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Abstract

THE DIVINE AGENT IN INTERTESTAMENTAL JUDAISM

M.A. Dissertation submitted by
Nicholas Hugh Taylor
to the University of Cape Town

February 1987

Many New Testament scholars have recently come to
understand aspects of Christology in terms of the rabbinic
legal concept of agency. Whereas Rengstorf attempted tq
understand apostleship in terms of the rabbinic agency
concept (19484, -first published 1933), works such as those
of Borgen (1983, first published 19468, and Buehner (1977)
attempt to explain the Johannine Jesus in such terms,
following\ on Eduard Schweizer’s "Zum
religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund der "Sendungsformel”
Gal.d4:4f; Roem.8:3f; John 3:16f; I John 4:9", published in
the 2Z2eitschrift fuer die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft in
1964. The aim of this dissertation is to locate the roots
of the concept of Divine Agency at the heart of the Hebrew
tradition, rather than in later rabbinic abstractions, and
to examine the development of the tradition from ancient
times to the period contemporary with Jeéus of Nazareth.
Two figures, in works reflecting some of the diversity of
Intertestamental Judaism and dating from the first decade
of the Christian Church, have been selected for assessment
as Divine Agents. These are the "Son of Man" in the
Similitudes of Enoch and the "Logos” in the writings of

Philo of Alexandria.



While the rabbinic and other legal abstractions are not a

valid ideal model for understanding Divine Agency, they
“are nevertheless wuseful in that they articulate concepts
more concisely than is the case elsewhere. A brief
treatment of the legal material is fherefore included.

This is followed by a survey of the development of the
Hebrew religious tradition, with particular attention to
the concept of the Divine Council assembled round the
Throne of God. It is in the context of this tradition that
messianic and other ideal figures emerged, and therefore
in this context that the origins of the Divine Agency
Concept are socught. The Agency idea is found to be
well-attested in the Hebrew tbadition, particularly during

the post-Exilic period.

The “Son of Man" is identified as the supreme heavenly
being, God’s Agent and vicegerent. Both the figure of the
"Son of Man* and his functione are rooted in the Hebrew
tradition, and are Ffully explicable in terms of that

tradition.

The "Logos" is also rooted in the Hebrew tradition, but is
a more complex figuré, having originatéd as a concept
rather than as a being. .The "Logos" appears in Philo’s
writings both as a conceptualisation of aspects of the
Divine Essence, and as the supreme heavenly being. In the
laiter form, the "Logos" is God’s Agent and vicegerent,
wi th functfons rooted in the Hebrew tradition. As a divine

manifestation, the "Logos" is not a being, and therefore



cannot be described as an Agent, but has functions rooted
in the Hebrew tradition, and fully explicable in terms of

that tradition,.

Both the "Son of Man" and the "Logos" emerge from the
‘Jewish tradition, even if not without ocutside influences.
Their functions too are derived from that tradition, and
are explicable in terms of that tradition. Rabbinic legal
abstractions are therefore unnecessary in order to explain
the functions of Divine Agents in the Judaeo~Christian

.tradition.
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Preface

Divine #Agency has in recent years become a category in
terms of which New Testament scholars have sought to
understand and interpret Christology. They have tended to
abstract the concept of agency from the Mishnah and later
rabbinic writings, rather than from the Hebrew tradition,
most particularly the 0l1d Testament and Intertestamental
writings. The aim of this dissertation is to rectify this
flaw in scholarship, by seeking to locate the concept of
Divine Agency at the heart of the Hebrew tradition, and to
examine the development of the tradition from ancient
times to the period contemporary with Jesus of Nazareth.
Two figures, in works reflecting some of the diversity of
Intertestamental Judaism and dating from the first decade
of the Christian Church, have been selected for assessment
as Divine Agents. These are the "Son of Man" in the
Similitudes of Enoch and the "Logos" in the writings of
Philo of Alexandria.
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INTRODUCTION

Many New Testament scholars have' recently come to
understand aspects of Christology in terms of the rabbinic
legal concept of agency. Whereas Rengstorf attempted to
understand apostleship in terms of the rabbinic agency
concept (1964, first published 1933), works such as those
of Borgen (1983, first published 1968), and Buehner (1977)
attempt to explain the Johannine Jesus in such terms,
following on Eduard Schweizer’s "Zum
religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund der "Sendungsformel”
Gal.4:4f; Roem.8:3f; John 3:16f; I John 4:9", published in
the 2Z2eitschrift fuer die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft in
1966. 1f Jesus’ relationship to God is understood as that
of an agent to his principal, then the ontological issues
cease to be crucial to his christological status and

soteriological role.

Borgen and Rengstorf particularly, have erred in
abstracting the gbncept of agency from the Mishnah and
later rabbinic writings, rather than from the conceptions
of messianic figures earlier in the Hebrew tradition.
Whereas the. Jewish tradition has been searched
meticulously for evidence of messianic‘ expectations or
lack thereof, scholarship has sought to understand the
role of such a figure in terms of later legal
abstractions. Buehner has rectified this to a limited
extent, in looking at the Targums and other
Intertestamental writings, as well as some 0Old Testament
texts, but generally not the texts in which the messianic
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figures and their precursors appear.

The aim of this dissertation is to demonstrate that the
Divine Agency concept has its roots at the heart of the
Hebrew reliéious traditidn, just as do the messianic and
other figures whose roles are interpreted in terms of that
Agency concept. The ideal figures cannot be separated from
their functions, and the functions are to be explained in
terms of the roles of the figures and their precursors in
the Hebrew tradition. If the Divine Agency concept cannot
be found wherer the messianic and other figures appear in
the 01d Testament and Intertestamental writings, then the
concept cannot validly be introduced on the basis of later

legal abstractions to explain the roles of those figures.

Two fiqures from Intertestamental Judaism will studied in
order to demonstrate the thesis that the Agency concept,
like the fiqures to which the concept is applied, is
rooted in the Hebrew religious experience. They are the
"Son of Man" in the Similitudes of Enoch and the "Logos"
in the writings of Philo of Alexandria. Both figures are
crucial to New Testament Christology, and occur in
writings which, it will be argued below, date from the
first decade of the Christian Church (c. 40 CE). A further
criterion for the se]ection of these particular figures is
the desire to consider as wide .a spectrum of
Intertestamental Jewish thought as possible. The
Similitudes of Enoch represent Palestinian Apocalyptic
Judaism, while Philo represents Hellenistic Wisdom
Judaism. While a polarity between Palestinian and
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Diaspora, Hebréw and Greek, Apocalyptic and Wisdom, should
not be emphasised to the exclusion of the unity in the
Heritage of the Jewich experience which bound together the
diversity of Intertestamental Judaism, it is nevertheless
desirable to consider the issue in the 1light of the

diversity as well as the unity.

While the functions of messianic figures in the Jewish
tradition cannot wvalidly be explained in terms of %the
Mishnaic and later rabbinic legal abstractions, the legal
texts are nevertheless useful in that they articulate
concepts more coherently and precicely than other
writings. Part I of this dissertation will therefore
e?amine the 1legal concept of agency in the Graeco—-Roman
world. The Greek and Roman systems will all briefly be
considered, and their agency concepts discussed. More
detailed attention will be given to agency in the Jewish
tradition, and to the various hypotheses as to the origins

of the concept.

Ideal and redeemer figures, particularly those of a
metaphysical or supernaturél nature, can be understood
only in the contéxt. of the religious tradition in which
they are conceived. The Throne—Theophan}, in its various
forms, is the most significant experience of direct
contact with God in the Jewish tradition. The development
of the Throne-Theophany tradition, from its rootes in the
ancient Near Eastern religious milieu, through the Hebrew
prophetic Theophanies, to the apocalyptic visions and the
mysticiem of the Wisdom tradition, to Merkabah mysticism,
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will be considered in Part II of this dissertation.
Particular attention will be gqiven to the concept of
agency in the tradition, and especially the role of Divine

Agents.

Parts IIl and IV of this dissertation will discuss the
"Son of Man" in the Similitudes of Enoch, and the "Logos®
in the writings of Philo of Alexandria, respectively. Each
part will, so far as is possible on the basis of the data
available, Jlocate the +figure wunder discussion in the
context of the tradition, and locate the literature in its
religious, philosophical,' social and historical context.
The identity and the role of the "Son of Man" and of the
“Logos” will be discussed, with particular attention to
the applicability to these figures of the designation

"Divine Agent".

It is hoped that this study will enable the Divine Agency
concept to be applied more fully and more accurately, not
only to Jesus of MNazareth in the New Testament, but also
to the various meésianic and other ideal and redeemer
figures, heavenly and earthly, who proliferate in the
Intertestamental writings. Such studies should locate the
figures wunder discussion in the context of the Jewish
religious tradition, and not attempt to explain their

functions in terms of later legal abstractions.



PART 1

THE CONTEMPORARY CONCEPT OF AGENCY

A. The Law of Agency in the Graeco—-Roman World

& brief discussion of the legal meaning of agency in the
Graeco-Roman world during the Intertestamental period, is
a useful beginning to this study, as it enables
terminological clarity, and a broader understanding of
contemporary legal thinking on the subject. It is in the
law that abstract ideas are most clearly quantified, and
therefore in legal concepts that the most precise meanings
are to be found. The dominant legal system, especially
during the latter part of this period, was the Roman, but
the various Greek systems continued to function,
especially in commerce, as did other national legal

systems, such as the Jewish, within their own areas.

"A4n agent is one who sets up legal relations between his
principal and a third party, himself acquiring no right
and incurring no liability" <(Buckland, 1939, p301). The
agent is the represenfatiue of his principal, and acts
either on the instructions of his principal, or at his own
discretion on behalf of his principal, and in accordance

with the powers delegated to him.

Agents played a significant role in Greek commercial and
legal affairs, and the legal systems of the various Greek
states recognized and provided for this. égents, slave or
free, operated as the legal and commercial representatives
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of their principals; particularly in the absence of the
latter, but also when the principal was legally
prohibited, as an alien or a slave, from acting on his own
behalf, in court or }n the market place (Jones, 1934,
p224). As well as slaves and sons, and other subordinate
members of the household, bankers were frequently engaged
as agents in financial matters <(Jones, 1954, p225). Of
particular significance is the role of the banker as the
agent of a slave in negotiating the purchase of his or her
" freedom <(Jones, 1954, p282). It is clear, therefore, that
in GreeK law an agent was not merely a messenger; he was
empowered to concludg:‘agreements and to make and enforce

decisions.

Roman law was more restrictive, particularly in the realm
of pribate law, in its provisions for agency, and, while
not entirely consistent, generally recognized as agents or
*procuratores"” only dependent persons, and not independent
agents. "The underlying idea was that a person could make
use of another person dependent on him to perform juristic
acts for and on behalf of him in much the same way as a
human being uses his.limbs" (Kaser, 19465, p37). This did
not necessarily mean that the agent was not given powers
of discretion, but, as a person, he Qas a subordinate
member of the household of his principal. The legal
consequences of the actions of a duly authorised agent, in
the course of his commission, bouha his principal, who
accrued all benefits and 1liabilities resulting from the
action of the agent (Kaser, 1945, p58). The agent acted
"merely as a conduit pipe” (Buckland & McNair, 1952, p217)
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between his principal and the other party.

Theoretically, thé' role allcocwed to agents in negotiating
contracts, was severely limited. In principle, no contract
could be entered by a representative (Buckland & McNair,
1952, p219). An agent could act as an intermediary or
"nuntius", but the terms of the contract were to be
ﬁegotiated by the parties themselves (Buckland & McNair,
p220>. This 1limited the role of an agent, at ‘least
officially, to conveying messages between the parties to

the negotiation process.

In Roman-occupied Egrpt, Greek and Egyptian legal
principles operated beside the Roman. Greek norms tended
to - predominate in commercial matters, and the right to
enter a contract through a proxy was recognized
(Taubenschlag, 1944, p233). Despite non-recognition in
Roman law, indirect representation was legally valid in
Egypt <(Taubenschlag, 1944, p235). The principal could
therefore act through his agent, or, if he so wished, he
had the option of commissioning his agent to act
autonomously on his  behalf. Agents could therefore
exercise wide discretionary powers in Egypt, and play a

prominent rale in civic and commercial life.

This discussion highlights two distinctions which are
crucial to understanding agency. The +first is the
distinction between an agent and a messenger; wheréas the
former is empowered to act on behalf of his principal in
completing legal transactions, the latter is merely
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despatched to convey messages between two principles who
reserve to themselves all decision-making power. A further
distinction is that between dependent and independent
agents; whereas the ¥0rmer are subordinate members of
their principals’ households, the latter are independent
persons commissiocned for the purpose of completing
particular transactions. These distinctions must be

constantly borne in mind when divine agency is considered.

B. Agency in Jewish Law

In the Hebrew tradition, the concept of agency originated
in the cult (Falk, 1964, p10é>. The head of a clan offered
sacrifices on behalf of his entire clan, and later the
Aaronite priesthood functioned on behalf of all Israel,

and of individuals offering sacrifices in the Temple.

The concept of agency developea both religious and secular
applications. .Ih ‘a éommunity in which theology and law
were inextricably intertwined, if not identical, it was
inevitable that the juridical .principles and their
implications would be fully explored with no conscious
distinction_ be tween sacred and profane. The results of the
Tannaitic debates came to be recorded in the Mishnah,
which was finally codified by the end of the second
century CE, but preserves more ancient traditions, rather
than creating new ones. A survey of Mishnaic cstatements on
%gency is crucial to understanding the concept during the
Intertestamental period, as it is in the Mishnah that the

o



principles are most clearly articulated.

Jewish law presumed that the agent was functioning in
obedience to his or her principal (Qiddushin 2.4). For the
purposes of the legal transaction, the principal
transferred all rights and property involved to the agent.
The latter, however, remained answerable to the principal

for his or her actions.

Only an adult might appoint an agent, and the actions of
an agent not duly commissioned, or appointed by a minor,
are legally invalid (Gittin &.3)>. An agent could be
employed, inter alia, to negotiate a betrothal {Qiddushin
2.1)>. Should both the agent and the principal enter a
marriage contract concerning the same person, viz. the
~principal, the contract entered first would be valid, and
the second wvoid; should it be imposéib]e to determine
which was first, both would be invalid unless the parties

reach an agreement (Qiddushin 4.9).

Should an agent miaéppropriate Temple funds, and thereby
commit~ sacrilege, his or her principal would be liable, if
the offence was committed in the course of carrying out
the commission <(Melah 4.1)>. However, should the agent
commit sacrilege without completing the task, he or she
would be responsible personally. Deaf-mutes, imbeciles and
minors were exempt from this responsibility, and their
principals would be liable in case of sacrilege (Melah

6.1€).,
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An agent might not 1lay hands on the animal to be
sacrificed as a sin-offering, even if the offering was
being made on behalf of a group of people (Menahot 9.8f).
The one offering the sacrifice was required to lay hands
on the animal himself, and, if the offering was made by a
group, all would be required to lay hands on the animal.
While, in regular worship, a priest in the Temple, or
Agent of the Congregation in the synagogue, could function
as agent on behalf of the nationj each person was
responsible for his or her own sins, and for making the

required sin—-offering.

The Mishnah includes two references to the Agent of the
Congregation, MaX n*%u). This title was accorded the
precentor in the synagogue, who assumed the role
previously occupied by the priesthood, as mediator between
the nation and God. The Agent of the Congregation was
obliged to say the daily Tephillah (Rosh Hashanah 4.9).
Whereas, for an ordinary member of the congregation, it
would be regarded a bad omen only for himself should he
fall inte error, having said the Tephillahj should the
Agent fall into error, having said the Tephillah, it would
be regarded a bad omen for the entire Congregation
(Berakot 5.5). The principle behind this is that "a man’s

agent is like to himself" (Berakot 5.35).

The fundamental principle of agency is that the agent is
like the one who sends him. "He represents in his own
person the person and rights of <L[his principall"
(Rengstorf, 1944, p415). This is reiterated frequently in
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the rabbinic 1literature <(eg Berakot 5.5, Giddushin 42b,
43a). The authority and the function of the agent are
derived from the sendervor principal, irrespective of the
personal status of the agent <(Borgen, 1983, pl22).
Rabbinic Jjudicial mysticism went so far as to state that
the agent is identical to his or her sender (eg Qiddushin

43a) (Borgen, 1983, pl23).

The term n%w denotes not only the agent appointed by a
human being to act on his or her behalf, but is also used
of persons designated by God to perform specific
functions. The term is applied to Moses, Elijah, Elisha,
Ezekiel and to the priests of the Temple offering
sacrifices (Barrett, 1978, pS?). This does not make n'tw an
essentially religious concept, however. "The term [ nrw)
is legal rather than religious, and if the n"tw has
religious significance this is not because he is a mhw
but ‘because he is entrusted with a religious task”

(Rengstorf, 1944, p413).

There are limitations to the applicability of the term mry,
Particularly in i{s religious application, nbw is used
only within the bounds of Judaism, and is never used of
missionaries (Rengstor<f, 1964, pa18>. It is also
:significant that rabbis are nowhere described as on"Tw
(Rengstorf, 1964, p418). There is a certain amount of
scholarly controversy as to whether prophets were regarded
as agents or not. Rengstorf asserts that prophets were
messengers, Eut not agents, as they were not in
communication with God (19684, p420). Those prophets who
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are designated Divine Agents, are so called not on account
of their prophecy, but on account of the miracles they
performed (1964, pd41%). Buehner convincingly demonstrates
that Rengstorf’s idea that prophets were not in
communication with God is without foundation except in
twentieth century modernist thought, and is quite contrary
to the self-understanding of the Hebrew prophets (1977,

p274). As Rengstorf does not explain how prophets could be

mecssengers, but not agents, if they were not in
communication wi th God, this point hardly requires
refutation. Buehner points out that that the roles of

both n e (agent)> and 1N?o {messenger/angel) are founded on
union with God (1977, p329). Further, the concepts of M
and 7N$o are equated in the Targums of I Chr.14:13,
1sa.44:246 and Hag.1:13 (1977, pp281f). Buehner cites
further conceptual ;nd literal identificétions be tween My
and 1N?a , many of which are explicit references to
prophets, and concludes not only that the to concepts are
identified, but also that the term n"ruis applicable to

the prophets (1977, p282).

The Divine Agent belongs’ to a particular category of
agency. The Agent of God ic not necessarily divine, but
acts on behalf of God, and can for convenience therefore
be described as a Divine Agent. Both heavenly and human
beings, particularly prophets, were regarded as Divine
Agents. The next stage in this study is to trace the
development of the concept of Divine Agency in the context
of the Throne-Theophany tradition. It is in the cession of
the Divine Council around the Throne of God that both
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angels and prophets were conceived to receive their
commissions, and it is therefore in the context of the
development of this tradition that the roots of the

concept of Divine Agency are to be sought.
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PART 11

THE ROOTS OF THE AGENCY CONCEPT INM THE HEBREW TRADITIOM

PARTICULARLY DIVIMNE AGENCY

AS FOUND IN THE THRONE-THEOPHANY TRADITION

aND ITS DEUELOPMENT§ IN PROPHECY, APQOCALYPTIC AND WISDOM

The conceﬁt of the Divine Council meeting around the
Throne of God is fundamental to understanding ancient
Hebrew thought. In particular, the development of Hebrew
religion from polytheism, through monolatry and henotheism
to monotheism, can most clearly be seen in the development
of the concept of the Divine Council. It is also crucial
to later developments in the religious tradition,
particularly the phenomena of Apoca]yptic, Wisdom and
MerKabah mysticism. Furthermore, the Theophany of the
Throne of God with the Council gathered round, is in
ancient Hebrew religion the most direct form of
communication between God and man. It is therefore in the
Council and Throne-Theophany tradition that the roots of

the concept of Divine Agency are to be sought.

Polytheism was universal in the ancient Mear East, and the
interactions of the gods in the pantheoﬁ are integral to
the mythology. The idea of the gods forming a council,
however informal, is attested in much of the ancient
literature. The AKKadian creation myth "Enuma Elis" (c
2000 BCE)> provides a particularly graphic account of the
deliberations and activities of the council of the gods£
Closer to ancient Icsrael, the Ugaritic mythology, which
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may well be dependent wupon "Enuma Elis" (Coocgan, 1978,

pp75§), includes in the Ba‘al myth several episodes of
divine activity, some in council. As will become clear
below, particutarly in Part 1II1I, these texts are of
considerable importance in understanding the roots of

crucial aspects of Hebrew thought.

Two parallel and integrally related processes took place
in the evolution of the Council and Throne-Theophany
tradition. Over the course of centuries from the emergence
of Ancient Israel to the post-Exilic period, Yahweh’s
fellow-members in the pantheon came either. to be
identified with, or subordinated to, him. By the time of
the Exile (VI BCE), the subordinate deities had come to be
regarded as fully subject to Yahweh and no longer gods.
Accompanying and following their loss in status, the
heavenly beings acquired distinct identities and
functions, delegated to them by Yahweh. It is these
functions, and those of human beings admitted td the

Council, that require examination as roots of the Divine

Agency concept.

In the Biblical Tradition, the members of the Council are
described in a wvariety of ways, whicﬁ reflect their
demotion from the status of full members of a pantheon.
They are referred to as @'9$~ 01 (Ps.29:1;89:7), ma'a'tN
(Ps.82:1),ﬁ-a&~n*n(Gen.6:2,4(J); Job 1:63;2:1), lv‘m 121
(Ps.82:68), maax bis (Ps.97:7>, and m'wvIp (Deut.33:2f;
Job S5:1). It is noteworthy that, in a number of‘instances,
the members of the Council are described ae qods,
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reflecting the polytheistic religious milieu from which
the Hebrew religion emerged. The pantheon concept s
preserved in the Biblical litérature, but in each case the
gods are gathered under Yahweh’s presidency. It is also
noteworthy that the concept of divine sonship is prominent
in the terminology, as a means of avoiding polytheistic

overtones.

