given by Asher Weiser: 

" '-i!>Y1 O"?l ,n,, ,WK :O"Q1""aU-n1,101 i1Y::l"1t<tl ~l D~i11Jl l11 J 77 
li'TW ,n1~1y7 i1l11Ji1 ,.,.,Y~IJl K"i1 i1::l11Jll'1i1i ."l!:>Yi1 7y ~, IZ>1Y K1i1 ill)? 

:::iniJ N1i1 rT1l'1Ki1 t101 vr.:i .-i11? n,1101 n~1 ni'"DJ li1 tJ71 .~ye 
(1:1 i1,,m 1 1101 )0"::l?Mil .-,11;i .,,011;) Oi1W nl?llYtl 7Y--il1'1K ~y 4tJ 

- -:nwn ,DY ?Ni D"1N7 ,l'JKl till? t 171\ m1101? ~., "TO!:>i 7J1 '"K1i1 : -,01K 
"y7n "'lK\iJC ,n,., ,eyz:i n1y"'tnz::> "E>YZ) lillll nitr1Ji1 78 • '1:>Yt1 1z:i u 1 3:i ::1110 "!:>'? 

( b h h 
. . h • ri llil E an Ezra, Commentary on t e Tora : Genesis, wit 

critical apparatus and conunentary by Asher Weiser [Jeru­
salem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1976], p. 29, nn. 76-78. 
(For b i bliographical reference, see Selecte d Hebrew 
Bibliography.) 

45other midrashim which treat man's ~eturn to the 
dust of the earth include: Shabbat 152b; YS Ezekiel, sec. 
376; YS Ecclesiastes, sec. 919: YSB, sec. 33. 
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(pp. 111-112). 

the theme of Eve as 
20:1; YSC, sec . 33 

48wolfson, Philo : Foundations of Religious Philoso­
£!!Y, 1:271- 272. 

49cf. PesaQim ll4a; Hullin 84b. 
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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 Quest ions 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-

par ~son with rabbinic midrashim. 

1. Q~. 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 ins trument. 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. 
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Midrash Ha- gadol Bereshit 4:1 (p. 112) 
l 
• ~ mm "'"l),":l • ~ nK W'K "IT"lp -ami 

Discussion 

Do not read "I have acquired a person, God," but 

rather read the verse to mean "I have acquired [begotten] 

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

Evaluation 

Philo believes the "through God" is an inappropriate 

term, because it implies that God is only an instrument. 

God, however, according to Philo , is not an instrument, but 

the cause , the crea tor, of that which comes into existence . 

The midrash, i n contrast, is concerned with showing 

that t~e 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. (Ke would normally expect "from" ( nND), that is, 

"with the help of ," rather than just the object particle nN 

alone.) Therefore , the midrash supplies the proper granunati-

ca l form of the preposition ilH D ("from"). 

We conclude that the mi drash, unl ike Philo, is not 

c oncerned with the distincti on 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 (Sc=ipture) first describe 
the work of the younger man Abel, sayi ng , "He became 
a shepherd of flocks, and Cain tilled the gr ound" ? 

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) 

oo,K JniK w~~ 1~~ ~~~ .ooiK ,JY ~~n l~~, 1Kl ny, 'lln ~.,.., 
K?K ,~f? ,,,1 otl nr? i~11 ~ri 1Kl n1y1? Jo1K ~,K n,~ ?Jo1 y1,1? 