According to Crose (1973, ppé0-71), the name Yahweh
originated as an epithet "of ‘El, the chief of the
Canaanite pantheon. Mma™ is  the hiphil imperfect of 17,
to create. h~3X M translates "he <(who) creates the
heavenly armies". The name of Yahweh is therefore
integrally connected to his position in the Council, as
creator of the heavenly hosts; a conception derived from

the Canaanite cult of ‘El.

In the earlier Hebrew traditions, the a*virp are rarely
mentioned, except in the company of Yahweh. They
constitute his retinue, and do not function independently
(eg Ps.89:6-8). As well as surrounding Yahweh in the
assembly, the holy .ones, described as @ aoninn, stars
(cf Job 38:7; Ps.148:3), accompany him to war (eg
Jud.S5:20(E)). As well as the stars, the éun and moon also
form part of the Council (Ps.148:3). The Council forms a
heavenly army, as the term nnaX indicates. The heavenly
hosts accompany Yahweh to war; the marshalling of the
Israelite army being an earthly reflection. This idea is
attested in Josh.10:11(J), Jud.5:20¢(E», 11 Kings
S117(E>;7:16CE), Isa.lB:B%f;40:26, Joel 3:11,14ff et al
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(cf. 1GM),

Al though the Biblical tradition regards the heavenly
beings as divine, the Deuteronomic tradition nevertheless
explicitly <forbids their worship (Deut.4:19;17:3). This
prohibition is referred  to frequently in the
Deuteronomistic History. According to Deut.32:8 (LXX>,
Yahweh assigned land and nations to specific angels. In
the original Hebrew wversion of this text, the word
rendered éyy:xov in the LXX was probably ")2). The
Deuteronomistic conception of the division of the earth
and its people émong the heavenly beings, traditionally
seventy in number, with Israel reserved to Y;hweh himself,
is derived <from the ancient Near Eastern belief that the
various nations and their 1lands belonged to particular
gods. In the belief that events on earth were a reflection
of events in heaven, relations between the nations were
considered to be dependent upon the relationship between
their gods, and events between the nations were a

reflection of events between their gods.

The Biblical traditiﬁn tends to identify Mount Sion as the

T va, the meeting place of the Coun;il, attributing
features of other ancient Near Eastern meeting places to
the holy mountain of Jerusalem, and particularly to the
Temple. This can be seen particularly in the accounts of
the prophetic wvisions in Isa.é and Zech.3, and in the
later Hebrew 1literature, such as I En.28. In traditions
prior to or opposing - that of Jerusalem, the Council is
conceived to meet in the Tent of Meeting, 7v1n %rr1, of

-18-



the JE tradition. The divine assembly met in the tent, the
predecessor of the Temple, which was later conceived to be
the meeting place of Moses and Yahweh (Ex.33:7-11(E);

Num.11:24¥¢J>),

In the Priestly tradition, the Council is active in
creation (Gen.1(P>>. This is particularly apparent in
Gen.1:28, where the divine assembly addresses itself in
the first person plural. Specific creative acts are not
assigned to specific members of the Council, as eg. in
*"Enuma Elis", but it can be assumed that the Priestly
editor understood the heavenly beings to be working under

Yahweh“s direction.

The Council is the scene of judgement. In Ps.82, Yahweh
judges the heavenly beings for their failure to carry out
their responsibilities. They were instructed to uphold

Justice and defend the weak, but had failed to do so, for

which they wﬁuld "die like men" (Ps,82:7). This
illustrates the actpuntability of the lesser heavenly
beings to Yahweh. This accountability is crucial to the
concept of agency, and indicates the degree of

responsibility which Divine Agents were believed to hold.

In communicating and enforcing the decrees of the Council,
the activities of the messenger / angel, 1~50, and of the
prophet, Nﬁl), one who is called, are both described by
the wverb [11%W], send (eg. Gen.24:7; Ex.33:2; Isa.6:8;
Ezek.3:68; Zech.7:12). Both are messengers of the Council,
despatched by Yahweh. While the angel is a heavenly being,



and as such a {presumably eternal) member of the Council,
the prophet is admitted to the Council in his inaugural
vision; the most graphically described being that in
Isa.4é. Being part of the Council and its deliberations, is
the test of the authenticity of the prophet’s vocation,
and accordingly of his message (Jer.23:18; c+¥. 14:11—16)¥
The authority of the prophet rests on his’having stood in
the Council, having heard there the message, n~ 12717, the
word of the Lord, and having been sent to proclaim it.
This experience is characteristic of pre—exilic prophecy;
but, of the post-Exilic prophets, Deutero-Isaiah alone
experienced a theophany Yahweh and his Council in the
.traditional form (Kingsbury, 1964, p179). No equivalent to
the Israelite conception of prophecy is attested elsewhere
in the ancient Near East (Mullen, 1980, p218). Both
prophet and angel depend for their authenticity on being
duly commissioned Divine Agents, sent to proclaim the
messages and/or, execute the decisions of Yahweh and the

Divine Council.

The three most explicitly described prophetic visions are
those of Micaiah (I Kings 22), Isaiah (Isa.&) and Ezekiel
(Ezek.1/10). These theophanies have the same format, and
several features in common. Yahweh is énthroned as King
and surrounded by heavenly creatures. In Micaiah’s vision
they are described as pown NAY, in Isaiah’s as @910,

and in Ezekiel’s as @AIND. In each vision, the prophet

sees Yahweh and hears him speak. It is particularly
noteworthy that, in Isaiah’s vision, Yahweh speaks in the
first person plural, speaking for the Council as a body
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(Isa.4:8; cf Gen.l:28>. All three visions take place at
the time of the enthronement festival of Yahweh, which
formed part of the new year ritual (Kingsbury, 19é4,

p282).

The 1less fully documented prophetic experiences also fit
the pattern of the visions of Micaiah, Isaiah and Ezekiel.
The last of the five wvisions of Amos fits this format
(Amos %)>. Jeremiah relates the words of Yahweh heard
during such a wvision at the new year festival (Jer.26).
Jeremiah further asserts that the false prophets have not
stood in the diuiﬁe Council) and have not seen Yahweh or
heard his words (23:18). Isa.40 records the words of
Yahweh sboken in Council, and includes Deutero-lsaiah’s

commissioning (40:8).

Post-exilic developments in the concept of the divine
Council are wunparallelled elsewhere in Canaanite religion
(Mullen, 1980, p274>. Yahweh becomes increasingly
transcendent, and accordingly less active in the Council,
delegating bto lesser beings those <functions which
previously were reserved to him. This development is
attested as early as Z2ech.3:1-7, where Joshua appears
before the angel of God, mia” 1N5C>, wHo presides in the
assembly, and not before Yahweh himself. The direct
encounter of the pre—-exilic prophets with Yahweh is
replaced by the encounter with an intermediary (Kingsbury,
1964, p179>. The fact that a subordinate being could be
depicted on the Throne of ng and presiding in the
Council, indicates the degree to which agents could be

....21_



appointed to function on God’s behalf. Another significant

development is that members of the Council acquire
individual identities and specific functions. This
development is particularly true of jbon, the accuser or
adversary. The Satan is a member of the Council with

specific functions, and, while he becomes increasingly
sinister (cf Job 1), he is not yet the personification of
evils a development found in the Intertestamental
writings. While the Satan came to be regarded as a rebel
against, and enemy of, 0God, he, like other subordinate
heavenly beings, was originally a duly commissioned Divine

Agent, whose functions were delegated by God.

The connection between Canaanite mythology and Hebrew
tradition is illustrated in the vision of Dan.?7, which is
derived from the Canaanite conception of the meeting of
the Council. The Ancient of Days, rof phy, is  the
equivalent of ‘El, the father of years in the Ugaritic
pantheon. The one 1like a son of man is the equivalent of
Ba“al, the storm god of Canaan, who is subservient to ‘El,
and appears before him in the Council. This connection is
crucial to understanding issues regarding the "Son of Man"
in later Jewish literature and the gospels, as will become

clear in Part III.

The apocalyptic literature is characterised by the
activity of angels. Michael and Gabriel emerge in Daniel,
the former as the patron angel of Israel (12:1). This
further illustrates the delegation of previous
prerogatives of Yahweh to angels. UWhereas in Deut.32:9



Israel had come directiy under the care and jurisdiction

of Yahweh, in the post—-Exilic and Intertestamental
periods, Michael came to be the guardian of Israel in some
traditions, while in others, Israel remained directly

under Yahweh“s jurisdiction (eg Ecclus.17:17; Jub.1S:31).
The gentile nations continued to have their own heavenly
patrons, no longer regarded as gods (Jub.15:31f; cf. I

En.8%:10ff) .

It is particularly in I Enoch and Jubilees that the
angelology becomes complex and detailed. Classes and
functions of angels are distinguished, and archangels
become a distinct category, varying in names and numbers,
but consistently including Michael and Gabriel (I En.%:1+¢,
20:1-8, 40:8ff). The superior classes of angels are
involved in waiting upon God and mediating between God and
man, and it is they who acquire personal names. Their
functions and Jjurisdictions, delegated by God, are spelled
out, inter alia, in I En.20:2-8. The lesser angels are

thoce identified with the natural elements (Jub.Z:2).

In the apocalyptic 1literature, where the plenary Divine
Council is replaced by the mediation of individual angels,
the revelation of the message of God‘ which 1is to be
proclaimed by the prophet is replaced by the revelation of
cosmic secrets to the mystical recipient. Whereas
previously the human functionary was admitted to the
Council, the cosmic secrets came to be revealed by an
angelic intermediary. This process 1is parallel to that
reflected in Zechariah’s vision where God“s transcendence
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is such that he is no longer present in ¥he assembly of
the Council. Even if the apocalyptic visionary is quided
on a heavenly Jjourney, he is not admitted, except as a
spectator, to the proceedings of the Council. The function
of the wvisionary becomes little more than to take note of
and record what he sees and hears. The agency function is
fulfilled by the heavenly revealer rather than by the

terrestrial receiver.

The post-Exilic and Intertestamental 1literature also
contains strong reactions against the thought that cosmic
‘secrets can- be revealed to a human recipient. In the
Wisdom tradition, mysticism was not so much a matter of
passive receipt of revelations as one of éctive
intellectual pursuit of the divine mystery. Even where the
theophanic vision is part of the religious experience of
the community, the wvalidity of revelations of heavenly
secret§ during such mystiéal experiences is denied. Job
38-41, a storm Theophany, is a case‘in point, where God is
described as demonstrating the limits of human Knowledge,
and the «consequent -incompetence of Job to make the
statements he made which question divine justice. The
Testament of Job (36:8-38:8) and the book of
Ecclesiasticus (3:18-25) deny the ualidity of Knowledge
revealed in apocalyptic visions, on the ground that cé%mic
Knowledge is beyond human powers of comprehension. Where
the mysticism is an intellectual exercise directed towards
“a timeless apprehension of the transcendent through a
unifying uisfon that gives bliss or security and normally
accrues on a course of sglf—mastery and contemplation"
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{Winston, 1981, p21), there is naturally less scope for
the operation of Divine Agents than in the prdphetic and
apocalyptic traditions which are grounded in history, and
where the initiative rests with the revealer rather than

the recipient.

Wisdom mysticism is a mental exercise whereby the
individual transcends time and space, in order to attain
union with the divine -emanations. This process became
increasingly complex as more and more divine emanations
were introduced, which mediated between God and the
visionary. God and the Throne-chariot became increasingly
remote until they were wultimately separated by ten
Sephirot, the ten emanations through which the Divine is
manifested in Merkabah mysticism. It is personifications
of these emanations, as well as angels and outstanding
human functionaries, usually identified with heavenly
beings or concepts, to which Divine Agency functions were
attributed in Wisdom thought. This phenomenon, as
exemplified in the writings of Philo of Alexandria, will

be examined in Part IV.

The concept of Divine Agency has been shown to be firmly
roocted in the Hebrew religious trédition, and, in
particular, in its mystical tradition, central to which is
the wvision of the Divine Council gathered about the Throne
of God. The role of Divine Agent was played by both
heavenly and human beings subject to God and members of
the Divine Council. The remaining parts of this
dissertation will be concerned with two specific figures
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in Intertestamental Judaism, whose role as Divine Agents
will come under discussion. Part IIl will deal with the
"Son of Man" in the Similitudes of Enoch as an example of
Palestinian Apocalyptic Judaism. Part IV will deal with
the "Logos" in the writings of Philo of Alexandria,

representing the Hellenistic Jewish Wisdom tradition.
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PART 111

THE "SON OF MaN"

IN THE

SIMILITUDES OF ENOCH

The "Son of Man" in the Similitudes of Enoch, is a highly
controversial figure in contemporary scholarship. Before
examining the role of the "Son of Man" as a Divine Agent,
it is therefore necessary to locate the figure in its
literary—-traditional and socio-historical context, giving

due attention to a number of the contemporary issues.

Firstly, the meaning of the term “Son of Man" will be
discussed, and the development of the "Son of Man®
tradition traced, from its roots in ancient Near Eastern

mythology, through the biblical tradition, to the
Similitudes of Enoch. Secondly, the figure of Enoch in the
Israelite tradition will be discussed, with particular
attention to the Intertestamental period. A discussion of
the role of the "Son of Man® as a Divine Agent in the

Similitudes will then be possible.
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A. _The "Son of Man" in the Ancient Near Eastern and Hebrew

Tradition
1. The Meaning of the Term "Son of Man®

The crucial issue regarding the term "Son of Man" is
whether or not it is a title, or, perhaps more accurately,
in which cases it is a title, and in which it is not. In
the 01d Testament, 1IN IJ is generally a variant form of AN
and simply means "a human being". Its most common use is
as a form of address <(egq. Ezek.2:1>, and as a poetic
variation of mn1x (eg. Ps.8:4). According to Colpe, the
Aramaic N§w) Y2 is a figure of speech, which refers to a
particular individual from among a group of men, whileow)
is an expression approximating the English man/Kind (1972,
p424). According to Fitzmyer, however, Nw) YD) is a late
Aramaic development, and is not attested before 200 CE at
the earliest (1979, pé2>. Any semantic distinction between
NW) V2

and )~y 92 could therefore have developed only during

that period.

Vermes, claiming scholarly consensus, asserts that <)~ 72
was in common wuse as a substitute fof the indefinite
pronoun, and was also used as a circumlocution for the
first person pronoun, at the time the gospels were written
(1947, p313). Fitzmyer challenges this assertion, and
points out that the Targumic text Vermes cites in support
of his argument on the second point (Cairo TgB Gen.d4:14),
is a late Aramaic writing, dating from after 200 CE (1979,
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po8). Furthermore, there is no evidence that )~ 13 was
used as a circumlocution for the Ffirst person proncun
before the writing of the New Testament doﬁuments

(Fitzmyer, 1979, pS9).

The differences of opinion between Vermes and Fitzmyer are
serious, and reflect the uncertainty that is inevitable in

any field of scholarship required to base its findings on

evidence as sparse, and as dubious, as is the case with
the present issue. What s certain, however, is that
Fitzmver is methodologically more sound, as Vermes tends .
to ignore or disregard the dating of the documents he
cites to support his arguments. In the absence of any
conclusive evidence, therefore, a provisional acceptance

of Fitzmyer‘s arguments seems appropriate.

Fi tzmyer regards "the son of man” as primarily & generic
statement, and distinguishes the generic wuse from the
indefinite. Conclusive evidence of circumlocutional use is
not attested wuntil thé late Aramaic period (1979, p38). -~
Thefefore, where there is no indication of an overriding
theological connotation applied by the author to the term

“son of man", it is to be understood in the generic 6r

"indefinite sense.
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2. The Ancient Mear Eastern Background to the "Son of Man"

Concept

J. Theisohn has compiled a fairly concise, and relatively
recent, summary of the various hypotheses which attempt to
explain the emergence of the figure of the heavenly "Son
of Man® in the Hebrew tradition (1975, p4). These theories
fall into two basic categories: those which posit purely
Jewish origins for the concept, none of which has proved
tenable in the scholarly debate; and those which posit
non-Jewish sources for the idea. Few of the latter have
won acceptance in scholarship either, but a number do
merit attention, and will be considered. Mowinckel’s
"Urmenschmythoshypothese” will be considered first. Then
the MarduK myth, favoured most recently by Hooker, and,
more particularly, the Ba>al myth, +favoured by Cross,
Mullen and Collins, will be discussed as possible sources

of the "Son of Man" idea in the Hebrew tradition.

(a) Mowinckel‘s "Urmenschhypothese"

Mowinckel Asuggests that the "Son of Man" concept
originated in the ancient Near Eastern myth of the
Primordial Man, "Anthropos" (1959, p422), not to be

confused with the first created man (1959, p423).

"Anthropos" is a divine, heavenly being, the son of the
supreme god (Mowinckel, 1959, p427). The "Son of Man" is a

divine, heavenly being (I En.46 et al.), and "may have
5een called "Son of the Most High God"" (Mowinckel, 1959,
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pd2%2). The latter contention ie substantiated only by
reference to the synoptic gospels, and is therefore
inherently sﬁspect, both on account of the date; and of
the problems associated with the "Son of Man" issue in the

gospels.

The Primordial Man is called by such names as "Man', "One
like a man", etc. <(Mowinckel, 1959, p427). The "Son of
Man" 'is addressed and referred to in these terms, and is
‘the prototype of humanity <(Mowinckel, 1959, pd430)>. This

assertion is not substantiated by reference to any text.

The cosmos comes into existence through the Primordial Man
(Mowinckel, 1959, p427). "The Son of Man ... seems [to be]l
««. in some way connected with creation” (Mowinckel, 1959,
p430)>. The wording of this assertion illustrates its own
inconclusive nature. Furthermore, Mowinckel Fails to
demonstrate conclusively the preexistence of the "Son of

Man" .

Anthropos is "often thought of" as King of paradise
(Mowinckel, 1959, pd428). The "Son of Maﬁ" is "in some way
connected with the conception of paradise", sometimes as
King (Mowinckel, 1959, pd430). Dominion is undoubtedly an
attribute of the "Son of Man", but this is not in itsel+

sufficient to connect the "Son of Man® and Anthropos.

Anthropos is the primordial soul, the source of life, and
the ideal pattern and prototype of humanity (Mowinckel,
1959, pd428). The "Son of Man" is the ideal pattern of



mankind, and, in the Similitudes of Encoch, the prototype
of the righteous elect (Mowinckel, 1959, p430>. This
connection is <somewhat tenuous, as the prototrpe of =
select group within a generic whole cannot function in the
same way as the prototype of the whole. This can therefore
not be considered conclusive evidence of any link between

the two concepts.

Anthropos is the primordial sage, the source of all
understanding and the possessor of secrets (Mowinckel,
1959, p428). The ™"most characteristic qualities" of the
"Son of Man® are wisdom and understanding (Mowinckel,

1959, p4a30).

The destiny of Anthropos is the type of the destiny of
mankKind <(Mowinckel, 1959, p428)>. The "Son of Man" is
instrumental in creating the destiny of mankind

(Mowinckel, 1959, p430). These ideas may be similar, but

there is no clear connection between them. Furthermore,
the active role of the "Son of Man" is not paralleled in
Anthropos.

Anthropos is "sometimes" created for conflict with evil,

and is accordingly a redeemer figure fMowinckel, 1959,
p428>. The "Son of Man" is integrally connected to a
dualistic conception of the wuniverse, to conflict with
evil, and to the redemption of the rightéous {(Mowinckel,
1959, pd430>. The concept of conflict with evil, bath in
the primordial era, and in creation, is too universal for
this criterion to determine any connection between
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Anthropos and the "Son of Man".

The ideal man and redeemer, Anthropos, is incarnated in
the godly (Mowinckel, 1959, pd428>. The "Son of Man" is
identified with the soule of the departed righteous, or
rather they with him (Mowinckel, 19539, p430>. The
identification of the godly with their heavenly,
eschatological counterpart, is undoubtedly a feature of
Jewish apocalyptic thought. This identification cannot be
equated with incarnation, however, and therefore does not

provide an unambiguous 1ink between the two figures.

The Primordial Man is integrally related to changes of
era. In linear time-systems, such as the Iranian and
Israelite, this would apply to the eschaton (Mowinckel,
19539, pd429>. The "Son of Man" is an eschatological figure,

integrally involved in the inéuguration of a new age.

The Primordial Man reveals  himself on the clouds
(Mowinckel, 1959, p3£9).- fhe "Son of Man" comes on the
clouds of heaven in the Similitudes of Enoch, and in the
Christian gospels and post—-Christian apocal ypses
(Mowinckel, 1959, p431)>. In Daniel, however, the figure is

Q,;N AaD. One like a son of man, and not the "Son of Man".
Nevertheless, Daniel is integral to the development of the
"Son of Man" idea, as will become clear in the discussion

below, and there may well be a connection here.

The Primordial Man is some times connected wi th
resurrection <(Mowinckel, 1959, pd429>. In the Similitudes



of Enoch, the Christian gospels, and the post-Christian
apocalypses, the "Son of Man" "seems to have had some
connexion" with the resurrection of the dead (Mowinckel,
1759, p431)., It is arguable that here Mowinckel
under—states his own case, and misses an opportunity to

demonstrate a clear 1ink between the two figures.

While some of his arguments are tenuous, Mowinckel
nevertheless posits some possible points of contact
between the "Son of Man® concept in Jewish apocalyptic and
the mythological heritage of the ancient Near East.
Mowinckel’s hypothesis is fundamentally flawed, however,
in that he assumes that all texts refer to the same "Son
of Man" figure, and he accordingly conflates all the
textual evidence into a single tradition, without giving
due consideration to the development of the concept, and
virtually ignores the possibility of diversity in the
tradition. He further assumes that Jesus of Nazareth, as
portrayed in the New Testament, accurately represents the

Jewish concept of the "Son of Man®. Nevertheless, while

not in itself adequate to explain the emergence of the
"Son of Man" concept, especially in that it does not
account for the Judgement motif prominent in the

Similitudes of Enoch and in the Christian gospels, the
"Urmenschmythoshypothese™ is nevertheless a potentially
valuable model for understanding the "Son of Man" concept

in apocalyptic Judaism.
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(b» The Ba“al and Marduk Myth Hypotheses

The Ba*al myth hypothesis of the originse of the "Son of

Man" idea has won the widest acceptance in recent
scholarship. While it does not account for the emergence
of the terminology of the “Son of Man", it is the most

saticfactory explanation of the mythical context in which

the "Son of Man" figure appears.