T""lK 1,,~, "\Z)lK K1o lJl .K,on ,,~7 1~J,,~ 7Jn . nl1J oO,K 7YJW 
,00?1 .niw7 Kl~ ,JYnwz> 170 i7~K , (n,n n'r.1~ ) 1JYl ;n-~7 170 K~o 7JJ 

~.7J7 nK1~1 n·1 7J~ 1110 olOZJW 

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 t o shepherd 

a flock. Although the husbandman 3nd t he 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 healing (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

herc 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

menl of the husbandman or an indication that pastoral work 

predisposes men to rulership. I~ fact, I found no parallel 

to Philo's i nterpretation in any of the midrashiM I examined. 
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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. LejaQ Tov Bereshit 4:3 (p. 29) 

"T:l n"WK"'ltl , i:N t6 • 'it" ilnll> fllY11<i'l -t"'!)t> l"P NY'1 D"lJ't Ti7Z> .,;i.,1 
3.ni~""OJ 170., ,JJoi n1,1JJi'l me 7Ji~ o"i'lw ,o'n:l ,;io1Ni'l 

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, ~ut 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) 

n11J-,Y J",~;i7 7N"lll" 1",""Y .Z)K ,1"lJ7 O,K ~y .no~ 7w C"'t ,.,, Y9J.n 
Y,1 0l"7P 17JK~ ,nio l"P N"Ji'l1 .~JK,,~ "1~7 1J~,y.1 o~ Cl li'l"nog 

4.ittll K'7w O"WJJ ,1l~l 01,1J~~ K"Ji'l 7Ji'l1 .1~ 

Discussion (Translation) 

Passover eve had arrived. Adam called his sons and 
said to them: "Israel is destined at a future time 
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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 del&yed 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 similacly conclude that 

Cain kept the firstfruits for himself, rather than offering 

them to God. This similarity in conclusions , however, is 

pro~ably due to the language of the biblical text itself, 

rather than to a borrowing of interpretations by o ne source 

from the other : Scripture indicates that Cain only brought 

"an offering" to God , wh i l e 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. 
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When a closer examination is made of Philo's inter-

pretation and midrash A and B, diffe rences 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, neithe r midrash con-

eludes that Cain's actions, as Philo says, "indicate great 

wi ckedness." 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 

o f God " and the "lover of self • distinction in any of the 

o the r 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 borr owing. 

4. Qu. in Gen. 1:61 

(Gen. i v. 4-5) Why does (S~ripture), having begun 
by first mentioning Cain, (now) me ntion him in second 
pla ce , for it says, "God looked upon Abel and his offer­
ings ," but of Cain and his sacrifice "Re did not approve"7 
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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 
me n 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} a nd with sound morals. t• 

Furthermore, God turned to the good man, because t•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 e ach man who offered a sacrifice, and only then did 

God look at the gift offered by him. 

Bereshit Rabbah 22:6 

.ill'JZ) O'~nl :(,:1 'Kl~ )innJO ,~, 7~~ 7K ·~YIU', (Ail 
~1300 O'~nl R7 :(~:1 ow )~YW ~' i nrnc 7K1 l'~ 7K1 (A2] 
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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 quality of offering he makes to God: 

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 A1 , having been satisfied 

with Abel's character , God was also satisfied with his 

offering: and in A2 , having been dissatisfied with Cain's 

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 simi larity in interpreta­

tions can , however, be easily acccunted for by the structures 

of verse s 4 and 5 , which, for exegetical purposes, seem to 
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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, 

~ather 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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(Gen. iv. 4-5) What difference is there between 
a gift and a sacrifice? 
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He who slaughters a sacrifice, after dividing it, 
pours the blood on the altar and takes the flesh home. 
But he who offers something as a gift offers the whole of 
it, it seems, to him who rP.ceives 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 " l over of self" and 

"lover of God" in any of the ra~binic 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 pure l y and blamelessly. 

hidrash Ha-gadol Be reshit 4:5 (p. 114 

~,,~ K71 l'v '1w innJo M'n1lW 10'7n -~YW N7 innJD 7K1 l'v 7K1 
?~vnJ N7 ~,~, 1'nK 1~,v 7~vnJw 1'l~Y~ ~r~no ~,~, D'ZXVil lO lOt< ~,7Y 

6.1'l~ 17~'1 ,KD 1'~7 ,FT'91 ,ZJKJW 9 1l~,p 
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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 i t 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 conclude~ 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 i s 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 i ncorrect 
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 t he 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 animal s and plants come into being from moist 
and dry seeds--what else is this than a cut ting 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. I n 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 whic h 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 indicates that Cain 

d id not imitate universal o rder--proper division--when he 

offered his sacrifice to God . For in accordance with uni-

versa! order it is prope r to separate (divide) the first of 

the "new products" and offer them to God , before one takes 

of them for h imself. To do otherwise "is a reprehensible 

and blameworthy division, showing a certain disorderliness 

of order." 
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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 

e xtant rabbinic sources. 

B. Qu . in Gen. l : 6S 

(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 js not parallel~d in any of the 

rnidrashirn. 

9. Qu. in Gen. 1:66 

(Gen . i v. 7) Why does He seem to givP 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 there fore 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." In the first place thou 
didst begin to act impious ly , 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 t e xt diffe r-

e nt from our text). His reading for o ur He brew in?iwn 1"7Ki--

usually r e ndere d, "Its [sins] desire is upo n you"-- is "To 

thee is his r e turn." 

Accordingly, Ph i lo explains that "To thee is h is 

return " should not be understood to mean that God had given 

Abel into Cain 's powe r, but rathe r, this statement indicates 

that Cain ' s impious act of withholding the firstfruit offer-

ings from God was a voluntary act, for which Cain was 

r esponsible . Furthermore , "Thou shalt rule over him" is 

interpreted as a r eference to a voluntary deed of wicked-

ness--Cain ' s mu~der 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 

J~on K? DKl ,,l,~ i? ~VI' 1"WY0 J , On ON .mew J,on OK K?il [A1l 
y-,,1 ,1,~ y11~ , ,il .in?lillfl ,,?Ki [A2l .,,Zla.l i1,i1., 1"nKCn 1'1i1 01,? ,,WYO 
ilnKi [A3l . ,,,,J ,,oo NnK pe<i V1"J , ,oc N1i1 :>"~YK1 , inKt.ln? i11Kn7.) il"il" 
-n~ ilnK 1:>71 ,,N~Oni17 71:> , ll"K ,,7K y i~? T~" Knl< 1,K Qt(W .1J ?iUIZln 

7 .o?WJ J""O 
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Discussion (Tr anslation) 

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 [A11· ITS 
DESIRE IS UPON YOU. Know [Cain) that the evil incli­
n~tion will be desirous of your sins, nevertheless it is 
unde r your power anc you are not under its power [A2J. 
YET YOU CAN BE ITS MASTER. If you do not de sire 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 (A 3J. 

Evaluation 

A similarity of i deas emerges from both Philo and 

the midr ash: Cai n, according to t hese interpr etations , has 

the power to determine his own actions--for good or for 

evil. Phi lo characterizes Cain 's "impious deed" as volun-

tary, while the midrash declares that Ca in has cont rol over 

hi s evil inclination. This similarity of ideas, however , is 

probably the result of s : milar t heologica l points of view 

rather than a b0 rrowing of interpretations by one source of 

the other. The objective o f each interpretation, i n 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 

(especially sections A2 and A3) is to show that Cain's fate 

lies in his own hands. 



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 t he 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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. O'l,.,,o ,.,il ilD ?y .•i1i on1 , nJ .,n.,, ,,nK 7Jn 7K l"v ~.,, [A1J 
p, • p'7o'7om nN '7o1 ,nl(, niy.,.,~ '7o1 ,rm o7iYi1 me p1?n11 itciJ ,,OK 
~ 1"'1 • .,,.,, IU":J'7 ~ i1Zl '"1ZJK PTI • "'T~ il"7Y O"KP nK, KY~ ~ 
":J, [A2J. in1n"1 1"nK '7Jn '1N l"P op"1 1J lino .n-i!) ,7.:K 1.,,, .ri?n 

nN 1'7ol lil"JW1 .n1YP'1Yel I'M 1'7ol Oil"lW '"'1ZlK .,,, "J, o~~ l"lJC1 )~lil" 
ilti .illJl p"lJOlJ " D1nnJ -.zllK ilt K7K ·l"l""~ ,,it ilD 7Y1 .1"'7o'7on., 