The most complete presentation of this theory, is that of
ET Mullen, who cites several significant parallels between

the vision of Dan.7 and Canaanite mythology.

The Ancient of Dayrs, rar phY ., clearly a circumlocution
for God in Dan.?7, is the equivalent of “El, the father of

years, ‘abu__shanima , in Ugaritic mythology (Mullen,

1980, plsod. The anthropomorphic description of the
Ancient of Days as an elderly, bearded man, is very
similar to descriptions of “El in the Ugaritic texts (egq.
-Coogan, 1978, pp38,95>. Not only is fire a common feature
in Canaanite and Hebrew theophanies, but the descriptions
of the throne of “EI in the Ba*al myth (Coogan, 1978,
p99f; cf. ppBs6,92> and of the throne of the Ancient of

Days in Dan.7, are closely related (Mullen, 1980, plé0>,

The one like a son of man, YJun Ya>, coming with the clouds
of heaven, is parallel to Ba‘al in Ugaritic mythology, and
the scene in Dan.? is based upon the storm theophany of
Ba*al in Canaanite thought (Mullen, 1980, pléld. The
relationship between the one 1likKe a son offman and the
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ancient of Days, corresponds directly with that of Ba‘al
and “EI in the myth; in both cases, the former is
subordinate to the latter (Mullen, 1980, pi1él). As the one
like a son of man appears before the Ancient of Days, so
Ba*al appears before ‘El to receive dominion over the

earth (Mullen, 1980, pié2).

Mullen is not the only proponent of the Ba“al myrth
hypothesis. As well as the earlier scholars, Emerson and
Rost, recent scholarship has tended to favour this theory.
Colpe, 1like Mullen, compares Daniel’s wvision with the
Ugaritic Ras Shamra texts, and draws parallels between the
fourth beast and Itn the chaos dragon (alternatively Yamm
the sea monster); between the one like a son of man and
Ba*al the storm god who overcomes Itn, Yamm, Ashtar and
Mot in the various traditions; and between the Ancient of
Days and ‘EI the father of years (1972, p413). Colpe
believes that the symbolism wused in Daniel’s vision was
probably absorbed into the Israelite tradition prior to

Daniel (1972, p418).

Collins also prefers fhe Ba*al myth hypothesis. He notes
that, in the Israelite tradition, it is traditionally
Yahweh who rides the clouds, but the rider o% the clouds
in the myth is subordinate to the Ancient of Days (1984,
p81>. This shift implies the inclusion of another divine
figure in the vision, or at least in the myth that lies

behind it.

A major discrepancy between the Ba*al myth and the vision
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af Daniel, ie that, whereas in the former Ba‘al avercomes
the beast, in the latter it is Yahweh who conquers. This
demonstrates the redaction which takes place with the
incorporation of older traditions, Monotheist
sencitivities play a role in this, but it is also the
divergent purposes of the wvarious contributors to the
tradition, which results in such ammendments. The imagery
of the myth is retained, but applied to different

circumstances, and to represent a new situation.

The Ba*al myth clearly has common origins with the Hebrew
Throne-Theophany tradition. Not only is the imagery of the
theophany similar, but the idea of a Divine Council is
also present. This indicates <convincingly £hat the the
underlying conceptions of the universe in the Ugaritic
myth are part of the common heritage of the ancient Near

East, including Israel.

Similar to the Ba‘al myth in many ways, but reflecting a
somewhat different religious system, is the myth of Marduk
and Tiamat, presefved in "Enuma Elis". Hooker compares
Yahweh’s wvictory over the fourth beast in Daniel 7 with
Marduk’s over Tiamat, and notes that, in Daniel, the
victory over the beast is reserved to Yaﬁweh (1987, p203.
Certain adaptations of the tradition are therefore
required +for the thesis that the Marduk myth is the source
of the "Son of Man" tradition. Whereas Ea and the other
gods cede dominion to Marduk in return for destroying
Tiamat; Yahweh Kills the beast, and then deiegates rule
over the world to the one 1like a son of man. Israel”’s
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monotheistic sensitivities do not account adequately for
thece alterations to the myth; nor do the different
circumstances, as the mythological framework is quife
different. Therefore, while it is possible that it
provided some material for the conflict aspect of the "Son
of Man" idea, it is unlikely that the Marduk myth was the
major source of the "Son of Man" tradition. Coogan’s
hypothesis, however, that the Ba“*al myth is dependant upon
"Enuma Elis" (1978, pp75-77>, is plausible; in'which case
"Enuma Elis" would have been an indirect source of the

tradition behind Dan.?7.

The Ba*al myth is undoubtedly that which accounts most
adequately for the mythological framework of the "Son of
Man® tradition. In a constantly interacting religious
milieu such as that of the ancient Near East, it would be
totally unreasonable to expect any idea to be dependent on
a single source. Furthermore, inter-cultural contact is
one of the major catalysts in the development of thought.
Therefore, those aspects of the "Son of Man" idea not
accounted for in the Ba‘*al myth can reasonably be sought
in other ancient Near Eastern traditions. The origins of
the term "Son of Man", for example, are to be found in the
my th of the Primordial Man, and in the exegetical
tradition which developed from the visions of Ezekiel and
Daniel, rather than in the Ba‘al myth., Mon-Israelite
sources, whe ther previously incorporated into the
Israelite tradition or not, are necessary to account for
the development of the "Son of Man" idea. It is highly
likely that the Ba‘al myth was known in ancient Israel;
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and the «creation myths in Genesis demonstrate the common
origins of lesraelite and other ancient Néaf Eastern
creation mythology, which includes the concept of the
Primordial Man. There is therefore no reason tp doubt that
thece myths 1lie behind the "Son of Man" concept that

emerged in post-exilic Judaism.
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3. The Israelite Background to the "Son of Man" Idea

The term “Soh of Man" occurs in a number of places in the
exilic and post-exilic literature. The simile "like a man”
or "like a son of man" is also crucial to understanding
the emergence of the "Son of Man" concept. A number of
exilic and post-exilic texts where these terms occur, will

now be considered.
(a) Ezekiel

The +First wvision of Ezekiel can be dated, on the basis of
1:1-2, to c. 593 BCE (Von Rad, 1948, pl18%). This vision_
belongs to the tradition of the theophanic experience of
the Israelite prophets. The most primitive documented form
of this wvision is that of Micaiah in I Kings 22:19-22,
which dates from the ninth or eighth century BCE (Black,
1974, p58)} The inaugural vision of Isaiah iﬁ Isa.sé6:1-13,
which dates from c. 745 BCE <(Von Rad, 19468, pll9,
represents a somewhaf more.developed form of the prophetic
Throne-Theophany. Not only are the descriptions and
symbolism more detailed and explicit, but the portrayal of
God tends slightly more towards anthropomorphism. The
vision of EzeKiel represents considerable further
development in the tradition from the form of Isaiah’s

vision.

The depiction of God in Ezekiel’s vision is explicitly
anthropomorphic, and Kim suggests that this is an
inversion of the P tradition that man is created in the
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image of God (Gen.1:26). In EzeK.1:26, there is portrayed
above the throne max neap> M1 lit. "a likenese as the
appearance of a man". This clearly referce to God. The word
N1 implies similitude (BDB, 1976, pl98). The figure
above the throne is therefore not a man, but one whose
appearance recsembles that of a man. While this text does
not adequately account for the emergence of the idea,
especially as the anthropomorphic depiction of God is an
explicit simile, it is an examble of the wuse of
anthropomorphic symbolism in speculation about heavenly
beings, and, on this account, may provide part of the

background to the "Son of Man" concept in Judaism. .

In the same vision, Ezekiel is addrecssed from above the
throne by God as mIN ja¢2:1,3 etc.>. Here, the term is a
circumlocution for o and simply means "man”. EzeKiel, the
recipient of the theophanic vision, is addressed as "son
of man", according to Hooker, in order to emphasise the
contrast between God and man (1967, p31>. Ezekiel is not
the "Son of Man"; ain o is applied to him strictly in its
literalist sense. This sense of the term recurs elsewhere
in the apocalyptic literature, eg. in Dan.8:17, and in a
number of places in the Similitudes of Enoch, in the
Targums (Vermes, 1974, pp315f>, and possibly in the
Christian gospels. While the possibility that this usage
in apocalyptic literature 1led to the application of the
term to an eschatological fiqure cannot be denied, such a
development would imply considerable confusion in the
process. This wusage may explain partly the application of
the term, but it cannot explain the development of the
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"Son of Man" idea.

Ezekiel was undoubtedly significant in the development of
Jewish apocalypticism. His symbolism and language are
emulated in later, more developed, apocalyptic literature.
The possibility therefore cannot be excluded, that his
anthropomorphic simile, and his use of PN |2, contributed
to the development of the "Son of Man" idea in apocalyptic

Judaism.
(b) Psalm 8

The dating of the Psalms is inherently problematic.
Al though attributed to David, and included in a corpus
within the Psalter which is associated with the J
tradition, allusions to the <creation myth in Gen.l,
indicate that Psalm 8 is more closely associated with the

P tradition, and dates from the Persian period.

The term pAan |» occurs in v.4 (MT v.3). While clearly
ocriginally a poetiﬁ variant for man, this term came to be
interﬁreted in the sense of the eschatological "Son of
Man®. Whereas, in the Hebrew Bible, the son of man is
created by Yahweh to be a litt]e lower fhan the heavenly
beings, the ‘elohiym , in the Targums, this text is
reinterpreted, to state that the "Son of Man" is created
to be a 1little Jlower than God (Mowinckel, 1959, p374).
This development demonstrates the - <freedom of
interpretation and reinterpretation that was part of the
Jewicsh exegetical tradition.
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While it is unlikely that P=.8:4 was a major factor in the
development of the "Son ot Man* tradition, its
interpretaticn in the Targums demonstrates that it could
be understood in the light of that tradition, within fhe
parameters  of established Jewish exegetical norms.
Therefore, the possibility cannot be excluded, that the
interpretation of this text contributed to the development
of the “Sdn of Man" concept in post-exilic Judaism {(cf.

Heb.2:5-8).
{c) Daniel

The book of Daniel dates from c¢. 1635 BCE, and it is
commonly <supposed that Dan.7:13 is the earliest occurence
of the "Son of M™Man" in Jewish literature. While this is
clearly not the case, as will be shown below, this text
remains one of the most crucial in fhe development of the
"Son of Man" idea. This text is also important on account

of the presence of the agency idea implicit in 7:14.

It has been seen above that this vision appears to be
related to, if not ultimately derived from, the Canaanite
Ba*al myth. This is not the only sdurce of tradition
behind the wvision, however. The Throne-Theophany of the
Ancient of Days, ra?’ ﬂ‘ﬂ¢/, belongs to the theophanic
tradi tion of Hebrew prophecy. The anthropomorphic
portrayal of God, the Ancient of Days, is more explicit
than in the more ancient theophanic visions, including
that of EzeKiel. Whereas in EzekK.1:246 God is described as
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resembling a man in appearance, in Dan.7:% this simile is
implied, and particular featurec of the appearance of the

Ancient of Days are described.

The one explicitly described as resembling a man in this
text is not God, but another figure, one w)x 03D, "like a
son of man", coming with the clouds of heaven (Dan.7:13).
As in the case of the anthropomorphic description of God
in Ezek.1:28, the simile implies that the being described
is not a human being, but merely resembles one in
appearance. This does not answer the question as to who
this man-like being is, however, and scholars have debated
the identity vof the one 1like a son of man, without

reaching any consensus.

MowincKel identifies the one 1ike a son of man with Israel
(1959, p350>. This corporate being represents the people
of God, who are toc be given worldwide dominion. Once God
has destroyed their enemies, he will delegate rule over
the world to his people {(Mowinckel, 1939, p352).
Muilenburg alsoc opts for corporate representation. He
fails to note the simile, and identifies the "Son of Man®
with the saints of the Most High of Dan.7:25 (1980, pi%9).
Russell notes the simile, and interpfets the figure
symbolically, identifying the one like a son of man with
the saints, the triumphant people of God in the

eschatological Kingdom (1971, pp325¢).

Black identifies the one 1iKe a man as a “"second divinity®
(1974, pél). While the wvision of Daniel 1lies in the
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tradition of Isa.8 and Ezek.l, the introduction of the
second divinity is & significant departure from that
tradition. This second divinity inherits the
anthropomorphiem <from the Ancient of Days, the first
divinity in the wvision <(Black, 1976, pé0). The second
divinity represents the saints of the Most High, the
purified and redeemed Israel (Black, 1974, pél).
Presumably, the aAncient of Days is to be identified with
the Most High, and the second divinity remains subordfnate
to this figqure. Black’s thesis, therefore, differs with
those of MowincKel, Muilenburg and Russell, essentially in
that it implies that the man-like figure is divine in his

own right.

Casey asserts that the one like a son of man is neither a
human nor a heavenly being, but a purely symbolic being,
with no identity or existence ocutside the vision (1979,
pp27,29>. Casey notes that the dominion delegated to the
one like a man in Dan.?ﬁ14, is delegated toc the saints in
v.27 (1979, p24>. The one likKe a son of man corresponds to
the saints of the most high, and is symbolic of them in
v.14. Casey’s interpretation of the text differs from that
of the other scholars cited, in that he denies the
existence of the being described, and reduces the figure
to the realm of symbol. The one liKe a son of man is "a
pure symbol, with no experiences at all, other than the
symbolic ones in vss.13-14" (1979, p39>. While
contemporary thought would undoubtedly be inclined to
agree with Casey in this reqard, it is highly quecstionable
whether the author and his original readers, to whose
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exicstential situation the wvision relates, would have

confined the existence of the one liKe a son of man, and
all that | figure represented, to the text. Casey’s
ascsertion is thor&ugh]y aﬁachronistic, and does not
adequately take into account the religious and

intellectual milieu in which the text under discussion was

written.
Collins follows to the 1logical conclusion the corporate
identity of the one like a son of man as the

representative of the sainte of the Most High. If the one
like a son of man is the corporate representative of the
eschatological communi ty of Israel, he must be the

heavenly counterpart of Israel, Michael (Collins, 1984,

p82). The one like a son of man is not merely the
corporate representation of the saints; he is their
heavenly counterpart. Casey’s objection to this

identification (1979, p32) rests upon his highly
questionable thesis concerning the composition of Daniel.
He asserts that the Aramaic section of Daniel was written
by a different author to the Hebrew sections (1979, p7),
and that Dan.2-7 is a cohpositional unit, and that Dan.?
therefore has no connection with Dan.8—12 (1979, p9),
which he dates to a later period. Casey fails to explain
how & later redactor could have combined literature in two
languages into one book. It is highly unlikely that anyone
other than the original author would have done this. The
most plausible explanation for the discrepancy in
languages is that the Aramaic section was intended for
popular consumption while the more esoteric sectioné were
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written in Hebrew to be read only by the learned. The
basis of Casey’s abjection to the identification of the
one like a son of man as the heavenly counterpart of the
saints, would appear therefore to be invalid. 1In the
parallel wvisions to Dan.7 in Dan.8-12, Michael fulfils the
role played by the one like a son of man in Dan.7 as the
heavenly counterpart of Israel. In Dan.12:1ff, Michael
arises #nd inaugurates the eschatological judgement, which
will bring delivery to Israel and condemnation to her

enemies.

That the one like a son of man in some way repreéents the
saints of the Most High, the faithful of Isr;el, seems to
be beyond doubt. It is the nature of this being, and the
form of representation, that is in question. The
plausibility of Black’s hypothesis of a second divinity,
depends on what he means by "divinity", which he fails to
stipulate. There can be little question of a second god,
.in any form, in apocalyptic Judaism with its particularist
tendency. However, jf by "divinity", Black means a
heavenly being who is not of the created order, then his
thesis has <come plausibility. It is most liKely, however,
that the one 1like a man is a created heavenly being,
subordinate to Yahweh, the Ancient of bays. There is no
reascn to believe that the visionary did not envisage more
than symbolic existence for this figure, who is likKe, but
is not, a human being. There is therefore no reason to

deny that the one like a son of man is a heavenly being.

It is almost certain that the one like a son of man in
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Dan.7:13 is a heavenly being, the representative of the
holy ones. While it is not possible to be as certain as to
the particular identification of the heavenly being, there
is no reason to dispute that he is Michael, the heavenly
counterpart of the faithful of Israel (cf. Dan.12:1). If
this identification is to be denied, one would have to
hypothesise another being, who would be the heavenly
counterpart of the particular community within Israel, in
which Daniel was written. There is possible precedent for
this idea in the Melkisedeq fragment found at Qumran
(110Melk). The state of this text, however, is such that
it can not be used to substantiate an hypothesis of this

nature.

The most 1likely identity of the one like a son of man in
Dan.7:13, is Michael, the heavenly patron of Israel.
Whoever this being is, he receives from the Ancient of
Days eternal sovereign power (7:14). The one like a son of
man is therefore a Divine Agent, to whoﬁ God has delegated
specific powers. As the heavenly counterpart of the elect
community, this being has been given the patronage over
that community. If he is Michael, as seems probable, then
he has assumed this function which had earlier been
reserved to Yahweh f(cf. Deut.32:9). Hé is therefore

Yahweh’s Agent in the patronage of his chosen people.

Pan.?7 is of wital importance to the development of the
*Son of Man' idea in the Hebrew tradition. Not only does
it provide a major 1link in the development of the

mythological background, but the reference to one like a
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‘son af man in the context of the my¥th cannot have failed

to contribute to the development of the term "Son of Man®,

While other texts are crucial to fhe development of the
"*Son of Man" idea, Dan.?7 is without question in a pivotal
position in the development of the tradition, without
which the development of the "Son of Man" figure in Jewish

apocalyptic cannot be understood.
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B. The Enoch Tradition and Literature

1. The Figure of Enoch

Enoch, or Hanok, enters the biblical tradition in
Gen.5:18-24 (P). This text, which clearly presupposes a
more complete myth, ends with the words AN H1Nﬂ{>?,
"God (or "heavenly beings") took him". While it is not
possible to be certain to what extent the m>th pfesupposed
in the biblical text was already entrenched in the oral
tradition of lsrael, or came to form part of it; there can
be 1little doubt that the tradition was expanded, and this
text became a source of later speculation, which grew into
a wvast tradition, which included the literature attributed
to Enoch. From the speculative assumption that God took
Enoch in order to reveal esoteric secrets to him,

developed the Enoch tradition and literature (Nickelsburg,

1981, p4és).

There are several possible prototypes to Eroch in
Mesopdtamian' mythology. In the Sumerian myth, Enmeduranki
of Sippar is the <seventh Kking, as Enoch is the seventh
from Adam in the P tradition. Enmeduraﬁki was a diviner
and receiver of revelations. Utuabzu, the seventh sage and
contemporary of Enmeduranki, was taken up into heaven. In
the Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, Utnapisﬁfim was taken by
God, and received immortality. While no single
Mesopotamian prototype of Enoch can be isolated, it is
clear that the Enoch figure belongs to the ancient Near
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Eastern mythological milieu.

Colline suggeste that the Enoch tradition developed in the
context of ancient Near Eastern "competitive
historiography" (1984, p35), which could perhaps be more
appropriately termed "competitive metahistoriography". The
various nations asserted the qreater antiquity and wisdom
of their patriarchs -and sages, Enoch being one of the
figures so developed in the Israelite tradition. Collins
locates this activity in the eastern Diaspﬁra (1984, p36é3,
although the traditions came to be incorporated into

Palestinian Judaism.

During the Second Temple Period, Enoch was conceived
primarily as the recipient and teacher of divine
Knowledge, and also as the scribe, the inventor of writing
and of the calendar (Stone, 1984, p3%3). As well as in the
literature attributed to him, Enoch appears in

Ecclus.44:16, 10GenApoc.2:2, Jub.4:146-23 and TestAbr.B.19,

and quite possibly also in other literature no longer
extant. He appears also in the (probably> Samar i tan
document, Ps.Eupolemus, . quoted by Eusebius in his

Ecclesiastical History <(ch.17>, and in the Christian

Letter to the Hebrews 11:5-4,
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- 2. The Enoch Literature

The extant Enoch Literature is preserved in three corpora:

1 (Ethiopic) Enochj; Il (Slavenic) Enoch; and II1 (Hebrew)

Enoch.

;
1 Enoch‘ ics a composite document, extant as a unit only in
Ge‘ez Ethiopic, al though fragments of individual
components have been found in other languages, most
significantly the Aramaic fragments from Gumran. I

En.1-38, the Book of Watchers, dates from the middle of
the second century BCE, or earlier (Collins, 1984, p3&8). I
En.37-71, the Book of Similitudes, as the document of
primary interest to this study, will be discussed below in
greater detail. The Astronomical Book, I En.72-82, dates
from ¢ 200 BCE, or earlier. The Book of Dreams, 1
En.83-90, which includes the Animal Apocalypse, dates from
the Maccabaean Revolt, c 180 BCE. The Epistlie of Enoch, 1
En.?1-108, which includes the Apocalypse of WeeKs, dates
from the same period. There can be little doubt that these
documents were originally written in a Semitic language,
and the Qumran find could indicate that this was Aramaic

rather than Hebrew. The early Enoch literature seems to

have been motivated by concern at the results of
Hellenism, both in the religicus sphere, with the erosion
of traditions, and in the social sphere, with the

aggravation of <class distinctions <(Collins, 1984, pé3>.
Separatist tendencies, which asserted the prior authority
of Enoch over against Moses and the Law, may alsoc have
been a factor, but not to the extént that the community in
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which the documents were written could not promote the

cause of the Maccabees (Collins, 1984, pé3).

11 Enoch is extant only in Slavonic, although it was
originally written in Greek. It is preserved in two
recensions, the shorter of which is closer to the original

(Collins, 1%84, pl195). This work dates from the first
century CE <(Russell, 1979, p40), although it undoubtedly

contains older traditions.

111 Enoch is extant in the Hebrew original. This work
datgs from considerably later than the other documents,
having been written during the fifth or sixth century,
and; while <cignificant in that it explicitly identifies
Enoch with Metatron, cannot be considered a part of the

Intertestamental literature,.

The Enoch literature belongs to the apocalyptic tradition
of Intertestamental Judaism. Theosophy and cosmogony
accompany the reuelétions of divine secrets, and the
accountes of heauenlf‘ journeyss; though not in the more
systematic manner of the Wisdom tradition. The mysticism
of the Enoch tradition is overtly apocalyptic, and there
is no hint of doubt that diufﬁe knowliedge and cosmic
secrets can be revealed to a human recipient. Such a
recipient, however, must be one of exceptional holiness.
The Throne-Chariot of God is the seat of judgement, rather
than the object of mystical ascent, as in the Wisdom
tradition and rabbinic Judaism. Nevertheless, the
Throne-Theophany is central to the mysticism and
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spirituality of the Enoch tradition.
3. The Similitudes of Enoch
(a> Date and Origin of the Similitudes

The Book of the Similtudes of Encch is one of the most
controversial documents in the Pseudepigrapha. Extant only
in Ethiopic as chapters 37-71 of I Encch, this document is
a translation from a Semitic original whose origins are

disputed by the various scholars.

While Milik asserts that the Similitudes are a Christian
document, dating from c. 270 CE, other scholars are agreed
that the book is of Jewish authorship. Sjoeberg has
demonstrated convincingly that there is no basis of
argument for Christian authorship (1946, pé), and little
ground for believing there to be Christian interpolations
in the text. "Wir haben'ein Buch vor uns, dessen Inhalt
sich wvollstaendig aus juedischen Uoraussetzungén erklaeren
laesst und Keine spezifisch Christlichen Zuegen aufweist”

(Sjoeberg, 1944, p23).

While Charles dates the Similitudes to c. 100 BCE,
contemporary scholarly consensus dates the work to the
first century CE (Charlesworth, 1973, p322). More precise
dating is problematic, as historical allusions are few and

uncertain.

Sjoeberg points out that there is no hope expressed in the



future restoration of the Jerusalem Temple, and asserts
that the work must therefore date from before 70 CE. Suter
notes that IV Ezra and !l Baruch, the Jewish apocalypses
which post-date the fall of Jerusalem, are obsessed with
that event, while the Similitudes do not even relate to it
(1979, p29>. It is therefore most improbable that the
Similitudes were written after the destruction of
Jerusalem. Unless it can be shown that any community
within Judaiem was oblivious to the fall of Jerusalem,
this argument must be regarded as almost conclusive. The
destruction of Jerusalem was a cataclysmic event, to which
any Jewish apocalypse, or other writing, would have had to

relate.

The Parthian invasion related in I En.546:5-8 has been used
by many scholars to date the Similitudes. Sjoeberg
identifies the invasion as that which took place in 40-38
BCE, and gccording]y dates the Similitudes to that period
(1944, p38). Josephus’ account of this invasion, however,
records that Jews volunteered to join the Parthian forces

in order to oust Herod <(Antiq.XIV.13.3>; a policy of

hailing the new invader as liberator from the old
oppressor, followed consistently by the Jews of the
Intertestamental period. The account 1ﬁ I En.54, on th;
other hand, is hostile to the Parthians. It seems most

unlikely, therefore, that the invasion alluded to in the
Similitudes is that of 40-38 BCE, or any other during &

time of foreign occupation of Palestine.

The same reference to a Parthian invasion asserts that
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"the city of my rightecus ones" will be an obstacle to the
Parthian advance (I En.Sé:7>. There can be little doubt
that this city is Jerusalem, and this text is often
understood to imply that the walls of Jerusalem were still
standing at the time the Similitudes were written. This
view assumes that this text is an explicit historical
allusion, which Suter (1979, pl12) and Collins (1984, p143)
refute, preferring to interpret it as an apocalyptic
motif. Suter regards it as unlikKely, however, that this
apocalyptic motif would have been used after the fall of
Jerusalem (1979, p29>. Whatever the merits of their
argument, the historical allusion is problematic, as the
“Parthians" could well be a concealed reference to the
Romans or other invaders (cf. Rev.13). It is therefore not
possible to identify the iﬁvader with any certainty, still

less the particular invasion.

Knibb argues thaf the absence of the Similitudes from the
Qumran collection indicates that this work dates from
after the destruction of the community in é8 CE (1979,
p338). This presupposes that the Qumran 1ibrary housed a
comprehedsiue collection of Jewish literature, which was
clearly not the case. No copy of the biblical Book of
Esther has been found at Qumran; nof were all the
apdcrypha and pseudepigrapha which are Known to predate
.the destruction of Qumran fn its library. The absence of &
particular document from Qumran, is therefore not a valid

criterion for determining a lafe date for that document.

Knibb arques further that the "Son of Man" sayings in the
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Similitudes fit best into the situation at the end of the
first century CE (1979, p2338). The information necessary
to make such a statement is not available at this stage in
the debate, however, The similarities between the "Son of
Man" sayings in the Similitudes and those in IV Ezra and
Il Baruch, do not necessarily imply that the works are
contemporary, as Knibb asserts (1979, p359). Knibb fails
to produce the evidence he requires to date the

Similitudes of Enoch to the 1last quarter of the first

century CE. Suter’s argument, likewise, that the "Son of
Man" sayings in the Similitudes are more primitive than
those in the gospeis, and therefore must predate them

(1979, pl13), assumes that the Eoﬁcept developed in an
identical pattern in the wvarious traditions within

Judaism. This view cannot be substantiated.

Suter locates the Similitudes within the context of the
development of Merkabah mysticism (1979, p24). He cites
the distinction between heaven and the heaven of heavens
in I En.71:3-7, and concludes that the Similitudes must
predate the emergence of the concept of seven heavens in
Merkabah mysticism during the first century CE. He
accordingly dates the Similitudes to early in that century
(1979, p23). Dating the 8Similitudes according to the
evidence of chapter 71 is problematic, as this chapter is
an appendix which may have been added later. Black has
argued that this appendix reflects an earlier stratum in
the Enoch tradition than the rest of the Similitudes
(1976, p?70>. I+ this 1is correct, then the Similitudes
cannot be dated to the <first century on this basis.
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However, dating 1literature on the basis of a particular
idea, is hazardous, as the came concept is not necessarily
accepted as readily or developed as rapidly in every

context.

Mearns asserts that the longer recension of the Testament
of Abraham, which probably dates from the first century
CE, includes an implied polemic against the conception of
Enoch as the eschatological judge, as he is portrayed in I
En.71 (1979, p363>. In TestAbr(B).ii, Abel is seated on
the throne of Jjudgement, while Enoch, the scribe of
righteousness, prosecutes. Michael explains somewhat
emphatically to Abraham that "it is not Enoch’s business
to giQe csentence” (11:7>. The shorter, and earlier, A
recension does not include this implied polemic; Adam is
the Jjudge, and Enoch is not mentioned. On the basis of his
assessment of the B recension of the Testament of Abraham,
Mearns posits a date for the Similitudes during the years
c. 40-30 CE (1979, p364,369>. However, it is not possible
to be Eertain whether or not, in the Semitic original of I

En.71:14, Enoch is the eschatological judge, or whether

the text is at least open to that interpretation.
Furthermore, it is debatable whether the placing of Abel
on the throne of Jjudgement in TestAbh;ll implies any
polemic against I Enﬁch. Although Enoch is somewhat

forcibly subordinated to Abel, which could be attributable
simply to Abel’s greater antiquity; Therefore, while there
may be some substance to this argument of Mearns, there

can be no certainty.



Suter =suggests that the circumstances which gave rise to
the Similitudes, were those of c. 40 CE, when Caligula
attempted to enforce emperor-worship on the Jews (1979,
pp30€). This accounts <for the antipathy towards the
secular powers, particularly Kings, and may also account
for the hostility to the "Parthian" invasion. Resistance
to the proposed erection of the emperor‘s image in the
Temple was considerable. Jerusalem, the <city of the
righteous, would have been a real obstacle to Caligula‘s
plans, so much so that the governor of Syria hésitated to
carry out the emperor’s orders. It therefore seems
plausible to identif} the "Parthian" invasion in 1
En.56:5ff with Caligula’s schéme to erect his statue in
the Jerusalem Temple, by <force if necessary. Jerusalem
would resist this at all costs. The author of the
Similitudes predicts. that the issue would be resolved by

the enemies of Israel fighting among themselves.

It seems, therefore, that the most plausible date for the
Similitudes of Enoch, is at the time of Caligula‘s attempt
to impose emperor-worship in Jerusalem. Had Caligula not
aied beforé the governor of Syria <finally prepared to
mobilise his army; there would have been attrition in
Judaea. This dating satisfies most of the pointers the

various scholars have gleaned from the text. It predates

the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple. The
"Parthian" invasion is one to which most Jews were
hostile. It is wearlier than, or contemporary with, the

Testament of Abraham. The Similitudes would have been of
noe interest to the Qumran community, which had repudiated
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the Jerusalem Temple. For the purposes of this study,

therefore, the Similitudes of Enoch will be dated to c 40

CEI

I Enoch was tranclated into Ethiopic, either from the
Semitic original or from a Greek translation thereof,
between the years c¢. 350-4350 CE (lsaac, 1983, p8). While
the Aramaic fragments of the other four books found at
Qumran, tend to favour Aramaic as the orignal of those
parts of I Enoch, the Similitudes are extant in no
lanquage other than Ethiopic. There is no consensus or
certainty among scholars as to the original language of
the Similitudes. While Collins favours Aramaic (1984,
p143>, and Mowinckel Hebrew (1959, p356), the majority of
scholars prefer not to speculate as to which was the
original language. It is not necessary for the purposes of
this study to attempt to decide this issue, and the

question will therefore be left open.
(b) The Composition of the Similitudes of Enoch

In terms of the typology of apocalypses formulated by
Collinse and his associates, the Similitudes are a Type IIb
apocalypse; one which relates an otherworidly Journey, and
expounds a cosmic or political eschatology (Collins, 1979,

p23>.

The Similitudese of Enoch belong to the tradition of the
theophanic visions of the Israelite prophets, and
reprecent a crucial stage in the trancsformation of that
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tradition, through the apcocalyptic visiaens, to Merkabah
mysticism. This transformation begins with Ezekiel“’s
vision (Black, 1974, p39, and continues through the
Jewish apocalyptic 1literature, until, in the Similitudes,
the crucial elements of MerKabah mysticism, apocalyptic
visions, theosophy and cosmogony, are all present
(Scholem, 1955, p43). The seven—heaven concept has not yet
emerged, and the Throne of God is the seat of Judgement
rather than an object of mystical ascent. The heavenly

ascent, and the songs of the angels, however, are present.

The Similitudes of Enoch can be divided into the following
sections :

I En.37 : Introduction

I1 En.38-44 : First Parable E The Ascent of Enoch

1 En.45-57 : Second Parable : Judgement

1 En.38-4% Third Parable : Salvation and Judgement

I En.70-71 : Epilogue : The Assumption of Enoch

Suter argues that I En.38~69 was the original book of
Similitudes (1979, pi32>. 1 En.37; parts of &5-48; 70; and
a number of interpolations, form a second stratum, which,
Suter suggests, was that which introduced the name of
Enoch to the document (1979, p132).l I En.7! would
presumably represent the final stage in the composition of

the Similitudes.

Black divides the third parable into three parts: the
third parable (I En.58-59); a section incorporated from
the "Book of Noah" (I En.&0-87)> and the Revelatiocn of



Michael (I En.&8-69). Suter regards the hypothetical "Book
of Noah", supposedly incorporated into I Enoch, as too
diverse to have originatéd from one source (1979, p32).
Furthermore, the Noachic fraagments in I Enoch deal with
fallen angels, while the "Book of Noah" alluded to in
Jub.10:13f and Jub.21:10 deals with medicine and healing,
and with the offering of sacrifices. The Book of Noah
mentioned in Jubilees therefore appears to belong to a
different literary qenre to the Noachic fragments in I
Enoch. ©Suter asserts therefore that no "Book of Noah" was
incorporated into the Similitudes (1979, pl134). He posits,
as an alternative,.that the older traditions incorporated
into the Similitudes, are a midrash on Isa.24:17-23 in I
En.54:1-56:4 and I En.&84:1-48:1; and a midrash on

Gen.4:1-4 in I En.&89:2-12 (1979, p37).

1 En.70-71 forms a double appendix to the Similitudes.
While Sjoeberg insists that the'two chapters formed one
tradition (1939, ppl3S9-1620, élack asserts that I En.7!
represents an older tradition subsequently appended to the
Similitudes (1976, p70>. Collins notes that, while
repetition is characteristic of apocalypses, it is rare in
their narrative frameworks (1980, p123). He suggests that
I En.71 was appehded to the Similitudes to identify the
"Son of Man" as Enoch, in reaction against the
appropriation of that title for Jesus by the early Church

(1980, pi124é; 1984, pl1353).

It seems therefore that the Similitudes were composed in
three stages. The first was the apocalyptic visions; the
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gsecand their narrative framework, which introduced the
ascsociation with Enoch, and the inciusion of a number of
midrashic passagecs; the third stage being the additiaon of

the appendix in I En.71,
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C. The Fiqure of the "Son of Man'

1. Traditions behind the "Son of Man" Figure

The origins, both within and without the biblical

tradition, of the "Son of Man" idea, have been considered

above. The ancient Near Eastern concept of the Divine

Council, and particularly its development in Ezek.! and
Dan.7, were shown to be wvitally important in the
development of the "Son of Man" concept. Another possitle

biblical source +for this idea, as interpreted in the

Similitudes, is the servant sonqgs of Deutero-Isaizh.

Jeremias notes that the MM 72v is called ~1'N2, my
chosen <(one) in I=a.42:1, and p’WX, the righteous (one) in
Isa.53:11 (1987, pé87). He notes further that these texts
are both interpreted MEssianically in the Targqums, where
the term NN'YA QY is applied (1947, pé81). 1avis also
applied to the Davidic Messiah in Ezek.34:23f and
Ezek.37:24f, and in the Targums of those texts (Jeremias,
1967, ppé&8lfd. The servant of Yahweh was therefore clasely
identified with the Davidic Meésiah in the Jewish

tradition by the time the Targums were written.

Russel]l notes that, not only is the servant identified
with the Mecsiah in the Targums, but the Targum on Isa.S53
transfers the sufferings endured by the servant in the
Hebrew text, to the enemies of lsrael, whom the servant is
to overcome (1971, p335). The conception of vicarious
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suffering, prominent in the Hebrew text of 15a3.33, is

absent from the Targum (Russell, '1971, p235). This
reinterpretation of the role of the serwvant, is
potentially <crucial to wundercstanding the “Son of Man® in

relation to the servant of Yahweh.

Jeremias citee & number of apparent allusions to the
servant songs of Deutero-Isaiah in the Similitudes (1987,
pé87y. In I En.48:4, the "Son of Man" is described as *the
light of the nations”, in apparent allusion to Isa.42:¢é
and 1sa.49:46. In I En.48:4, the "Son of Man" ies described
as "hidden before God", in apparent allusion to Isa.49:2.
In I En.46:4; S5:4 and é2Z:1-3, the homage of the secular
rulers, and the power of the "Son of Man" over them, i%
described, in apparent allusion to I1ca.4%9:7 and.52:15.
While these allusions are plausible, Jeremias” assertion

that the reference to the "Son of Man" having been named

before creation is an allusion to 1sa.49:1 (1947, pé87),
ie somewhat 1less plaucsible, as there is no mention of
creation in the Isaiah text. Nevertheless, there is a
plausible link be tween the servant of Yahweh in
Deutero-Isaiah and the "Son of Man" in the Similitudes of
Enoch.

NicKelsburg cites parallels between 1ca.52-53, and 1

En.s62-463, which indicate that the "Elect One" (who will be
seen below to be identical with the "Son of Man") in the
latter is modelled on the servant in the former (1972,
p7id. He posi ts that, between the writing of
Deutero-Isaiah and the Antio;han persecution, Isa.32-33

‘
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had come to be interpreted as describing the pending
exal tation of’ the persecuted, and judagement on the
persecutors 1972, p8l1). He suggests further, that the
traditions of Isa.13-14 and Isa.52-53, came to be

conflated (1972, p82>. In 1 En.é2-463, which preserve a

more primitive form of the tradition than Dan.i2
{Mickelsburg, 1972, p7’8, and el sewhere in the
Similitudes, Dan.” is the source of imagery for the

description of the eschatological judge, while the Isaiah
tradition provides the account of the the judgement scene

and process (Nickelsburg, 1972, p8&).

Despite Sjoeberg‘s dissension (1944, ppl27ff), it ceems
probable that, in addition tovthe tradition of the Divine
Council, the <servant songs of Deuterc-Isaiah influenced
the development of the figure of the "Son of Man" in the
Similitudes of Enoch. This ie important for the present
study, as the role of the servant as a Divine Agent
reinforces the agency motif brought into the tradition

from other sources.

2. "Son of Man" as a Title

Before proceeding to examination of the role of the "Son

of Man" & & Divine #Agent, it is necessary to decide
whether or not the expression "Son of Man" is a title. The
problems in deciding this issue are exacerbated by the

tact that the original Semitic text is no longer extant.
Therefore, only a provisional solution to the issue, on
the basis of the Ethiopic translation, is possible.
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The Ethiopic text of I Enoch usecs three expressions which
are conventionally rendered "Son of Man® in English. Each

merits brief consideration.

chh - Anfd _walda sab’e . "Sohn des Menschen" (Sjoeberg,

1446, p42). As in Hebrew or Aramaic, the Ethiopic term is
to be understood with "Man" conveying no implications of

gender, According to Colpe (1?72, p424) and Knibb (1778,

p38), walda sab’e is the equivalent to the Aramaic rey 2.
NA;&'?\?}?\/ walda be‘esi . "Sohn des Mannes" (Sjioceberg,

1944, pd42). In thie expression, "Man" ie to be understocd
as conveying masculine connotations. Knibb equates walda
be‘esi with the Aramaic N\ J)\7 N~ (1978, p38). The
expression add- h?mb?—, "Sohn des Weibes", "Son of Woman"

alsco occurs, but, according tao Sjiceberg, only in error

where wélda be‘esi ics the correct rendition (1944,

pPpy,42).

uh&-ﬁa%-ﬁm§pu- walda ‘equal x ‘emahevaw . "Sohn des
Menschgeborenen® (Sjoeberg, 1948, p42). This expression

translates "Son of the One born of Man®; "Man" conveying

no connotations of gender. Colpe equateé walda ‘“equala

‘emahieyw with the Aramaic wJn N2 and the Hebrew AN l;
(1972, p424), and Knibb with the Aramaic Nw) 37 N33

(1978, p38).

Casey refutes the equation of particular Ethiopic
expressions with particular Semitic originals, and asserts

L



thét all three Ethiopic terms are translations of AN F)
or NUWUJN N3 (1779, pi02). While it cannoct be acssumed that

these three Ethiopic terms directly reflect three Aramaic

or Hebrew terms, especially in the light of Fitzmyer’s
research into the attestation of N¥) 1) considered above
(1979, paZd, the use of three synonymous terms to

designate the same eschatological figure, implies that,
for the trancslator, if not for the author, "Son of Man"
was not a formal title. However, the analoqr af the
English terms King, monarch and <covereign, illustrates
that, even if not translating a formal title, the
expressions rendered "Son of Man" can nevertheless refer
unambiguously to a specific being. This is clearly the
case in the Similitudee of Enoch, where the exprecssion
"Son of Man" <clearly describes the appearance of a
particular heavenly being (Colpe, 1972, pd23). The
expressions are furthermore meaningless outside the

apocalryptic context of the text (Sjoeberg, 1944, p39).

As it is not possible to be certain as to the terminology
uced in the Semitic original of I Enoch, the issue as to
whether "Son of Man" is a title  cannot therefore be

resclved <simply on the bkasie of the terminclogy of the

Ethiopic translation.

"Son of Man" ie almast invariably prefaced by some form of
pronoun in the Similitudes. Walda sab‘e is prefaced by

zeky , that (I En.4%:2; 48:2) and zentu , this (I
En.46:4), Walda be‘esi occurs on its own (I En.&2:5) and
prefaced by we’etu , the third percson perscnal pronoun (I

_68_



Enm.a9:2%Ctwiced; 71:14) ., Walds “equala “emahevaw occurs

on itse own (I En.82:7; 4%:27), with zeku (I En.é2:%,14;
&3:11)  and with we’etu (1 En.&é%:27; 70:11; 71:17). Some
scholars, such as Nickelsburg (1981, p213>, regard the use

of pronouns as qualification, and therefore ascert that

"Son af Man" is not a title. This is not necessarily the
case, as the demonstrative pronoun could equally indicate
that "Son of Man" is, in fact, a title. The use of the

pronoun could emphacsise that reference is being made to

the "Son of Man", and not merely to a son of man. Casey
notes that, while the demonstrative pronoun is used on
twelve occasions in conjuction with "Son of Man", it is

never uced in conjunction with "Elect One" (1979, p100),
This does not prove that "Son of Man® was not a title,
however; it merely shows that "Elect One" was a less

ambiguous phrase.

A further consideration ie that there is no definite
article in Ethiopic, and the demonstrative pronouns may
replace the Greek definite article. While Casey chjects
that this would only be possible if the Ethiopic was
translated from Greek (1979, pl0i>, he fails to prove that
the pronouns <could not have been used to translate the
Hebrew or Aramaic detinite article. As there ie no
certainty as to the language from which the Ethiopic was
translated, there can be na certainty ac to the
significance of the demoncstrative pronouns and other
qualifiers, irrecspective of whether Casey ie correct in
hie assertion. The pronouns cannot theréfore be used to
recsolve whether or not "Son of Man" i a title inm the
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Similitudes.