.p"ZlilJ ~'?K n~ l"K1 .tnw.l on1 ' i1J "i1"1 •K1w .illJJ P"Zl'1J "DinnJ ,01K 
op•1 (n:, •W'1J)1J ,,nt>i .QiYln tT'1W 11•1 (J":l iO•c)~ nan ilZ> 1"il 

·l"l"',D 1"il ill,~~ nin '7y ~ "llK "'O il,lil" [A3] . •111 1"nN '7Ji1 '1N l"P 
itllil "J, "lZlN l"l",,D i•n ilD 7yi il"'l!lY7 il,tn illi~ illn 1J"K "J, ~ 
"l~ ~1K ilti .,UJ ,JKW il'ro1l "lK -.zl1K ill '7Ji1 DY il,'Jil n,.,n., ilDlKn 

e. l"P op•i 1J ,inoi .•oy ~,7,Jw i1'7o11 

Discussion 

The midrash attributes Cain's murder of Abel to three 

causes, which also exempl ify for the Rabbis why strife is to 

be found in the world. 

In A
1 

a struggle over material possessions is 

depicted : The brothers have divjded the world between them-

selves ; one brother possesses all movable property, while 

the other possesses the land. However, neither one o f them 
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allows the other to make u3e of his possession and, as a 

result, a quarrel e nsues in which Abel is murdered by Cain. 

In A2 a religious struggle i s depicted : Each one of 

the brothers wants the Temple to built on his land, and in 

the resulting quarrel Cain murders Abel. 

In A
3 

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 rnidrash, on the 

other hand, is concerned with explaining Cain's reasons for 

murdering Abel: The bcothers 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." The re is, however , no indication in the midrash 

that the land would become infertile and unfruitful as a 



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 =inners are obliged to repent. 
Accordingly he (Moses) inserts in all parts of his 
l egislation that the Deity is not the cause of evil. 

Midrash Aggadah Bereshit 4:9 
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, u" YWI ?iu onJ1~TIJ ygn il"J~ilW 7~7 ,,,nK 7Jil "K ,,~ 7K 6il --.z>K,, 
il"J~ii il,;-; , ,,nl-iil ..,lK ni'"1n0Jil 7::> y,,., ilnN o?iy ~ u ,J, ~,7 ,.,,1 il";n 

1J 7J IV!Un 1•nK 7Jil "K i7K1W ii"J~il y~ 11"::>1 ,1=> ii fl/Y K7 K1il1 ,17 7rn~ 
K7 iON7i ,,J~7 Jt::>7 71~nt11 ,01N ..,JJ il~O ilK1, iJ•K1 i7 -,no O"JY "J 

9 • "nY1" 

Discus sion (Translation) 

THE LORO SAID TO CAIN, "WHERE IS YOUR BROTHER ABEL?" 
because the Holy One, blessed be He , is desirous for 
the repentanc e o f the wicked. He [Cain} should have 
said, "Master o f the Universe, You know all the secrets; 
I killed him [Abel] and I ha ve 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, "Whe r e is your brother Abel?" 
he determined in his heart that thick clouds prevented 
Him [God] from seeing the deeds of man; a nd he began to 
lie and said to God, "I DO NOT KNOW" (Gen. 4:9). 

Evaluation 

Both Philo and the midrash develop s i milar t~emes 
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in their interpretations of the Scr ipture: God is omniscient 

a nd He requires confession and repenta.nce from sinners. 

In his interpretation, Philo assumes from the outset 

that God is omniscient, for he states as much in his ques-

tion, "Why does He who knows all ask the fratricide [mur-

derer ] . • • ?"--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 f r ee-will kil l ing (murder) and a killing that is 

committed unwillingly. In the case of a murder, it is nee-

essary for the malefactor to offer a confession before God, 

so that he does not deceive himself into be lieving that his 

crime was born out of necessity. And after his confession , 

~ explains Philo, the murderer is requiren to r epent before 

I 
I 

God. In the case of a killing committed unwillins ly, how-

ever, there is no culpability, and consequently no repen-

tance is necessary. By making this distinction between a 

free-wil l killing and a killing committed unwillingl y, Philo 

re~oves 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. Therefor e , had 

Cain confessed his sin to GI')(}, God would have forgiven him. 

However, the main thrust of the i nterpretation 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 Philo and the 

midrash are striking , t hey c an 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 differe nce b~tween 

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 t o 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 no t know. Am I my brother ' s keeper?" 

It is an atheistic belief not to hold Lhat the 
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divine eye penetrates all things and s ees all thing s at 
one time, not only what is visible but also what is in 
r ecesses, depths and abysses. "Why dost thou not know 
where thy brother is?" someone wi ll say. "And how 
shouldst tho u not know this, be ing the f o urth man in 
the world together wi th t hy two parents and thine only 
brother?" But the reply, "I am not my brother's keeper" 
i s a fine defence! And of whom else rather than thy 
brother shouldst thou have been a keeper and prote ctor? 
Tho u didst show so much c are fo r violence, injustice , 
treachery and homicide, which is a great abomination 
and accurse d deed, but dids t show contempt for thy 
brother's safety , as though it we re something s upe r­
f l uous . 

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

~nK, ni"'1.J~ 7J ,~,w K,~ nn< ·"JlK "m< -io itl/i"I ""Y,, K7 -v:.,, 
, pJ7 . Ql!)nJ K?i ~,,,) o,?J JllW Jll? .~~,, '1.J,~ ~ ~' .,lCD iwpJC 

"nn1~ N? Jll ~JK i? ,cec . o "?J~ nN nJll no? i? , DM . ,c ic~1ll1!>n .,, ,~,K nnK iWJyi 1n110 1K nnJn nn7 ,,l'.)l,j,, ~WJ 1n1 Jr.1K ~rn< .~niJD1K 
. y-,;i ,!., "J ntt,J nm< iniK "Ol., " l~ OK 0?1y?w 1]1J, l,P ,ON lJ , . lJ 

,1n1~~ in on« . 11~? ~niK nnJ~ ~o? , o7 iv;i ?J? i .,, , i? ,n ,~ ~n~ 
10.iJ Nlpni, .,n .. ~~ x"l i:i i ::J ~JJ,? n?J , ? i'7tcw ,"JlK mnn•· 

Discussion (Translation) 

AND llE SAID, " I DO NOT KNOW. AM I f1Y f'JJK) BROTHER ' S 
KCEPER?" 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 stea l s utensils dur­
ing the night and is not caught . But in t he morning 
the watchman catches him. lie says to him , "\·lhy did you 
steal the utensils? " lie 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 t he Holy One , Blessed b e 
He , "I killed him , but You creat ed an evi l inclination 
within me. Yo u are his (Abel ' s) guardian and my guard­
ian , ~nd the g uardian of the whole wo rld. Why did You 
l e t me kill him? You are the one who killed h i m, for 
You are cal l ed J\no~e [ ,Jl~, fo r 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 rnidrash 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 t he 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 ( , oi c) 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" (Ano~e = ,~lN ), which is an appellative for God, 

thus: "Ano~e [God] is my brother's keeper . " In Philo's 

int e rpretation, Cain merely pl e ads ignorance when asked by 

God about his brother's fate. ~here is no attempt to shift 

the responsibility of the murde r to God in the Questions and 

Answers . 