Collins notes that the "Son of Man" figure is introduced
as "one with the appearance of a man® (I En.44:1), in
clear &allusion to Dan.7:13 <1980, pi12). Thereafter, the
"Son of Man" fiqure is referred to as "that Son of Man"
(Collins, 1980, pl1i2>. Although Nickelsburg is correct in

pointing out that heavenly beings are frequently referred

to simply as men in Daniel (1981, p2135), in the
Similitudes the phrase "Son of Man" is applied to a
particular heavenly being, previocusly identified. While
the term is alsoc applied in the 1literal sense'(eg. I
En.é0:10), the context wusually makes the distinction

between technical and non—-technical use abundantly clear.

The issue as to whethér "Son of Man" can be concsidered a
title or not, depends largely on how rigidly the
definition of "title® is applied. While the term is uced
in what s «clearly the literal sense, it is also applied

consistently and wunambiguously to & particular figure.

While this does not imply that the term was a previously

recognized title, it nevertheless came to functicon as &
title, even if not in a set form, in the Similitudes. In
the absence of the original text of I Enoch, it is not

possible to be more certain than this.

_70_



3. The ldentity of the "Son of Man®

"Son of Man® is not the only designation given to a

particularly eminent heavenly being in the Similitudes of

Enoch. Other titles ucsed are heruy , "Elect Onmne", sadgq ,
"Highteous One" and mesih , "Anointed One* (Messiah).
That thecse titles or descriptione all apply to a single
figure, ‘will now be demonstrated. Firstly, "Son of Man®,
“"Elect One" and "Righteous One" will be shown to be
equivalent in each parable. It will then bé shown that
messiahship is also the property of this heavenly being.

An  attempt to reach a more specific identity of the "Son

of Man" will then be made.

(a)> The First Parable

The "Son of Man" is not mentioned in the first parable.
The "Elect One", however, is menticned in asscciation with
the elect community, who are identified with the community
of the righteocus in I En.3%9:4 and I En.40:5. The
"Righteous Cne" is mentioned in .association with the
righteous, who are identified with the elect in the

prologue to the parable (I En.238:2)., That the righteous

and the elect communities are identical, is explicitly
stated. There can therefore be no doubt that the
"Righteous One” and the "Elect One" are the same being.
This being is <second to the "Lord of Spirits® in 1

En.40:3-7, but is otherwise not described. The "Lord of
Spirite" ie clearly God. The "Righteous" and "Elect Cne",



whose <eole function in this parable is to appear in the
presence of God, is in some sense éecond to God. wﬁile no
delegated powers or function are attributed to him, the
"Righteous” and "Elect One" is nevertheless at least
patentially a Divine Agent of comparable stature to the
one like a son of man in Dan.?7, and Michael in Dan.12 (in
all probability the <came being, as was demanstrated
above), the heavenly counterpart, and therefore ruler, of

the earthly elect.
(b> The Second Farable

In 1 En.45:3-5, the "Elect One" is partrayred as judge on
the Throne of glory. In I En.46:1f, two fiqures are
described. The first ie the "one to whom bhelongs the time
before time", and the second i< "one whose countenance had
the appearance of a man". The allusion to Dan.? is clear.
The former being is God, and the latter a particularly
eminent heavenly being. This latter being is identified as
the "Son of Man who has righteousness", who has been
chosen by the Lord of Spirits to execute judgement on the
Kings and mighty I En.46:3f), a function that is reserved
ta the Ancient of Daye in Dan.7. "That Son of Man' was
named before God, and hidden, before tﬁe cfeation of the
world (I En.é8:2ff). According to Isaac’e translation,

"that Son of Man" became the "Elect One" (1983, p35).

However, Knibb translates the <tatement: "... he was
chosen — (1278, pl34>. I¥f Isaac’s translation is
correct, then the identification of "that Socn of Man" as
the "Elect One" ics quite explicit. If Knibb‘s translation
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is correct, the identification is not explicit, but the
two figures are nevertheless implicitly identified in that
they both function as the executors of God’s final
Judgement. In I En.4%9:2, the "Elect One" =standes before the
Throne of glory, exercising eternal dominion. In I
En.S51:3, the <came figure ic seated on the Throne of God,
as the revealer of the secrets of wisdom. In I En.S3:6,
the "Righteous One" and the "Elect One" are explicitly
identified as one figure, who is to bring salvation to the
faithful, described as "the house of [the Lord of

Spirit sl congregation"; " The three titles clearly belong

to the same being. Where they are not explicitly
identified, they carry out identical functiens. The "Son
of Man®, the "Rightecus" and "Elect One", is the revealer

of the secrets of wisdom, and the eschatological judge who
brings salvation toc the faithful and damnation to the
kings and mighty. Any csubordinate being who sits on the
Throne of God, does so either as an usurper or as the

deleosied Agent of BGod. Clearlty, the "Son of Man" is no

usurper. The agency function only implicit in the first
parable, is explicit in the second. Not only does the "Son
of Man" occupy the Throne, but . he exercicses powers

delegated by God.
(c) The Third Parable

The "Elect Cne" brings salvation to the faithful,
apparently in the form of resurrection, and judges the
works‘ of the heavenly beings, in I En.é1. In I En.&2:2-7,
the "Elect One" is identified as the "Son of Man" who had
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been hidden. Once the "Son of Man" is established in
power, ewvil will dicappear from the earth (I En.&49:2&6-2%2.
Judgement and rule are the functions of the "Elect Ore",
the "Son of Man". @As in the second parable, the "Son of
Man" exercises powers and functions delegated by God to

his Agent.

It is clear that "Son of Man", "Righteous QOne" and "Elect

One", are all titles or descriptions of the same
eschataoloqgical +fiqure, where they occur in 'all three
parables. The Divine Agency of the "Son of Man", implicit

in the first parable, is explicit in te second and third.
{(d) "Son of Man" and "Messiah"

It has been noted above that a number of biblical texts
which seem to have influenced the Similitudes, had come to
be interpreted messianically by the time of the writing of
the Targums. It is therefore necessary to relate the "Son

of Man" figure to the "Messiah" figure in the Similitudes.

The Kings and mighty are to be Jjudged by the "Son of Man"
for denying the "Lord of Spirite® and his "Messiah" (I
En.48:10). The narrative in the precedfng verses of the
pericope attributes &actions to the "Son of Man" which
leave no place for another "messianic" being, and in which
no <euch being is attributed a role. It is therefore clear
that "Son of Man" and "Messiah" are one and the same
being. In I En.S2:4, the angel accaompanying Enoch
attributes &11 the events which Ernoch had witnecssed to the
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authority of the "Messiah", whom he implicitly identifies
with the "Elect One" in I En.52:&. The "Son of Man" is

therefore identified with the "Messiah".

Decscribing the “Son of Man" as the "Messiah", the
*Anointed One", does not imply that the "Son of Man" is
the Davidic Messiah. David and the Davidic conception of
messiahship are mentioned in neither pericope; nor is

there allusion to the Aaronite conception of the Mecssiah.
It is highly questionable whether, in the context of as
catacliysmic an ecschatology as that of the Similitudes of
Enoch; and in the presence of a heavenly being as dominant
as the "Son of Man", there is room for as purely temporaf

a figqure as the Davidic Messiah. It would appear that

messiahehip in the military and political sencse of the
Davidic tradition is totally inadequate to an eschatologr
which is as universal and as cataclysmic as that envisaqed

by the author of the Similitudes. The intervention of
heavenly powers in terrestrial affairs ics essential to
such an eschatology. The heavenly beings are no longer
merely the counterpart of humanity, and earth is no longer
a reflection of heaven. Mecssiahship is totally assumed by
the heavenly patron of the faithful, the "Son of Man", who

intervenes directly to bring about the eschaton on earth.



H o

{e) Is a more specific Identification of the "Son of Man”

poscsibkle?

The "Son of Man" has been identified as & heavenly being
of particular eminence in the celestial hierarchy, also
Known a= the "Elect QOne" and as the "Righteous One", and

who has assumed the role of messiahship. But can a more
specific identification be made? In particular, can the

“Son of Man" be identified with Enoch?

The "Son of Man" ic decscribed as "ocne whose countenance

had the appearance of a man" (I En.44é:1). As in the

anthropomorphiem in Ezek.1:28, and in the case of the "one
like a son of man" in Dan.7:13, from which this tradition
derives, the being is human in appearance only. In Ezek.,l,
the one like a man is God; in Dan.7, the one like a son of

man is a heavenly being, in &ll probability Michael. The
"Son of Man" in the Similitudes is clearly not God, but &
heavenly being, second only to God and supericor to the

archangels, including Michael (eg. I En.40:3ff).

The "Son of Man" is more exalted than Michael, the patron
of Israel. Cocllins posits that he is the patran of an
exclusive <cect within Judaism, the community in which the
Similitudes were written: "While the Son of Man is
conceived of as a real being, he symbolises the destiny of
the righteous community both in its present hiddenness and
future manifestation" (1%84, plS0>. It ic questicnable,
however, whether the "Son of Man" who is the light of the
nations (1 En.48:4), can be undercstocod as the patron of an



exclusivistic cect. While wunquesticnably the heavenly
champion of the persecuted righteous, as that aroup is
conceived in the Simi]itudes, the role of the "Son of Man®
extends beyond the elite group. He became the "Elect One"
in order that all nations might worship the Lord of
Spirits (I En.48:6). Hie role is the establishment of
God‘e Kingdom on earth, and the purging of evil, and the
ending of oppression (I En.4%9:2) which is the prerequisite
to thie. It is, by virtue of this function that the "Son of
Man" is cecond only to God in power, in eminence and in
authority. The "Son of Man" can be the heavenly patron of
an elect group, therefore, only if that group sees itself
as being in come way'instrumental in the redemption of all

humani ty.

It ie recorded in I En.48:2f, that the *San of Man" was
named in the presence of the Lord of Spirite before the
creation of the heauenlybluminanies, and in I En.é2:7 that
he was concealed from the beginning. The qlory of the
"Elect One" ic described as eternal in I En.4%9:2. It is
disputed in scholarly circles whether or not these verses
imply that the "Son of Man" is & preexistent being. Casey,
who identifies‘ the "Son of Man" with Enoch, asserts that
Ernoch Was pre—existent‘ "like other rightecue pecple”
(1979, pl0é). Hooker asserts, however, that the "Son of
Man" is part of the eternal purpose of God, but not
necessarily preexistent (19467, p43). Why a being who does
nat vet exist, needs to be hidden, or how & non-existent
being can be hidden, is a not explained. It séems most
plausible that the "Son of Man", and other heavenly
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cf Man", but he goes to be with that "Son of Man" (1959,

pa41ff).

Both translation and explanation are disputed. Knibb
renders the verse: "You are the Son of Man who was born to
rightecusness ..." (1978, pid&>. I+ Ilsaac is correct, then
Enoch is the son of man in the sense that Ezekiel is the
son of man in EzeK.2:1; he is the human visionary admitted
into the Divine Council. I+ Knibb’s translatibn is
correct, however, then Enoch is the eschatglogical "Son of

Man", whom he has seen in his visions.

Sjoeberg asserts that the two concluding chapters of the
Similitudes reprecsent one tradition, the latter chapter
explicitly <spelling out what the former implies (1946,
pplS9-142>. The historical Enoch is an incarnation of the

"Son of Man" (Sjoeberg, 1944, pldé?>. According to Colpe,

Enoch is not an incarnation of the "Son of Man", nor is he
mystically identified with that being, but he is
instituted into . the office and function of the
eschatological “Son of Man" in I En.71 (1972, ppd2éff).

According to Russell, similarly, a human being is exalted
to the position of eschatological "Son of Man® in I En.7i

(1971, p349).

Hooker regardes I En.7! as the logical conclusicon and
climax of the Similitudes. During the course of the
parables, the "Elect 0One" and the "Son of Man" have been
identified, and, in the conclusion, the identity of that

being is revealed (1967, pd4if)>. Collins asserts that,



while the identification of Encch as the "Son of Man' is
made only in 1 En.71; this identification is naot a radical
departure from the rest of the Similitudes, and could have
been ‘nead ~out of the text by means' of contemporary
exegetical methods (1980, plZ24; 1984, pplS2f). He zasserts
that thie identification can not alter the nature of the
"Son of Man" as a heavenly being (1980, pl123). Collins
suggests that the explicit identification (in terms of his
interpretation of the text) of Enoch and the "Son of Man®
is made by the redactor who appended 1 En.71, in reaction
against Christian appropriation of that title for Jdesus

(1980, pl2s; 1984, p153).

The explicit identification of the "Son of Man" as Enoch,
may be made in I En.71:14. Scholars differ a= to the
meaning of the Ethiopic text, and the original is lost.
There can therefore be no absolute certainty as to the
correct understanding of I En.71:14. If the identification
is not made, then Enoch is addressed as human being, a son
of man. If, however, the identification ic made, then it
is made only in the appendix. If this is the case, then I
En.71 represents a development  in the trxditicon,
approximating that represented by II and III Enoch. If 1
En.7l reprecents an older tradition, that tradition has

been modified if Enoch is the "Son of Man".

Whether or not the "Son of Man" ics identified with Encch,

is in some ways a secondary iessue for the purpoées of this
study, as the role of the "Son of Man" as a Divine Agent
ie only marginally affected. What iz of consequence,
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though, iz the possibility that a human being, albeit one
of great antiquity and sanctity in the Hebrew tradition,
could be conceived to be exalted to a position in the
heavenly hierarchy second only to that of God, and even to
be seated on the Throne of God. If this study were to be
carried further to the Christian gospels, particularly
John, then the possibility that a heavenly being, second
only to God in te Divine Council, could be incarnated in a
human being, with the role of a Divine Agent, would be of
agreat consequence. It is well toc bear these considerations
in mind as we proceed to §nalyse the role of the "Son of

Man" in qreater detail.



D. The Rocle of the "San of Man"

This study has given considerable attention to the
tradition behind the "Son of Man" +Ffigqure in the
Similitudes of Encch. The earliest attectation of =&
comparable +figure in the Hebrew tradition is the one 1like
a <son of man in Dan.”7. While the title "Son of Man" ie not
rvet present, only one Aramaic letter need be dropped +from

the Danielic expression to produce the form of the title.
Many other attributes of the "Son of Man" are present in

Daniel, including that of Divine fAgency.

The "Son of Man" 1S, if an¥thing, a more eminent being
than the one 1like a man, in that he <functions as

eschatological judge, a function reserved to the Ancient

of Dayse in Dan.”7. He is alsc more eminent than Michael (I
En.40:3), the heavenly patron of Israel, who in all
probability is the cone like a man in Dan;7. Nevertheless,
the dependence of the Similitudes of Enoch on Dan.?7 is
clear. A fuller examination cf the role of the "Son of
Man" in the light of this and other strands in the Hebrew

tradition, with particular attention to the Divine Agency

function, is now riecessary.

Whereas in the <first parable the "Son of Man" has no
active function, in the second his role as a Divine Agent
becomes explicit. In 1 En.45:3, the "Elect Dneﬁ is

portrarved on the Throne of qglory, the Throne of God,
exercizing eschatological Jjudgement. While the judgement
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raele had previously been recerved to Yahweh, az in Dan.7,
it ie now delegated to a subordinate heavenliy being. The
precidency of subordinate beings in the Divine Council is
not altogether unprecedented in the Hebrew tradition,
however. In the viéion in Zech.3, Jocshua appears before
the angel of God presiding in the Council. While the role
of the presiding angel is not judgement, and it ise not
stated whether or not the angel is seated on the Throne of
God, there is nevertheless the conception aof a heavenly
being presiding ower the Divine Council attested in the
early post-Exilic period. The "Son of Man", here described
as the "Elect One", is seated on the Throne, which implies
that he ie acting on behalf of the one whaose Throne it is,
and in the power ot that person. As eschatological judge,
the *Son of Man® is a Divine Agent, who acts on behalf of,

and in the power of, God.

In I En.d46:2, the "Son of Man", who surpassecs all in
righteousness, is the one chosen by the "Lord of Spirits”
te reveal the hidden secrets, The function of revelation
by a heavenly being is a distinctive aspect of
apocalypses. The "Son of Man", however, is clearly more
than & guide on & heavenly journey or a heavenly messenger
to a human wvisionary. The act of revelation in which the
"Son of Man" | is a Divine Agent, is clearly an
eschatolagical one, qualitatively distinct From the
revelations imparted during the course of history by other
heavernly beings. Mevertheless both belong to the Hebrew
tradition of revelation in the course of theophanic
visione; a tradition which has its roote in the Israelite

_83_



prophetic Throﬁe—Theophany experience. Prophet and
apocalypticlluieionary receive their messages in the course
of tm?ir theophanic wvisions, and the eschatological
reuelat}on of hidden <secrets by the "Son of Man" is the

climax of thece vicionary experiences.

In I En.d48:4ff, the "Son of Man" is designated as the one
who will bring about divine intervention in the world,
overturning the prevailing order, and wreaking vengeance
on the rulers who do not worship or acknowledge God. This
eschatoloqgical function of the "Son of Man" supercedes any

role that could be attributed to a Davidic Messiah. The

“Sen of Man" is Divine Agent in judgement and retribution.
Hie role is derived both from the figure of cne like a scon
of man in Dan.?, and from the exegetical traditions which

had developed from the servant songs of Deutero-Icaiah in

Isa.49:7 and 52:15. Both the one like a man and the ’ebed
Yahweh are Divine Agents, although the role of the latter

has been reinterpreted to conform with that of the former.

In I En.48:5, the "Son of Man" is portrayed receiving from
"all who dwell upon the dry ground" homage and worship as
Goed“s vicegerent. Those who worship the "Son of Man® also

praise the name of the "Lord of Spirits".-The *Son of Man"
receives this praise‘ as Bod’s representative. Thic verce
is clearly dependent on the tradition of Dan.7, but
represente <come development in the tradition. In Dan.?7:14
it is said of the one like a man:rn%a‘rﬂr. [N79] can mean
either to reverence or worship, or it can mean to serve
(BDB, 19278, pl108). The same verb ics applied to the saints
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ot the Most High in the interpretation of Daniel’“s vision
in Dan.7:27. The ocne like & man is not menticoned in the

interpretation, and the wverb applied to him in the wicion

is applied to the community he represents in the
interpretation. [ nbs1 is probably to be understood in the
csense of to serve in both verses, but in the cource of

exegesis 21n93“ would have come to be understood in the
cense of to worcship, as it is when that tradition is
applied in I En.48:5. The "Son of Man" receives the
worship of the natione, but he does so as God’s Agent and

Vicegerent.

In I En.48:8-10, the destruction of the condemned is
described. They are damned for denying the "lLord of
Spirits® and his "Messiah". The "Messiah" is clearly the
"Son of Man", God’s Agent in the eschatological judgement
in the preceding wverses. It is in I En.48:10 that the
fundamental principle of agency is most explicitly
appiied. "A man‘’es agent ics like toc himself" (Mishnah

Berakeot 5.9). So God’s Agent, the "Son of Man", when

carrying out his commissican, is like God himself.
Therefore an offence against the "Son of Man" is an
coffence againet God, and refusal ta recognize the

authority of the "Son of Man" is to defy the authority of

God.

In 1 Emn.4%:2-4, the "Elect One" stands before the "Lord of
Spirits® and exercises Jjudgement of things that are
cecret. mAlthough he does not cccupy the Throne of God as

in I En.45:3, the "Son of Man" ic newvertheless God s Agent
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in thise role. He has been chosen, and therefore appcinted,

by Gead for this task, and functicone on God’ s authority.

In I En.31:3, the "Elect One" is designated the one who,
at the ecschaton, <ceated on & throne, will reveal the
secrets of wisdom. He has been appointed and glorified for
this purpose by the "Lord of Spirite". The "Son of Man" is
enthroned, but apparently on a throne of his own, and nat
on the Throne of God. Thie would cseem to reflect a
development in the tradition of Dan.7:%?, where an
undisclosed number of thrones are set, one of which is
subsegquently occupied by the Ancient of Days. While the
one like a son of man ic not described as being enthroned
in Dan.7, he fs given glory, dominion and a Kingdom in
Dan.7:14. It would have been logical to suppose that he
would have been incstalled on one of the other thrones,
which <ceemes to be the application of the tradition in I
En.S51:3. While he occupies a throne other than the Throne
of God, the "Son of Man" neverthelese remaine a Divine
Agent. He occupies the throne not in his own right, but
because God has appointed him for the function which he

executes from the throne.

In I En.S5:4, the "Elect One" is described as the one who,
seated on the Throne of God, will judge the hosts of evil
in the name of the "Lord of Spiritse". The agency rcle of
the "Son of Man" is here quite explicit. It is God’s
Throne that he occupies, and in God’e name that he
executes judgement. Whereas the status of the "Son of Man®
as a Divine aAgent is implicit in I En.45:3, it is made



explicit in I En.55:4 with the statement that he judgesz in

the name of the "Lord of Spirite”.

In the third parable, the “Lord of Spirite" sete the

“"Elect One" on his Throne, to execute judgement on the
holy ones in heaven (I En.é1:8). He ies to judge their
deeds according to the word of God. The "Son of Man" is

commicssioned and empowered by God to execute judgement not
only on terrestrial beings as in the second parablte, but
also oﬁ heavenly beinge. Whereas in Ps.82 God judges and
condemns the heavenly beings for their misdeeds, in this
verse the "Son of Man" Jjudges the deeds of the heavenly
beings, after which they combine with the earthly holy
ones in the praise of God. Two deve]opmenfs in the
tradition since the writing of Ps.82 are noticable. The
emergence of dualiem in the Hebrew tradition has excluded
the heawvenly beings who previously came under judgement
from tﬁe 'Djvine Council, and placed them in an opposing
camp to that of God. This results in exoneration at the
time of Judgemenf for those who remain. The greater
transcendence of God has led to the delegation of the
Judgement role, not only of earthly beings, but alsc of

heavenly beings, to God‘s Agent, the "Son of Man".