Moreover, the exegetical form of the midrash differs 

from Lha t of Philo: Philo accomplishes his interpretation 

by merely stating Cain's responsibility for Abel's welfare, 

whereas the midrash intecprets the text by the use of anal­

ogy . Additiona lly, Philo's interpretation also includes a 

brief discussion of God's ornnis~ience , but no such discussion 
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is to be found in the midrash. 

The e xegetical form, as well as the content, is dif-

ferent in Philo and in the rnidrash. In addition, the sim.i-

larity in themes between these two interpretations emerges 

from the Scripture i tself , which, according to its literal 

meaning, indicates Cain's attempt to evade t he 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 i s most exemplary, for the Deity hears the 
deserving even though they are dead, knowing that they 
l ive an incorporeal life. But from the prayers of evil 
men He turns away His face even though t hey 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 interpr etation i n any 

of the rabbinic literature I examined. However, by way of 

contrast , it i s w~rthwhile to give one example of how t he 

Rabbis treat verse 10. In BR 22:9 the Rabbis interpret 

"your brother's blood " in the plural, that is , "your broth-

er ' s bloods . " On the basis of the Hebrew plural form of the 

word "blood" ( ,ln) , the verse is interpreted to mean that 

Cain not only murdered Abel, but also all ~hose 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 acc urse d 
upon the earth? 

The earth is the last of the parts of the universe. 
Accordingly, i f 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 t ogether. 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 Bereshi t 4:11 

nK nnp7 ;in1~w ,~, , ,;iJZlZJ i~11 ~-oJw ~~? .;i~"th~ lZ> ;inK ,,-,y ;inii 
~oo u17J 17 'l1n K7w .•11i ;io1~~ nN ,,Jyn ~ J i77p 011 ,1'nN ~oi 

12. .;iJ Y,tni£ 

Discussion (Translation) 

THEREFORE, YOU SHALL BE MORE CURSED THAN THE GROUND •••. 
Be cause 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 you)" [Gen. 4:12)--that 
it should bring forth nothing of what you sow in it. 

Evaluation 

According to Philo' s i nterpretation, "the earth is 

the last o ( the parts of the universe." And since i t 

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 

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
doe r 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, "groani ng and tr'1mblin9," in 

verse 12, does not accord with the Hebrew , 1 , Yl' which is 

usual ly translated, "ceaseless wandere r." Philo either mis-

read the passage, or he possibly had a biblical text with a 

reading different from our t ext . There is no parallel to 

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

sources. 



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"? 
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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 Beres hit 4 : 13 

O","nYt11 t\1~, O"IWl'C '11,l "31Y .ttiWltl "'J1Y '71,J. •t1 '7~ pp ,DK"1 
1 3.1"'J~'7 1J1 Yl tl"'t'IK1 KUiTI ~'7 ~l1Y1 tr.1'7 KWll tlnK1 '7lY 01~'7 

Discussion (Translation) 

CAIN SAID TO THE LORD, "MY PUNISHMENT IS TOO GREAT TO 
BEAR! Is my crime greater than that oi 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!") 

a s 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) What is the meaning of the words, 
"Every one who fi nds 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) 

nn1 n i71il il1 ilW oip?> ?J ,l, Yl i 1 7y ,TlJQ 11"J .f""R(J n1 nn 1J1 Yl 
K1il nt i t'7 it i11~1~1 niytY,t?> n ic.,Ji rn1 n 11 ili i 1 nnnz:i nyt,,to flNn 

-no ,,il, i17JKl1 i71K 1?J ni,DiK lil1 il"iln iJi v J il"Jyil i 1 ?y ,tllw l 1 y 
ilJ ~ 1 1ni, o ,,~ illK ,OK, n1yo1 11 J 1 Y i1?t ilYW iln1KJ .171K l 1 KJ1 l 1 0lJ 
illJ~~ -,n~ 1 9lJ NWK .1lil 71KW ilY1 1K1 ilnK ow 01 0P ye>M o~ .n~~ 11 l9D 

, , KJ1 . ( 1 - t 07y 0 1 7iln)11 l"O" ~lTrn<nl 1 JnJn ,,., ow Cl 0 1 n1 .,.,KJ 
l~(l1 :l ·~-o)KWl?> 1 l1Y 71,l ~il 7K l"P ,Ol\1 1 ,,OKlW il•J7'1 7y il'71 79J 

Discus s ion (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 we nt the earth would 
tremble beneath him, and t he 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 h i m. At t.hat moment his eyes 
filled with tears and he said, •Whithe r shall I go from 
Thy spirit? / Or whither shall I flee from Thy presence? 

-
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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, I 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 : 1 3 1 • 

Evaluation 

The only point of similarity between Philo and the 

miarash is in the theme of the animals which are prepared to 

harm Cain for his c rime . 

It is very likely , however, that the similarity in 

interpretations was forced upon Philo and the Rabbis because 

the biblical narrative does not tell ot any other creatures 

upon the earth that could t hreaten h?rm to Cain . In the 

midrash, unlike Philo's interpretation, these animals are 

not spec ifically "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 stat e that the earth trembl ed 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 me n but none t he l ess exact punishment from the 

wicked." It is unlikely there fore , 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, 
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and of the irrational part, which is naturally divided 
into seven parts--the five senses, the organ of speech 
and th~ organ o f reproduction. And these seven parts 
are the causes of wickedness and are brought to judg­
ment. And death is acceptable to the chief ruler (~·~· 
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 

an<l 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-

pretati0n in any of the rabbinic sources I examined. 

19. Qu. in Gen. 1:76 

CGen. iv. 15) Why is a sign placed upon the frat­
ricide in order that any who finds him may no~ 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 cunning. 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 theit 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 years 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 pare nts 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 

,1~p 1~, l~JnI,,'7w lJ~,~ K? 'K K~on1 ., . •111 l~P l,,~ ~J ,D,~ 
1 5 .1.,.,~ i,,~ ?J i~?K1 lJ~c ,,ic77 ~~o n~n K71 l'"'ltl l~P 
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Discussion (Translation) 

WHOSOEVER SLAYETH CAIN, etc. R. Nehemiah interpreted: 
Cain's judgment shall not be as the judgment of other 
murdere rs. 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 

K1WJn ~J1Y ?111 ,~lW il"J~ ~J~'77.l o,orn WyJ? l'IOna731 iZ)9 ,,c 
,~1J, 0"11:.9 l01Kll 71,l ~l1Y Kil" K? D?1J'7w 1l1::l, 1,l!>7 ,~ ,(l,:, 'KLl ) 

1"0 (n" :i, ~-m::i ) l 1Y ~11713 -v:JKW 11"::>1 -oim 1"l!>7 O"Y:Ji17 l"~TIY TilW 
il"J?il ~ ilYW ilnita ,(:>ow ow )1-ciJ "nn?o .,..., ,tltr', ,OKlUI 1:i? i1n7nz:> 
il"J?il ,, 7nz:> ~Z) ,i1::l1WO "'YJ ?::> "l!>J n71 ?Y1l ,JK 1"?' 7nio ,l"K mt 
?m:lll7 l"l01 ,1,n1111y ?:::i ?y i? ?no K7 iRl"'7w ilJiwn :11UY ~7w ~!>71 ,i11nz:> 

ilJi~n ilWYW -rtK71 ,(J":i 'tre )~ il"iln il1 Yl i? ~ il'Ttnrmw .·~il i; 
lG .(TC O~ OW ) liY nEnp ill T~J JIU"1 il,J J"TI:J i10 

Discussion 

According to the rnidrash, 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 

~he power of penitence and atonement. Furthermore, th~ 

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 Ca)n 

was spared from death because he was the first person to 

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

consequences of his deed. 
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A closer ~xamination of the interpretations, how-

ever, reveals important differe nces 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 s pecies, like one driven out and a fugitive, and 

one transformed into tlte natur e of beast." 