The Judgement scene in I En.&2-43, according to
Nickelsburg, represents a tradition older than the recst of
the Similitudes (1972, p78). MNeverthelecss the figure of
the "Son of Man" is comparable to that elsewhere in the
Similitudes. He <itse on his own throne of glory (I

En.é2:5>. In 1 En.&82:9, the "Son of Man®" is the object of



the wunsuccessful entreaties’'of the Kings and mighty, whom
he haszs stripped of their power, and is about.to despatch
to their destruction. The Jjudgement process, while
delegated to the "Son of Man", appears to be supervised by
God (I En.&%2:10), for the apparent reason that the"Son of
Man" might be tco inclined to mercy. At fhe conclusion of
the eschatological events, the righteous and chosen ones
will live with the "Son of Man" for ever (I En.é&2:14).
This confirms the role of the "Son of Man" as the heavenly
patron of the righteous and chosen cnes, and therefore his
identification with the "Righteous One" and the "Elect

Orne". An eternal, and not merely an eschatological, role

for the "Son of Man" is also indicated. This scene is
clearly dependent upon Dan.?, and the exegetical
traditions which ardse from the wvision of Daniel.

Nickeleburg hase &argued convincingly that a conflation of
the traditions of Isa.13-14 and I1sa.52-53 has provided the
raw material for the judgement scene and process in this
pericope, while Dan.7:13ff ic the source of the imagery in
which the eschatological Judge is described (1972,
pp81-86). As patron of the righteous elect, the "Son of
Man " is accorded a furniction previously reserved to God in
the tradition (eg. Deut.32:9)., Judgement too ic a
delegated function, although the "Son of Han" cccupies his

cwn throne, and not the Throne of God.

In 1 En.é%:27, the "Son of Man" cits on his throne, and
the function of judgement is given to him, so that he can
purge evil from the earth. Once he has taken his place,
all evil will be destroved, and the word of the "Son of
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Man'  will "be <strong" before the “lLord of Spirits® (I
En.&7:2%». This indicatese that the "Son of Man" will
remain a prominent <figure in the Divine Council after

having completed hise eschatolagical Ffuncticons as God’s

Agent. Whereas in Dan.7:14 the one like a son of man is
given an everlasting Kingdom, he indications of I En.&%:27
are that the "Son of Man" is expected to return power to

God after having completed his eschatolagical commicssion,

but to remain active in the Divine Council.



PART 1V

THE "LGGos"

IN THE WRITINGS OF

PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA

The figqure of the "Logos" in the writings of Philo of
Alexandria is in many way¥e a more complex cne than that of

the "Son of Man" in the Similitudes of Enoch. Not only is
Philo himeelf a highly enigmatic figure, but his cultural
and intellectual milieu gives his writings a more diverse
backKground. The "Logos" concept has roots not only in the
ancient Near Ea;terh and Hebrew traditions, but also in
the Greek, Egrptian and FPersian traditions which formed

the philosophical and religious milieu of Alexandria.

As Fhilo wrote in Greek, it seems preferable ta begin with
the GreeK background to the "Logos" concept, so that the
term is studied firest in the language in which it was
expressed. Then parallels in the other religious
traditions of the ancient worlid will be sought. Attenticn
will. also be given to Philo and his writings, before the
"Logosg® ie =tudied, and its role. as a Divine Agent

acscessed.

Nat all issues related to the figure of the "Logos" in
Philo“s writings can be discussed in this study, as space
does not allow. OCne important issue in particular, the
highl» problematic relationship between the “Lagos" figure
and the "Sophia" figure, canncot be discussed in full.,
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Rather, it will be discussed in the context of particular
texts in which the problem arises. This will btoth
facilitate greater accuracy and diminish the cccurrence aof

unhelpful and misleading generalizations.

. The Religious and FPhilosaphical Background to the

"Logos" Fiqure

The "Logos" clearly belongs to the Wisdom tradition of
Hellenistic Judaism, and must be studied in that context.
But its roats are far from clear. "The difficulty with
which we are «confronted in a search for the mythological
background of the figure of Wisdom [and, accordingly, faor
the figure of the "Logos"]l or for the religious
conceptions of non-lsraelite origin which gaue.rise to
Wisdom fand "Logos"]l does not spring from a paucity of
similar ideas and speculatiens among the peoples with whom
Israel had contact but rather from a wealth of similar
ideas" (Rankin, 1954, p231). The problem, there?ore, i<
not to find possible sources for the "Logos" conception,
but to determine the most plausible source{s) for that

idea.



1. The Greek Background, and the Meaning of the Term

i LC’gClE- n
JAQMS iz a OGreekK word; itse meaning must therefore be
sought in the Greek tradition. Only once ite Greek meaning

ie ecstablished, can the appropriation and application of

the term in Judaiem be ctudied.

The noun A°Y°S is derived from the verb MYu, ta speak. The
root AaY - means to gather and arrange (Boman, 19&0, pé?7).
The original meaning of ,MYoS was gathering or gleaning,
but the term acquired the figurative connotaticon of
counting, reckoning and explaining <¢Kleinknecht, 1847,
p773. The concept of thought iz therefcre at least a= much
& part of the meaning Of'hYS as is that of speech. The
Titteral meanings acquired by the term Aqus can ke
divided into two categories. The firet ie the means by
which a thought is expfeseed; and the second, the thought
which is given expression. It is the second of these which
ie impartant for this study. According toc Boman, thie is
the more ahcient, as Aoyoj originally had nothing to do
with <speech, but rather with "the ordered and reasonabie
content" of what was spoken (1780, pé7). It was from this
meaning that the philoscophical concept ‘was to develap.
"lLogos means primarily the formulation and expressiaon of
thought in <speech, but from this it toock on a variety of

associated meanings" (Goodenough, 1742, pl03).

The philosophical <cignificance of the term koYQS emerced
during the <second half of the fifth century BCE, when it
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came to ke regarded as synonymous with voug and to
acquire the cense of reason, mind, thought and spirit
{Kleinknecht, 1987, p738s. Heraclitus was the first 0? the
Greek philosophers to expand wupon  the concept of the
"Laegos". According tao him, the "lLogos" constitutes the
being of the Cosmos, and of the individda] perscn
(Kleinknecht, 19467, p81). The ‘"Logos" is the source of
oerder in the constantl» changing univerce. The "Logos" ic
the connecting principle between man and the world,
between man and man, and between man and God (Kleinknecht,
1267, p8l). Later expansion of Heraclitus’ philosophy, led
to the <conception of the "Logos" as thé connecting
principle between the wor]d. below and the world above

(Kleinknecht, 1947, p81).

Significant developmente in the conceht of the "lLogose",
took place with the Stocic philocophers. Diogenes defined
the "Logoe" as "the ordered and teleclogically orientated
nature of the world" (Kieinknecht, 1947, p84>. The "Lagos"®
is Qquated with Zeus in the hymn of Cleanthes
(Kleinknecht, 1947, p84)., Zenoc introduced the concept of

A““S SREPM YT IR the organic power which fashions nature
(Kleinknecht, 1967, p&3). Further Stoic innovaticons which
were founded on the "Logos" concept, were }ﬁws 3eeq5 + the
cosmic law which gives men the power of Knowledge and of
moral action <(Kleinknecht, 1967, p85). To the pantheistic
Stoice, the "Locgos" was the mind both of the universe, and

of God.

To the nec—-Flatonists, the “Logoz" was the power which
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gives lite and Fform to  x11 in the world (Kleinknecht,
1247, p85). This clearly reflects Stoic, rather than pure

Platonic, influences.

The myestery cults introduced the concept of ‘EPQS A°(°§ s
which includes sacred history, doctrine and rewvelaticn
(Kleinknecht, 1967, p8&). The Hermetics equated the
"Logose” with Hermes, but without any connotations of
incarnation (Kleinknecht, 1947, p87) . Further
speculations, wunder Egrptian influence, led to the idea of
the “Logos" as the son of Hermes, the glewv Ptou, while man
was conceived to be created in the image of the "Logos'

(Kleinknecht, 1947, p&8>.

This review of the Greek background to the "Logos" figqure
in the writings of Philo, however brief, has highlighted
several conceptions and phrases which will prove crucial
to the <ctudy of the Philonic material. Nevertheless, due
account must also be taken of the ancient Near Eastern and

Jewish bacKaround to the Philonic "Logos".
2. The Ancient Near Eastern Background to the "Logas®

AquS aoccurs in  the Septuagint most frequently as the
translation of 737, word. This is not to be limited by
cantemporary English connctations of "word", howewer, as
will become clear below when the relevant texts are
studied. "NAa71 ie crucial to undercstanding the "Lagos®
cancept, and its ancient Near Eastern antecedentsz must
therefore be estaklished.
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In Egyptian thought, the divine word was regarded as the
source of the power of «creating and sustaining, "the
ever—active, +fluid or ethereal divine substance proceeding
out of the mouth of the divinity" {(Boman, 1940, p5S%).
Creation by word is central ta many wversions of the
Egyptian creation m?th. In the Memphite myth, Ptah
created, and imparted life to, the gods, through Atum, by
thought and word. Ptah conceived the qgods in his heart,
and created them with his tongue. In the Heliopolitan
myfh, Atum  spewed Shu  and Tefnut from his mouth, zafter
self-fertilization. In this versicn, the sexual aspect of
creation is emphasised, though not to the exclusion of the
verbal. The Hermopol i tan myth, like the Memphi te,
understande creation as being effected by weord. Atum,
rather tham Ptah, is the creator god. The Thebian myth
contains elements of creation both by word of command, and
by physical activity on the part of Re, the creator god.
Creation by word of command is therefore a major element
in Egyptian creatiqn mythaloqay, being present in all the

Known versions of the myth.

Ma*at, the Egqvptian deity of regularity and order, is
looked wupon as & source for both the "Loqgos" and "Sophia"
conceptions in Judaism. Ma‘at, personified as a goddecss,
ie the deification of justice, rightecucness, truth and
crder. She ie the guiding principle of the gods, the cne

closest to, and the daughter of, Re, the sun god, and, in
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the Thebian tradition, the creator. Identified with
Tefnut, Ma"at i= the daughter of Atum in other versione of
the myth. She communicates the ethical demands of the gods
to men, and is the'guiding principle of the Kings. While
Rankin is hesitant in according Ma‘at a significant role
in the development bf Jewish wisdom (1%754,. p234), ather
scholars, such as Mack (1973, pp34ff), regard Ma*at as a
significant component of the tradition behind the

"Sophia"/"Logos" figure in Jewish wisdom.

The syncretism between Egvptian and Greek religion during
the Hellenistic era, is another possible source of symbols
and ideas for the Jewish Wisdom tradition. Rankin accerts
that 1Isis is the closest equivalent to the Jewicsh “Sophia®
figurey and that the Isis-Sophia fiqure is interchangeable
with the Hermes-Logos vfigure (1934, p235). Plutarch, in
"De Icide" (S3ff>, records a wversion of the Osiris-lsic
myth in which the criginal Egyptian myth is overlaid with
Greek concep{s' and terms. Osgiris ic identified with the
“Logos", 1Isis is the “"female oprinciple in nature, the
recipient of all comfng into being", and Horus it the
“Cosmic Logos", the "world principle”. According to Mack,
Icis possesses those attributes which Ma‘at lacks, and
also comes to acquire the functions of Ma;at during later
stagees in the deuelopment of Egrptian mytheology (1973,
p38f>. The corollary is that the fusion of Isis and Ma‘at
in Graeco-Egyptian thought provided a valuable source for
the conception of the personification of "Sophia" and

"Logos" in the Jewicsh Wisdom tradition.
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While providing no complete protatype for  the Jewizh
"Sophia" ar "Logos® figures, Egrptian and
Hellenistic—-Egrptian mythalogy provided many of the ideas

which the Jewish Wisdom tradition may have adopted.

{b) Mesopotamia

While Boman asserts that there is no evidence for any
conception of creation being brought about by the spoken
word (1980, p&ly, Rankin cites the Babylonian creation
myth “Enuma Elis" as a possible source for Hebrew thouaqght
regarding the divine word. Mummu, the counsellor of the
creator god Apsu, is a deification of the "principle of
tormation® in this myth (Rankin, 19254, p2313. Mummu i<
derived from the root rigmu . word (Rankin, 1934, p2317.
Mummu i€ a posesible source for the "Logos" idea in Jewish
Wisdom, though not & complete prototype of the Philonic

*Logos™.

(c) Persia

The "Amecha Spentas", the six "bounteous immortals”
{Zaehner, 19381, pd45) around Ahura Mazda in Zorocastrian
myvsticiem, are of considerable significance in the

development of the Jewish Wisdom tradition. In concept
they are <similar to the Hebrew Divine Council, and their
hierarchy and the abstract qualities they represent are

Y

strikKingly simitar ta the Sephirot of rabbinic myeticiem.

Ahura Mazda and the "Amesha Spentac" can be depicted thus:



“hura Mazda
(The Wice Lord:

Spenta Mainyu
(Haly Spirit?
(1) Vohu Manu (2) Asha Vahista
(Good Thought/Mind -Disposition) (Perfect

Righteousness/Truth/
Right Law)

(3> Khshathra Vairya
({The Kingdom of GodsGood Raoyval ty)

(4> Spenta Armaiti
(Picus Modesty-RightmindednecssDevotian)

(53 Haurvatat (&) Ameretat
(Perfection/Wholeness/Health) - C(Immortality?
Ahura Mazda and Spenta Mainyu were originally distinct,
but came to be identified 1later in the development of
Zoroastrianism <{(Zaehner, 1?41, pd45>. In the "Gathasgs", a
pertion of the "Avesta" which datee from the time of
Zarathustra, Ahura Mazda is described as the father of
Spenta Mainyu, and alsc of Vochu Manu and Aasha Vahista.
Creation by an act of the will constitutes the fatherhood
of #Ahura Mazda (Zaehner, 1981, pd4S). Spenta Mainyu, Yohu
Manu and #Asha Vahista are the closeét to, and are
understocd to ke, hybostases of Ahura Mazda (Zaehner,
1981, pd4S>. Vohu Manu, according to the "Yachna", is the
intermediary of éhura Mazda in creation (31:11; 47:3>, and
also the mediator and content of the eschatological
cansummation of earthly hicstory (45:5,8; 46:7; 428:8). Yghu
Manu s also the content of all religious and moral 1life
(Yashna 24:2). eAcsha YVahista is  the law and the fire of
justice, and the =source of all good (Yashna ;3:12), and,
according to Rankin (19354, p250), is the closest of the
Amesha Spentas to the Jewieh UWisdom concept. Khshatha
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Waivra ie an attribute of ahura Mazda, but one which can
e wusurped by the +forces of evil wunder AnRgra Mainyu
(Zaehner, 1761, pd4s)., Spenta Armaiti is the attitude of
man towarde God, but, like the other bountitul immortals,
has no existence independent of Ahura Mazda (Zaehner,

1961, ppdSfr. Haurvetat and Ameretat, while attributes of

Ahura Mazda, are his gifts bestowed on mankind (Zaehner,
1941, pdéo.
While Rankin has isolated Asha WVahista as the clocest

prototvpe of the Jewish Wisdom figure, and it undoubtedly

manifests many of the qualities associated with the
"Sophia" and "Logos" fiqures in Judaism, so do other of
the Amesha Spentas, most notably WVohu Manu. It seems

therefore preferable not to isolate individual members of
this qgroup as prototypes of the Jewish concepts. Rather,
the Amesha Spentas as a whole, are to be regarded as a
source which contributed to the rise of the Jewish Wisdom
tradition, and to the toncepts which were evolved in that

tradition.

Several analogous concepts which may well have contributed

with wvarying degrees of significance to the Jewish Wisdom

tradition, as represented by Philo of éiexandria. None,
however, provides a complete prototrpe, or an adequate
explanation, of the origins of, the Jewish
"Sophia"/"Logos" figure. This was not to be expected, and

the diverse contributione to the Jewish tradition, and
developments in that tradition itself, are all toc be
recognized <for their part in the emergence of the "Logos"

P



figure in Hellenistic Judaism.
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Z. The Biblical Background to the "Logos" Concept

The 019 Testament background to the "Logos! concept can be
divided into two categories: the concept of mna- 231, the
word of the Lord, and the development of the Hebrew Wisdom

tradition.
(a) The "Word of God" in the (0ld Tectament

There are 394 accurences of 727 denoting the "word" of God
in the 01d Testament (BDB, 1774, pli82). The “"word" of the
Lord in Hebrew thought? like the Greek AW°S’ is not to be
limited in its meaning to contemﬁorary Englicsh usage.
Unlike the Greek word, )~ 5271 connotes a dynamic force
rather than the expression of & thought (Boman, 1740,
p58>, the «cosmic power of the creator, of whose divine
will the wverbal wutterance is the declaraticon (Eichrodt,
1967, p71>. The words spoken are the verbal accompaniment
tc the force which brings the statement made to its
fruition; the source of the worde is also the source of
the power which bringse those words to their fulfillment.
The  "word" of the Lord, as well as imparting a message

from God, effects the realisation of that message.

According to Boman, a distinction needs to be drawn
between the "waord", 131, and the "voice", %‘P’ of God
(1940, psé&0>. MWhereas "word" signifies the powér of the
utterances of God, and their concequent actions, "vaice"
denotes & more pantheistic understanding of divine action
fn nature. Uhereas the ‘“voice" of God operates somewhat
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arbitrarily in the +orces of nature, the "word" of God is

"2lways the function of a consciocus and moral personalitx"

Prophecy s the most important manifestation of the "word®
of the Lord in the 0Old Testament, according to Dunn
accounting for %04 of ite occurrences (1?80, p217). In

both the Deuteronomistic History and the bhooke of the
major and minor prophets, the ‘"word" of the Lord is
constantly cited as the authority for the prophets”
utterances. Prophetic <cspeeches are frequently prefaced:
cens r ‘n* 7371 M1, And  the "word" of the Lord came to

(I Sam.13:10; II Sam.7:4; Isa.38:4 (late VIII BCE>;
Jer.1:4 (late WII BCE}; Ezek.3:186 (393 BCBE) e{c.). Similar
formulae including the words D‘n%N\\kkﬁxnm’wnﬂ, are used
liKewise to designate the beginning of prophetic orations
(Il Sam.24:11; I Kings 12:22; Jer.25:3; Mic.1:1 (late VIII
BCEY> etc.>. Other prophetic oracles are prefaced in a less
technical manner, in which it is intimated that God has
spoken the words which the prophet utters (Isa.i14:24;

Jer.é:22; eamos 2:1 (mid VIII BCE>; Mic.4:é6 etcd, The

"word" of God is the revealed source, as well as the
divine authority, <for the <statementzs of the Israelite
prophets. It is also the content or the message of the

prophetic orations'(lea.z:l; 7:8 (MT 2173,

During the post-Exilic period, the "word" of God came to
be wunderstcod in a manner less closely tied to the concept
of <cpeech, and more as an emanation from God which could
be <cent. This development is crucial as the verb CH?QJ>is
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that from which the noun A°Pw, agent, ies derived. In
I2a.585:11, which dates Ffrom early in the post-Exilic
period, the ‘"ward" of the Lord goes forth from the mouth
of God, and does not.return until it has accomplished that
which it has been cent ta do., The "word" is an emanation
from, rather than of, God, as it acts independently in
accompliching itz purpoce. The "woard" ie nct hypostaticed
as a being, however. It is compared with inanimate
objects, rain and <enow, and not with heaueniy or human
beings. While due regard must be given to the poetic
nature of the text, the fact that the T"word"® is a

sufficientiy distinct conception to be described as being

sent, ies wnnt to be overloocked. Newvertheless this text
represents an important development in the tradition, not
only in the concept of the ‘"word", but alsc in the

introduction of the verb [A%w].

Ps.107 dates <+from somewhat later in the post-Exilic
period, as v3 Eefers not only to a wide dispersion of the
Jewish people, but algo to their repatriation, Thiz psalm
may well be dependent wupon Deutero-lIsaiah. Ps.107:20
portraye a <imilar conception of ‘the "word" of Yahweh to

that in Isa.S5:11: R T P T | HVU‘. Here the "word" is a

distinct entity, <sent to heal those who cry to God in
their distress. #As in Isa.33:11, the wverb inbel is used.
AE in the Deutero-Icaiah text, the "word" ie not

h»postatised, but has a clear identity and a definite
function, which it is sent by God to fulfill.

y
Ps.33:4-9 introducee the concept of the creative "ward of
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God" : cees \RWY) AV Mt 127 . The heavens and the
heavenly beingz are created by the breath of the mouth of
God. The creation of the earth and earthly beinges is not
mentioned, but it ie probable that they are conceived to
have been created in the same way in the tradition behind
this wverszse f{cf. Gen.2:7 (J))., The Egyptian creation myth
seems to be reflected in this psalm, as creation is
conceived to be by emission from the mouth of God, or at
least ite poetic expression is based on that understanding

ot creation.

The P creation myth in Gen.l, which in its present form
dates from ¢ S50 BCE, represents some development in the
tradition from Pe.33:6. The Hebrew understanding of the
"word" of God is combined with the idea of creation from
the mouth of God. The "word" ie the cosmic power of the
creator (Eichrodt, 1967, p7l), effective in bringing about
creation. The spokep commands of God bring about creation.
In the «case of the creation of tight, and of the world,
and of the creéted beings, God épeaks an his own
(Gen.1:3,46,9,11 etc’. Howewer, in the case of the creation
of marn , God <epeaks toc and for the Divine Council
(Gen.1:26, and follows wup his command with creative
action <(Gen.1:27). There is development.in the tradition
in that nowﬁere ie it intimated that any created obiject is
emitted - from the mouth of God. Rather, the spoken

utterance of God results in creation taking place.