The similarity between Philo and midrash A is con-

ditioned by the necess ity to explain why a murdere r is 

spared from death. It is obvious that leniency has to be 

extended to Cain be , ause h e had neve r seen death , and he did 

not know that murder was punishabl e by death. Furthermore , 

the idea presented i n midrash B, that Cain is the prot o -

typical penitent, and that he must be fo r given in order to 

set an exa.~ple for humanity, is not f o und in Philo. 

. -
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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 p r oblem suggested by the 

biblical text. Here, too, no parallal traditions were found 

in the two sources. 
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Notes 

1
For traditions of Eve having given birth to Cain 

with God's help, see MA Ber. 4:1; YS Gen., sec . 35. 

2 
There are some traditions in which disapproval of 

Cain's agricultural profession is expressed: see BR 22:3; 
ibid., 31 :3; LT Gen. 4:2; MA Ber. 4:2; YSB, sec. 36 (p. 120); 
Tan. Noah-13. 

3 
Other 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 t hat his sacri­
fice was unacceptable to God, see note 5. 

7 For 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. 876; YSE, sec . 36 {p. 123) . 

8For 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 tradi t ions of God's desire for Cain's 
r epentance, cf. Bk 20:6; ibid . , 97-Vayehi; Tan. B. Gen. lOa. 

1°For other traditions of Cain's accusations of God 
for not guarding Abel, see BR 97-Vayehi; BRT 4:9 (p. 55); 
Tan. Gen.-9, YSB, sec. 159 (p . 838). 

1 1There are several i nterpretations of Abel's 
"blood" as "bloods," in the plural; cf. LT Ber. 4:10; MHG 
Ber. 4:10; San. 37a; YSB, sec . 38 (p. 128) . 
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12 d . . f For tra itions o the land's unproductivity for 
Cain, see MHG Ber. 4:11 (p. 120); ibid., 4:12 (p. 120); YSB, 
s ec. 38 (p . 129). 

13 Other 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. lOa; San. lOlb; 
YSB, sec . 38. 

14For traditions which take up the thernes of animals 
that threaten to kill Cain , see BR 22:12; MHG 4:12 (p. 120); 
YSB, sec. 38. 

15For traditions where God shows leniency to the 
first murderer, cf. VR 10:5; YSB, sec. 38. 

16For a tradition that discusses the theme of Cain 
the prototypical penitent, see YSB, sec . 159 (p. 839). 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY ANO CONCLUSIONS 

A total of forty-five of Philo's "questions and 

answers" have been analyzed and compared with pai:-allel 

rabbinic material. Although many similarities in subject 

, matter were found between Philo ' s interpretations and the 

rabbinic interpretations, no parallel t~aditions were found. 

None o f Philo's interpretations were found to be identical 

to the rabbinic interpretations with respect to three c ri-

teria: subject matter, interpretations of the same words or 

phrases , and similarities in exegetical techniques. When-

~ 
I 

ever a similarity was found between Philo and the Rabbis, it 

was explainabl e by the very ~ature of the scriptur~l text: 

The biblical verse suggested certain theological and textual 

problems, ~hich could have well given rise to similar or 

parallel interpretations in both sources. 

It is, therefore, concluded that the findings of 

this study do net substantiate Samuel Belkin's claim that 

Philo's Questions and Answers contain early Palestinian mid-

rashim and that Phi lo was dependent on a Palestinian Oral 
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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 literatu.re. The nature of the interpretations are 

such that no dependence b y one source can be proved. 

The similarity between Philo's i nterpretations and 

t he 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 probabl y 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 r emain tenta tive at be s t. This is due to the limited 

amount o f material utilized for comparison. A l arger 

sampling would p r ovide 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 rouc~ desired. 
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