MINY 1.A1 came increagingly te be identified with the
written law, as is demonstrated by Num.15:31 (P, where
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the "word" and the commandment of God are identified. This

development i= & product of the Exilic and posf—Exilic
shift in emphasis +from the cult tov the law, from
sacrificial ritual to reading, interpreting and cbserving

the Torah. This understanding of the Mosaic Law as the
"ward" of God i< perhape the root of the traditional
rabbinic understanding that the scribes were the
successors to the prophete as the interpretere of divine
taw. Whereas the prophets had declared the divine law and
will in terms of the ‘"word" which had been revealed tao
them in their visions and other experiences, the
identification of the written law with the divine "wcord"
enabled the scribes toc become the interpreters of the

divine taw in the place aof the prophets.

While the Targums do not form a part of the religious and
literary heritage of éhi]o, they nevertheless reflect
developments in contemporary Judaism, which are not
necescsarily confined to Palecstine, and may therefare be
useful to wunderstanding aspects of Hellenistic Judaiem.
Several Targumic texte introduce the "ward”,nN1nn, of God
where it does not appear in the Hebrew Bible. Whereas in
the M™MT of Exad.l?:? Yahweh dictates his commandes to Moses,
in the Targum of that text the "Word" of God commands
Mosee to address the elders. Similarly, in the MT of
Deut.33:13, the hand of God laye the foundation of the
earth, while in the Targum it is by his "Werd" that Gad
establishes the earth, There is a clear tendency for the
insertion of the "Word" of Ged fnto the texts, to avoid
both reference to direct contact between God and man, and
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alsa anthropomorphic depiction of God. Thics retlects the
contemporary religicuse trend which enhanced the perception
of the transcendence of God, &as is reflected in the
development of Jewi sh mysticiem during the period.
Intermediaries, <cuch as heavenly beings, were construed to

il the wvacuum created by the increased transcendence of

God, of which the "Word" is one of the most significant.
Thie development, which has ite origins laong before the
Tarqums were written, is very important in the emergence

of the concept of Divine Agency.

(b) - The Background of the ‘“Logos" in the Jewich Wisdom

Tradition

The Jewish Wisdom tradition is of crucial importance to
understanding the origins of the "“Logos" concept. The
fiqure of "Wisdom" is an enigmatic one, and its
relationship to the ‘'"word" of God problematic, not least
in Philo‘se writings. A& +further conception, M7, the

"Breath" or "Spirit" of God, closely related to the diwvine
"word", muet alsc be considered. Careful, it briet,
discussion of texte in the Jewish Wisdom tradition is

therefore required.

The datimg of Job, and of ite constituent parts, ics highly
problematic, and certainty is impossible. Oesterley and
Robinson suggest that the dialogues date from the fifth or
fourth century BCE (1933, pi?73), and greater precision
cannat be attained. In Job 2&6:132, the "Breath" of God is
instrumental in the creation of the heavens, an idea which
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reflects Ps.33:48. Job 33:4 ceems to reflect the J creation
narrative in Gen.2:7, and poseibl» =a2l=o the tradition
béhind Fe.33:4, if the twao traditioﬁs are distinct., Here
the "Breath" of God is recponcsible for the creation and

invigoration of man. This csame "Breath" or "Spirit" is the

vital force by which Job lives (Job 27:32).

The hymn to "Wisdom” in Job 28 is generally regarded as
later than the dialogues, but cannot be precisely dated.
"Wisdom" is not personified as in many of the later
writings, but s a quality identified with fear of the

Lord, and the abandonment of evil ways (Jab 28:28).

"Wisdom" is more waluable than the most precious minerals
for which men search the earth. "Wisdom" i< the exclusive
possession of those who fear God.

The personiftied figure ot "Wisdom* appears in
Prov.1:20-%9:18. This section of Proverbs reflects
considerable deve]opmént in the tradition, and therefore

probably dates from as late as the third century ECE,
where it is located by, inter alia, Oesterley and Robinson
(1933, p207). In Prov.2:1%, "Wisdom®” ic the instrument of
Yahweh in creation. The construction of the wverse is
similar to that in Job 25;13 whefe the "Breath" of God is
instrumentﬁl, and in Pgsalm 33:4 where the "word" of God is
instrumental. There s, however, no indicaticn as to how
"Wisdom" is conceived to function as God‘s creative
instrument. In Prov.8:22-31, NN ON describes herself as the
preexistent companion of God, the first of created beings.

"Wiedom" was present &t the creation of the world, as =
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master crafteman at the <side of God. Neo independent
creative role is ascribed to "Wisdom", but cshe doecs hawe a
distinct identity. According to Rankin, thie conception of
"Wisdaom" is dependent upon the FAmesha Spentas,

particularly Asha Vahista (1954, p252).

The concept of divine "Wisdom" was developed considerably
in the Apocrypha. In Ecclesiasticus, dating from ¢ 180 BCE
{Russell, 1940, p81: WVon Rad, 1972, pZ40), "Wisdom" is
decribed as speaking &y E&qusua quyzou s in the assembly
of the Most High (Ecclus.24:25, the Divine Council.
“Wisdom" is identified, albeit fiquratively, as a heavenly
being, & member of the Council around the Throne of God.
Thie identification is heightened by her profession to
have come from the mouth of the Most High (Ecclus.24:3).
This <=tatement echoes Ps.33:4, where the heavens are made
by the breath of God, and the holy ones by the word of his
mouth. "Wisdom" <seeme therefore to be identified in this
text both with the ‘"word" and the "Breath" of God, and

aleo as cne aof the haly anes.

"Wisdom" is the inheritance of Israel, and is manifested
in the Book ot the Covenant, the Law of Moces
(Ecclus.24:23)., This is analagous to the fdentification of

the "word” of God with the divine law in Num.15:31 (P).

A further apocryphal writing which may be part of the
tradition behind Fhilao“s conception of the "Logoe", is the
Wisdom of Sclomon. Oesterley and Robinson divide the work
inte two parte, dating the first ta the first half of the
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tirst century CE, and the second part & century earlier
(1932, pl33). Rucsell dates Wisdom of Solomon as a whale
to the early First centuryv BCE (1940, p80Y. Winston
suggests the period 30 BCE - S0 CE as the most 1iKely time
of writing, and, while insicsting on the imposcsibility of
certainty, prefers the year; 37-41 CE as the most
plausible (1979, pS%). If this dating is correct, then it
ie more likely that Wisdom of Solomon would have been
influenced by Philo, than been part of the heritage from
which Philo developed his "Logos" concept. The two works
certainly have common roots in Egyvptian Judaism, and in

the Hebrew tradition (Winston, 1979, ppS?ff).

"Wisdom of Solomon ?:1—2, is a particularly significant
text, in that both "Logos" and "Sophia® are attributed a

role in creation:
’ 3 Y
6 "o To TMavTw A ou
Li]G&s 1 hig [-QY] OYL\: [-3
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Two understandings of this text are possible. The first is
that God created the world and all created beings, with
the exception of man, by word of command. Man, however, is
created separately by God, in his wisdom, to rule the
created order. Thie interpretation would reflect the

theology of the P tradition, as contained in the creation

narrative in Gen.l. While the rest of creation comes inta
being at the command of God, man is made by God. Two
categories of creatican are implied in such an

interpretation.

The <second possible understanding of the text is that
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"Logos" and "Sophia" are synonymous, and that both
concepts represent the «creative activity of God. It is
therefore probable that "Logos" and "Sophia" are
identified im thie text, as the instrument of God. This
understanding of the text would link it to Ecclus.z24:2¢f,
where ‘"word" and "Breath" are identified, and acscribed a

creative function.

It ie not necessary for the purposes of this study to
decide which interpretation of Wisd.S01.%2:1-2 is correct;
fiterary factors do favour the latter, however. In view of
the wuncertainty as to the dating of Wisdom of Sclomon, no
conclusions can be drawn as to the relationship between

this work and Philo.

In Wied.Sol.92:17, "Wisedom" and the "Holy Spirit*® <(or
"Breath of God") appear to be identitied. They undoubtedly
perform the <came function in transmitting and revealing
the divine will., This text is also significant in that the
"Spirit" is described as being sent. Thic impliecs an
independent existence, or at least identity, such as that

ascribed to the "word" of God in Ps.107:20.

The "Logos" appears in wisd.Sol.is:la—ié as the warrior
who metes out divine wrath on earth. The "Lagos" comes
from heaven, from the throne of God, to carry out his
function. Thiz text ic clearly a reflection on the episocde
of the destruction of the firstborn of Egypt (Exod.12:29ff
(J¥>»., The Function performed by Yahweh in the J traditioﬁ
caomes to be performed by the "Logos® in Wisdom of Solomon.
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This development is twpical of the post-Exilic pericd,
when the conception of divine transcendence Was
heightened, <o that +functions previously ascribed to God
came to be pertormed by lesser beings. The activity of God

in this text haes come to be understood as the activity of

the divine "Word"., As the "Lagos" originates from the
Throne of God, it is probably to be wunderstoaod as a
manifestation or instrument of God, rather than as a.

Divine Agent. MNevertheless it has a distinct identity and
function, and represehts an important development in the
tradition. The "Logos" is mentioned with no reference to
"Wiedom", which <csuggests that a "Logos" concept had been
developed by the time of writing, which «could be
urnderstcod independently of the +figure of "Wisedom". The
text presupposes that the identity and significance of the
"Logos” was Known in  the community in which Wisdom of

Solomon was written.

Twa strands of development in the Hebrew traditiom behind

the Philonic "Logos" have been isolated. These are the
"word" of God, particularly as manifested in the prophetic
messages, and the Wisdom tradition in both Palestinian and

Diaspora Judaiesm. The "word" of the Lord uttered by the
Hebrew prophets came to be understood as an emanaticon from
the mouth of God, and to be described as being sent. This
development enabled the concept of the "word" to be linked
te creaticn, &nd led to ite acquiring an independent
identity and functions. However, the idea of the "word" as
a Divine fAgent is= not fully dewveloped in the 0Ol1d
Testament. Al though the Tarqums come closer to this
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conception, it is not clear that the aAgency idea is
articulated there. The UWisdaom tradition ascribed many of
the attributes of the ‘"word" of God in the earlier
literature to the <figure of "Wisdom", and in some texts
these two concepts, and that of the "Breath" of God, are,
at least implicitly, identified. The hypostatic fiqure of
"Wisdom" is developed, and identified, figuratively i+t not
literally, as a heavenly being, a member of the Divine
Council. "Wisdom" develops distinct functions as well as
identity, but +te Divine Agency idea ics never more than

latent.

While the ‘"Logos" figure in Philo's writings is not fully

developed in the biblical tradition, there nevertheless is
present in the tradition considerable the material from
which the "Logos" <concept <could be further developed

within the parameters of contemporary exegetical norms.
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B. Philo of Alexandria and his Writings

1. Fhile Judaeus

Philo is ane af the mast enigmatic figures in
Intertestamental Judaism., A= in the case of Josephus, the
preservation of Philo’s writings was due to the efforts of
Chrictianse, and not of Jews., Later Judaism may have
disowned Philo, but this does not imply that he did not

stand well within the parameters of what was considered

car-thodox Judaism in his time.

FPhilao’s 1life ie generally dated +From c 20-10 BCE to c
40-50 CE; there is no need for greater precision at
present, =o  this tentative dating can ke accepted. FPhilo
Was a contemporéry of such.figures in Palestinian Judaism
as Hiltel and Shammai, and an older contemporary of
Gamaliel and Jesus of Nazareth., In the gentile world,
Philo’s contemporaries include the philozopher Senecsa.,
Perhaps most significantiy, Philo 1ilived in the first
generation of the Christian Church, although there is no
evidence that he had any Knowledge of Christianity

{(Sandmel, 17279, p3).

Phile was a Jew of Alexandria, a coemopolitan centre in

the Roman ‘Empire, where the Jewish community formed a

substantial proportion of the population. The Jewicsh
community in Alexandria were the only non-Greeks to make
any significant original contribution to Hellernistic

philocsophy (dol fsan, 1968, p4). This Alexandrian Jewish

-113-



philosaphical =chocl began with the production of the
Septuagint, and Philo was the last, and probably the

agreatest, of its philosophers.

Phile came from an intluential and prospercus family, many
ot whose members, including his own brother and his
nephew, held high civic office., Little is Known of Philo“s
life, except that he headed a delegation of Jews of
&lexandria to Emperor Caiuse in ¢ 40 CE, to protest the
emperor‘s claim to divinitr, and the treatment received by
the Alexandrian Jewry at the hands of imperial cofficials.
Goodenough beliewes that Philo, as a young man, was a
member of thé Therapeutae, an ascetic Jewish sect living

in the Egrptian desert (1962, p32).

Philo was a Greek-speakKing Jew of the Diaspora, who
received a Greek education, and was versed in the various
GreeK philosophical schools, particularly the Pythagorean,
Platonic and neo-Platonic, and Stoic traditions (Boraen,
1984, pZ254ff). Philo was therefore a thorcughly hellenized
Jew, who lived in a hellenistic city, and came from a
family whaose members were prominent in civic life. Philc
was no Jew of the ghetto; he was fully a part of the

society in which he lived.

Philc was a Jew who thought, spoke and wrote in Greek. His
Bible was the Septuagint, and it is questicnable whether,
scholar as he was, Philce was literate in Hebrew. While
there s echélarly consensus that Fhilc’s Knowledge of
Hebrew was weak, if it existed at all (Goodenouagh, (%82,

~-114-



iy}

g7y, <scholars are divided on the issue. iegfried, lWolfzon
and Hanson among cothers believe that Philo was conversant
in Hebrew. Heirmemann, Stein, NiKiprowetzky and Sandmel, on
the other hand, believe Philo had no Knowledge of Hebrew
{Borgen, 1¥84, p2537). The question ics one which cannot be
recclived on the basis of the evidence available, and must
be regarded as inconclusive, Twa tactors require
consideration, however. Philo’s belief in the divine
inspiration ot the Septuagint would have eliminated any
need +for reference or recourcse to the Hebrew original
(Chadwick, 1287, plS¥y. Hise use of the Septuagint,
therefore, dces not necessarily imply that Philo had no
Knowledge of Hebrew; Origen, a gentile Christian from
Alexandria two centuries after Philo, was able to attain
sufficient Knowledge of Hebrew to <compile the Hexapla.
Thise could indicate that the Hebrew language was never
entirely lost by the Alexandrian Jewry, even if iﬁ ceased
to be their mother tongue, and the Hebrew Bible was
superceded by the Septuagint as their Scripture. It
theretore seems reasonable to assume, until the contrary
can be proven, that Philo had at least a basic Knowledge

of Hebrew, although GreeK was his mother tongue.

The issue of Philo's Knowledge of Hebrew is important ncot
cnly on account of which Scripture textss he wauld have
Known, but also because hise Knowledge of contemporary

Palestinian Jewish thought would have been contingent upon

some Knoawledge of Hebrew and #Aramaic. According to
Sandmel , there ic no conclusive evidence that Philo was
familiar with cantemporary Palestinian Jewish thought
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t197%, ppl32ffo. Walfean asserts that Alexandrian Jewry
were in constant communication with the Jews of Palestine
(1968, pS», and Philo is Known to have made a pilarimage
tea the Temple in Jerusalem at least cnce (De Providentia
44). Thie indicates that the Temple remained the focal
point of his religion, &and that he would have had the
opportunity of an encounter with Palestinian Jewish
escholars. It needs alsc to be realised that Philo lived in
the Hellenistic world, and expressed himself in terms of
Hellenistic thought and concepts. Palestinian ideas would
not hawve been familiar to his Gentile, or even most of his
Jewiceh, readers. Furthermore, Palestian conceptions and
modes of thought would not necégsarily have been relevant
te Philo’s intentione in his writings. The absence from
Philo’s writings of overt evidence of Palestinian Jewish
influences therefore does not necessarily indicate that he
was ignorant of the work of Hebrew- and Aramaic-cspeaking

Jews,

The trancscendence af the Greek philosophere cver Qlympian
idolatry in favour of implicit monotheism, and their high
ethical standards, enabled Jews such as Philo to identify
with them, and to speak their language, to such an extent
that Yahweh could be identified with the-god ot the Greek
philosophers (Wolfson, 1948, pl7ff). Philo’s philosophy is
"a highly Stcicized form of Flatoniesm, s=treaked with
Neopythagorean concerns" (Winston, 1981, p2>. Philo stands
firmly in the HMiddle Flatonic tradition, which provides

the concepts with which he articulates his theclogr.
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fAccording te Winston, Philo‘s work to reconcile Hhis
philozophy with his faith, his thoughts with his heritage,
began late in his life (1281, pd4). If thic is so, then
Fhilao' = exegetical and philosophical defence of the
primacr of Moses, the Mosaic Law and Judaism, over Greek
philozophy, <o that Plato is depicted as a disciple of
Moses, can be understood, at least partly, as a reaction
te the <conditions which gave rice to hie participation in
the delegation from the Jews of Alexandria to Emperor
Caius in ¢ 40 CE. The increasjng hostility of the
Alexandrians, and of the imperial officials, to the Jewish
community, would have placed Philo and the Jewe in
general, on the defensive, intellectually as well as

politically. The ©preceding <=ituation of harmony, mutual

respect and cooperation between Jew and Gentile in
Alexandria would not have induced a cense of
contradiction, hostility or incompatability be tween

Judaism and Helleniesm, and would not have created the need
for an aqgressive defence of the historical and

theclogical primacy of Judaiem againct Hellenism.

Philo’s method of a]legorical exegesis, is similar to that
of the Cynic and Stoic philcsophers (Winston, 1731, pd4),
which had_preuiously been applied to the writings of Homer
{(Chadwiclk, 1967, pl38). Thie methaod Philo combined with
the Middle Platonic and Neoprthagorean anachronism, which
enabled hie defence of the primacy of Judaiem. His
presentation of Judaiem as ‘“"resembling 'an esoteric and
slightly exotic philosophical tradition of pre-Flatonic
origin was skKilful apologetic to the contemparary
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Hellenistic world" (Chadwick, 17267, pl1dl).

Phila was 2 mystic as well as & philocsopher. The vision of
the Throne of God was central to his spirituality, in
which the goal was myretical union with God., As will become

apparent below, this union with God was to be realised by

union with the "Logos", as God himeself ic unapproachable
to humans. The "Logos" serves as God”s mediator with
humanity. "God requires a second, metaphysically inferior
aspect of himself to face towards the lower worldg"

(Chadwick, 1987, pl143). The angels, frequently referred to

as "logoi", are emanations from God, who reconcile divine
tranccendence and immanence, and <o mediate between God
and creation. Philo‘s mysticism, while experientially

different to that of Apocalyptic Judaism, was nevertheless
founded upon the <came mythological presuppositions, and
was as deeply rcooted in the Hebrew tradition of the Divine

Council gathered about the Throne of God.

In Wisdom mysticism,_»of which Philo is & reprecentative,
the emphasis is not on divine revelations of cosmic
csecrets to human recipients. Réther, Wisdom myseticiem
consistes in the individual quest for union with God. Men
of different intellectual and Epiritﬁal calibre are
accordingly able to apprehend God more or less fully:; God
reveales only acs much of himselt as the human scul is able
to perceive (lWinston, 1981, p28). The ultimate form of
myetical union, however, ie when the scul gazes upon the
"Logos".
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Phila“"<s mystica] construction of the Light-Stream, by
which God mediates himsel¥ tc creation, is similar to, but
not identical with, the Sephirot of Palestinian rabbinic
mysticiem. This myetical reconstruction is based upon the
Ark of the Covenant; the parts of. the @ark being

trancformed into the seven pcocwers (Goodencugh, 1933, pz4>:

"RBEING"
Te OV

(the divine)

The "Lagos"
_ s Aoyes
{(the voice from the cloud)

Creative power Royal Pcwer
‘SUVG,«us NecqTikN Suvapmig Basiiqng
{(cherub? {cherub?

Power of Mercy Law-making Power
(uva/ucs 'L,Lgus (vvu,«.\s vo)-o&t‘tm'\
(the mercy seat) (tablets of Law?

World of Faorms

Kog jos veTog

(the box3
While Philo and Palestinian Judaism share fundamentally
the =ame concept of God as absclute and transcendent,
there are nevertheless definité differences. The
allegorical and exegetical technigques which lie behind the
various mystical experiences differ, particularly in that
Fhilo attaches no importance to the numerical values of
the Hebrew letters. The eschatology which Palestinian
Judaism inherited from #Apocalyptic, ie abhsent in Fhila’'=
writings. The angelologies of the two traditions are also

somewhat diverce, as Fhilo is dependent upon the Flatcnic
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concept of "daemonez" rather than on the apocalyptic

understanding of the role and identity of the angels

-
2

()

J .

[£X]

MWinseton, 1781, p.

Philo’'s mysticiem belongs to the Wisdom tradition of
‘Hellenistic Judaiem. It is conditiconed by the language and
philosophy in terms of which Philo thought, and is
therefcre different in many ways to the mysticism,
apocalyptic and rabbinic, of Hebew— and Aramaic-speaking
Judaism. Nevertheless, while the Throne-Chariot of God is
less prominent in Philo’s writings, his mysticism belonags
to the <came tradition as all other contemporary Jewich
mysticism, which has ite foundations in the

Throne-Theophany tradition of ancient Israel.

As Philo‘s mysticism is founded on different philosophical
premises and different spiritual goals teo that of
Palestinian Judaism, although the mythological foundations
are the came tradition, his understanding of communication
between God and humanity is somewhat di+fereﬁt. The form
of mediation between the transcendent God and the created
order is theretore difFerent, and therefore the concept of
Divine Agency iz <comewhat modified, as will become clear

in the discussion below.

2. Philo’s Writings

The literary worke of Philo belong to three groups. Thece
are: The Exposition of the Law of Moses; Allegorical
Interpretaticons of Scripture; and miscellaneous Thematic
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Warks. &= the texts requiring discussion for the purposes
af  this study +Fall in the firet two categories, no

discussion of the Thematic Works is necessary here.

(a) The Expocition of the Law of Maoses

Thie aqroup of writings can in turn be divided into three
parte. "De Opificic Mundi" deals with the creation of the
world. "De Abrahamc", "De losephco", and the extinct works
on Isaac and Jacob, deal with the history of the Hebrews

and the Covenant. "De Decalogo", "De Specialibus Legibus”,

"“De WUirtutibus® and "De Fraemiic et Poenis" deal with
legislative matters. "De WUita Mosis® is - a companion to
this group of writings, and is presupposed in them

{Goodernough, 1942, p33).

The Expository Books and "Mesie" are addrecssed to
benevolent Gentiles, and are an apology for Judaism. The
biblical texts are paraphrased and expanded in a manner
comparable with that in <such works as "Jubilees", the
"Genesie Apccryphon” and the "Biblical Antiquities” of

Pseudo-Philo (Borgen, 1984, p234).

"Mosis" is an apclogy Ffor Judaicsm, iﬁ which Moses is
portrayed as the ideal King, high priest and proﬁhet. The
qualities and attributes of the sage of the Stoics, the
divine man of the Pythagoreanz, and the savicur of the
mrstery culte, are combined in Moses. The divine calling
of Moses and the Jews to worship God, cbserve the Law and
serve the whaole world is expounded. & new era ic forecaet
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in which 11 natione will obzerve the Mozaic Law

{Goodencuah, 1252, p33J.

"Opificia® ic an exposition of Gen.1-3, dealing with the
creation of the world; in which the Biblical text is
understoad in terms at Hellenicstic coemalogy and
metaphysics {Goodenough, 1?62, p33). Bargen notes
affinities between "Opificio" and Plato’s "Timaeus",

particularly the conception of the worlid of forms, and
also with Stoic thought, such as the conception of the
world as a city (1984, p238>. According to Philo, Greek
philosophy has ite roots in the Mosaic 'Law; Greek

philasophical ideas are therefore Jewish in ecsence.

"Abrabamo" ie the first and only surviving of three works
on the patriarchs, It ie an expocsition of Gen.4-25,
articulating and interpreting the history of humanity from
Enos to sabraham. The 1life of Abraham is archetypical of

the Mosaic Law.

"Iosepho! is an exposition of Gen.37-50, but begins with &
summary of Philo‘s interpretation of the 1lives of the
patriarchs. In this work, Philo reflects on conditions in
contemporary #Alexandria, and emphasises' that the ideal

ruler of Egrpt was Joseph, a Jew.

In "Decaloge", Philo demonstrates that thé Decal ague
concstitutes the basic principles on which all lawsz are
based. This is illustrated more fully in "Specialibus
Legibuse?, & syectematic review of the Mosaic Law in four
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volumes.

In "Wirtutitue", Philo demonstrates the harmony that
exists between the Mosaic Law and the higher forms of
Greek Ethics. "Praemiis” ie a summary of the pointe made

in Philo“s collection of legal expositions.
(b Allegorical Interpretations

Three groups of. writings fall into this category.
"Quaesticnes et Scluticnes in Genesin" and "GQuaestiones et
Solutiones in Exodum", extant only in Armenian, with a few
Greek fragments, are works of catechetical inetrqction,
where the Biblical texte are discussed verse by verce.
While Goodenough argues that thie corpus originally
covered the entire Penteteuch, and can be regarded as
Philo“<s magnum opus (19&Z2, p4%>, Borgen regarde the
Armenian text as complete, as Eusebius Knew only the
extant wvercion, and noc GreekK fragments remain of any other
part of the corpus (1984, p242). While the gquestion cannot
be conclusively recsalved, there is no apparent reason why
Philo would have discontinued his exposition at the end of
Exodue, except in the case of the interventicon of death.
It =zeems most likKely, therefore, either fhat Philo“s wark
was cut <hort by his death, or that the corpus originally
included expositions of the entire Penteteuch. As these

worksz are of a catechetical nature, they would have been

of no interest to Gentiles, who were responsible for the
prezervation of the entire Philonic corpus. Philo‘s
catechetical works mayr therefore have pericshed in the

u
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original Greek, where his other writings, which were
addressed to Gentiles, and accordingly were of wider

interecst, were preserwved.

The second oroup of writings in the Allegorical
Interpretations i= alsc addressed to Jews, but is directed
at a higher intellectual level tham the catechetical

works. The allegorical method of interpretation is used in
thecse works "to deduce ... principles toc fortify the Jews
of Alexandria in their religious and moral life" {(Borgen,
1984, p243). Allegorical method &llows the literal meaning
of the text to be superceded by speculative discussion, of
& myretical, metaphrsical, ethical, psychological ar

political nature, around the text (Gocdenough, 1982, p47).

The major work in  this group of writings, is 4Legum
Allegoriae”, preserved in three volumes. Gen.2 and 3 are
expounded according to Philo‘s allegorical method. Three
groups of treaticses Ffollow wupon "Lequm Allegoriae". The

tirst consists of "De Cherubim®", "De Sacrificiic Abelis et

Caini", "Quod Deterius Potiori Insidiari Solet", "De
Posteri tate Caini", "De Gigantibus" and "Quad Deus
Immutabilis Sit"; the <second of "De Agricultura", "De
Flantaticne", "De Ebrietate" and "De Schrietate"; and the
third of "De Confusione Linguarum”, "De Migratione
Abrahami®, "Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres", "De Congrecssu
Gluaerendae Eruditionis Gratia”", "De Fuga et Inventione®

and "De Mutatione Maminum". According to Goodernough, at
least nine further workse are micsing from this collection
(1742, pdér.
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"Cherubim" i an exposition of Gen.3:24 and 4:l1,
interpreting Cain‘s life, activities and descent after the
murder of Abel. "Sacrificiis" an exposition of Gen.4:2-4,
dealing with the <cacrifices offered by Cain and Abelr
"Quod Deteriuc” ic a2 ctudy in the combat between opposing
principles in several situaticons in Genecis. "Posteritate”
covers the Biblical material .between the murder of Abel
and the flood (Gen.d4-5). "Gigantibuse" is an exposition of
Gen.&:1-4, dealing particularly with the words of God in
v.3. "Quod Deus" ies an expasition of Gen.$:4-12, dealing
with the consequences of Philo’s interpretation of the

preceding verces in "Quod Deus".

"mgricul tura®, "Plantatione", "Ebrietate" and "Scbrietate”
are a <ceries of expositiones of Gen.?:20-2%. These works

deal with Noah’s post—-deluvian activities,

"Confusione" i= an exposition of Gen.11:1-%, interpreting
‘the ewvents surrounding the building of the Tower of Babel.
"Migratiqne" iec a treaticse on Gen.l12:1-8, expounding the
meaning of Abraham’s departure from his ancestral home to
the promised land. "GQuie Rerum" is an expeosition of

Gen.15:2-18, dealing both with Abraham’s relationship with

God, and with the icssue of his inheritance of the land.
"Congressu” ie an exposition of Gen.1&:1-4, interpreting
allegorically Abraham’ s relationshipe with Saraxh and
Hagar. "Fuga" follows Upon "Congressu", covering

Genm.16:4-12. The theme ie +Flight, and Hagar“s departure
from Sarah, and alsc Jacob’s flights to and from Laban,
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are expounded., “"Mutatione" expounds Gen.17:1-5 and 15-22,

interpreting the signiticance -of the changes of name

[n}

ordered by God for Abraham and Sarah.

The third qroup of writings in the Allegorical
Interpretations, are the books entitled "De Somniis". The
firet of these is no longer extant (Borgen, 1784, p24%).
The second expounds the significance of the dreams of
Jacoch at Bethel (Gen.28> and at Haran (Gen.Z1). The third
boock deals with the dreams of Josepﬁ, both those he
experienced {Gen.27), and those of others which he

interpreted (Gen.40-41).



C. The Fiqure of the "Loges" in Philo’s Writings

The ‘"Logos" appears both in Philo’s expository works, and

in his alleqgorical writinge. It is best discussed in terms
aof thece literary categories. But first & brief summary of
the complex diversity of traditicons behind the "Logos"

concept is helpful.

1. The Sources of the "Logos" Tradition in FPhilo‘s

Writings

Several possible contributore to the tradition which gave

rise to the "Logos" concept were considered above. While
nce single source +or the idea can kbe isolated, some
certainty is possible as to the wvariety of ideas and

beliefs upon which the "Logos" concept was developed.

The ancient Near Eastern understanding of the divine

"ward" as effective in bringing about actiaon, is
particularly important to the development of the "Logos®
idea in Judai=m. The prophetic speeches were regarded as

manifestations of the "word” of God. The extension of this
concept with its associatian with creation, and ite
further development in the Jewich Wisdom tradition, where
it ie associated if not identified with the figures of
"Wiedom" and the "Breath" of God, with the incorporation
cf Iranianm and Greek ideas, added significantly to the
understanding of the "Word" of God. The articulation in
Greek of the tradition which dewveloped, accompanied by the
introduction of the term A°Y°§ . together with the
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philosophical connotations which accompanied the word, and
other Greek ideas, particularly Platonic, Fythagorean and
Stoical, completed the tradition which liee behind the
Philonic concept of the "Logoe". How Philo wused his
heritage, and the degree to which he was an original
thinker, canncot be establicshed conclusively, as there is
insufficient Hellenistic Jewish literature of the period
which can be precisely dated. What is clear ics that the
Jewish tradition already contained the basic concepts with

which Philoc worked.,
2. The "Logos";in the Legal Expositions

Philo“s Legal Expositions are an apology +for Judaicesm
directed at a Gentile readership, and are accoardingly not
esoteric in their philosophy or their mysticism. The role
of the ‘"Logas” in thece writings can theretore be dealt

with relatively briefly.

The "Logos" ise never systematically defined in Philo‘s
writings; nor is a definitive "lLogos"—-doctrine ewver
articulated. Sometimes the "Logaos" appears as  an

independent entity; at other times it is an attribute ar
manifestation of God. At times the "Logos“ belongs to the
created order; at others it is an instrument or agent of
the Uncreated. The oantology and furnction of the "Logos"
are not alwars consistent. NMevertheless, it is possible to
lacate the "Logos® in the hierarchy of bkeing, and to
describe <some of ite qualities, before examining its

furncticone.

!
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The "Logos” i= second only to God in the hierarchy of
being, in the Legal Expositicne. The "Logos" is the eldest
at all existing or created beings, Tov ~veTacTw AeYov

(Spec.bLeg. II11:207>. Thise accords with the <status of
"Wisdom® in Prov.3:2Z. As a created being, the "Logoe" has

an identity and existence of its own, which is important

if it is to be described as a Divine Agent.

The "Logose® ie the instrument of God in creation, and the
archetype of created beings. The shadow of God casts an
image on, and is the pattern of, created beings, <o that

they are made after the image of God, an idea derived from

Gen.1:27. The immertal human zoul is made after the image
of God, the ‘"Logos", through whom the Universe was made.
Net only ie the "Logos" a creative instrument in God’s

hand, but &also the archetype of subsequent creatures, the
image of God through whom the wuniverse was framed
(Spec.Leg. I:817. Here the "Logos” does not have
independent delegated +functione, but ice an instrument of
God. While the association of the ‘"word" of God with
creation is well—-established in the Jewish tradition, the

mode of creation, and the function of the "Logos", are

unprecedented.

Man is made aftter the image of God, the "Logos" being the
image of God, man the image of the "Logos" {(Opif. 25». Man
ie made, not patterned on any created object, but an the
"l ogoe" (Opif. 139y. While phrsically allied to the

material world, man ise mentally =&allied to the "Logos",
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having been created a copy orr fragment of the "Logos”
(Opif. 144; Praem. 1833, Here the "Logos" ie an attribute

of Ged, and ncoct & created being. The function of the

"Logose" is to mediate the Divine Image, but, as a Divine
Emanation, the "Logose" cannot be decscribed as a Divine
Agent. The "Logos" ie the archetype upon which the human

being, <oul and bodyr, ie modelled <(Opif. 138f>. This

retationship with the "Logos® is the greatest qgift

(3]

becstowed by God the merciful saviour (Praem. 1830,

Creation, portrared as a <city, begine with the divine
plan, xXoduoy qugs + the universe of ideas, which exists
only in the mind of the architect. The "Lcgos" ig the
location of the  wuniverse of ideas (Qpif. 20}, and,
accordingly ‘the mind of God. The universe of ideas can
evern be identified with the "Logoe”" (Opif. 24). As the
mind of God, the "Logoe" is an aspect of the Deity, and
not an independent functionary, and therefore not a

"Divine Agent",

The "Logos" is identified with the Decalogue, which is a
summary of the entire divine Law as found in Scripture
(peca]. 154>. The Decalogue is described as ten "Lagoi®,
ten manifestations of the "Logos® (Decé]. 32, 124, 174;
Spec.lLeg. I:1>. The identification of the written law with
the "word" of God has its origins in the P tradition, as

expreccsed in Num.15:31.

The "Logos" appears, as the mecssenger of God, to Abraham
{Abrah. 71) and to Sarah (Abrah., Z04), fulfilling the role
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attributed to God himself in the Genecice narratives. The
heightened perception ot the transcendence of God
necessitates the rale df intermediaries for communication
between God and man. This text ie¢ important in that the
"Logos" ic identified as an angel, a heavenly messenger of

God and member of the ‘Divine Council. The "Logos"
therefore has an existence and identity of its own, and &
function deleqated by God. The Divine Agency concept is

therefore precent in this text.

In the Legal Expositions, the "Logos" is most prominent
tarr ite role in cre%tian. The "Logos" is the plan and
archetype of the created order, and particularliy of
humanity. The "Lagos" is identified with the Law of God,
particularly the Decalogue. The *"Logos" also Fulfills
rcales attributed to God inm Scripture, & tendency noted
above in the Targums. The "Logos" is in most texts an

attribute or emanation of God, raxther than & created

being. The ‘"Logos" ies a created instrument of God in
"Spec.Leg" .81, with no delegated functions. In
"@dbraham." 71 and 218, hopwever, the "Logos" is &

mediating angel of God, a Divine fgent.



%, The "Logos" in the Allegorical Interpretaticons

The Aallegorical Interpretations were written fof an
educated Jewieh readership, and are consequently more
complex in  their mysticizm and philosophy than the Legal
Expositions. The "Logos" iz accordingly a much more
complex figure, requiring more detailed treatment than in
the case of the Legal Expositions. For convenience the
material will be dealt with categories according to

criteria of particular interest.
(a) Gaod, "Logos", and "Sophia’

The "Lagos® iz second only to God in the hierarchy of
being, except in instances where the "Sophia", the =spouce
of God, takes the <second place, in which cases the

“Logos", as <con of God, ic relegated to third in the

hierarchy.

The “Sophia" ie the Garden of Eden, and the "Logos" the
river, generic virtue, that flows from Eden, and divides
into four particular wirtues {Leg.All. T1:83Fff>. The
"Logos" descends from the fountain of the "Sophia", Eden,
like a river to water the garden which is the souls of
virtuous {(Somn. Il:241f». The "Ldgos" is the fﬁuntain of

the “"Sophia", from which man can draw in crder to gain

eternal life <(Fuga ?7). In these allegories, the "Sophia’

i= the <cpouse of God, and accordingly =zecond in the
hierarchy of being. "Wisdom", where personified in the
Hetirew tradition, iz portrayed as female, in posszible
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dependence on the Egrptian figures of Ma at and Isis.

“Wis=dom" iz aleo portraved as an intimate companicon of God
(eq. Prov.2:30; Wised.Sol 8230, FPhile's portraral of
"Sophia" ag the spouse of God is therefore Ffully in
continuity with his Jewish heritage. The "Logos" is next
tc “Sophia" in the hierarchy. The <conship idea is the
logical conclusion of the development in which divine

attributes became personified as subordinate beings. The
heavenly beinge, with which the divine "word" and other
concepts came to be identified, are called sons of God in
a wide wariety o# Old Tectament texts teg. Gen.&:Z(J);
Ps.82:6; Job 1:6Y. While the "Logos” ie frequently

deccribed as the son of God by Philo, texts in which the

*Logos" is third in the hierarchy behind "Sophia" are less
frequent than those in which the "Logos" is second anly tao
God.

The Primal Existence, YEVIKL R TOV , ie God, and next to
God is the "Logos" <f{Leg.All, 11:86), God being the

fountain of the "Logoe" (Q@.Deter. 282; Fost.Cain. &%). The

"Logos” is <econd to God, and, though of the created
aorder, ic the first and greatest of all created beings
{Leg.All. 111:175>. The “"Logocs" ic the eldest of all
existing or created things, Tov WpeaspoTipey TaV gvtwv

(Q.Deter. 118); a)um MpespuTepos  (Migr.Abr. &7 3 Tov avatare Aryov
(Spec.Leg., ITII:207); NpwToyove (Conf.Ling. 148 tpuTeyovey Viov

(Aar. S1).

The “Logoe" is the first-born of God, and is the ruler aof
the angels, T &¥Y£*”V ApespuTaToV tComf.Ling. 14&), and is
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high =above the cherubim, the chief of all intellectuzally
percieved beings (Fuga 101}, As well as being the oldecst
and most honcured of all created beings, the "Logos" has

the prercgative of standing between creature and Creator,

and therefcre of being the channel of communication
be tween mortal ity and immortality <(Q.Rer. 205). The
(

"Logos" ie placed nearest to God, and is the one through

whom God directe the rule of the universe (Fuga 101). The

“LLogos” <chares the immutability of God (Somn. Il:237), a
characteristic which is <shared to a lesser degree by the
sage and the man of gradual progress. The "Logos" is

identified as the <chief of the heavenly beings in the

Divine Council. "Wisdom" is= similarly conceived in
Ecclus.29:2, and ic described as the first of all created
beings, inter alia, in Prow.8:22. The '"Logos", as a

created being with the function of mediating between God
and humani ty, is & Divine Agent. This role of the "Logos”
is the result of the heightened perception of divine

transcendence in post-Exilic Judaism.

"Logos" and "Sophia" share many attributes in the

Allegorical Interpretations. Both are called the firstborn

aof God, the “Logos" in the texts already cited;: the
"Sophia” in "Fuga" 51 and "Ebrietate" 31. This is
attributable te both concepte originating in  the same

milieu, of Hellenistic Jewish Wisdom speculation (Mack,
1973, pl1d43), and -alsc to the attribution of <cimilar
functions to both concepts earlier in the tradition. The

"o

Sophia", a a feminine concept, has the role af wife

n

(Cher. 4%), or alternatively, daughter (Q.Gen. 97; Fuas
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S0-52y, of God. The "Logose", as a masculine concept, is
attributed divine =sonship. #&ccording to Wolfeson, "Wisdem
o is dnlr another word for Logos, and it is used in éll
the <senses of the term Logos" (1948, p258). The two are
effectively identified, in continuity with the Jewiszh

Wiesdom tradition.

(b} The "Logos" as a Divine Manifestation

The "Laogos® ie almoet always conceived as second only to
God in the hierarchy of being, and usually as the first
and greatest of the created order. Howewver, the "Logos" is
also conceived as an attribute or manifestation of God.

The "Logos" ie the name of God, the one by whom, in
accordance with Deut.$6:13, oaths are s=worn. The "Logos®
stande in the place of God, and bears witness to God. As
it is wunfitting For mortals toc swear by God, as they are
incapable of poscsecsing Knowledge of the nature of God, it
is scsufficient that they swear by the "Logos", the name of
God (Leg.All. II1:207+). The transcendence of God requires
mediatiaon between God and humanity. This function is
performed by the "Logés", in this text as an attribute;

the name of God.

The "Logos" ie described as the chadow of God, &xw Sgev
(Leg.Al1. II1:94). The "Logosz" is the instrument of God in
creation, and the archetype of created beings. The shadow
of God caste an image on, and iz the pattern of, created

beingsz, <eo that they are made after the image of God: an



idea founded on Gen.l1:27. When God had completed the work
of creation, He imprinted the univercse with his image and

an ideal form, the "Logoe"” {(Somn. I1:4S5).

The "Logose" as a divine manifestation, has no existence or
identity distinct from God. "God regquires a second,
metaphrsically inferior aspect of himself to face towards

the lower world" (Chadwick, 19&7, pl14S). This form of the
“Logos" has no independent exicstence, and cannot therefore
be described as a Divine Agent. Rather, "the Logos is what
ie Knowable of God, the Logos is God insofar as he may he

apprehended and experienced" (Dunn, 1980, p22&8).
{c)> The Role of the "Logos" in Creation

The *"Lagos" ie the inetrument with which God makes heaven,
the prototype of the mind, and earth, thé prototype of
sence perception <(Leg.All. T1:21), God is the pattern of
the "Logos", and the “Logosﬁ the pattern of created beings

(Leg.All. I11:964).

The "Logos® ie the house of God. Just as the human mind
has <speech for its dwelling, =oc God, who is the mind of
the universe, has the "Logos" for his dwé]ling (Migr .Abr.
4. The house of God is invisible, and can be fully

perceived only by the scul (Migr.abr. S). The same "Lagas®

w

who e the house of God, i the one who holds eldership
and precedence in the created order (Migr.Abr. &); a
position held by "Wisdom" in Prov.8:20. The house of God,

the wuniverse of ideas, is the plan or the prototype of the
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material universe.

Gad is the cause of the wuniverse, the architect whao
creates it out of his own goodness. The "Logos" is the
instrument through which the wuniverse s formed of the

four elementse (Cher. 1273, universal being being divided
inte water, fire, earth and air (Q.Rer. 140)., Gad s uce of
the "Logose" as his instrument,‘ensures the pertection of
creation (Miagr.fAabr. &3 Fuga 12). While living beings are
incomplete at their conception, and need to grow, they are
eczentially perfect in that the imprint of the "Logos®
ensures their qualitative immutability (Fuga 13¥. Man is
created indirectly in the image of God; the ;Logoa" being
the imagev of God, man the image of the "Logos“. Man is
therefore made after, rather than in, the image of Gna, Iy

terms of Philo’s exegesis of Gen.l1:27 (Q.Rer. 231>, The

"Logas" ie the inestrument of God, with no independent
functions, and is therefore not a Divine Agent in this
conception of creation. MNot only ie the "lLogos" the

instrument with which God creates, but also the image of
Himeelf which he imprints wupon the completed work of

creation (De Somn. II1:4357.

The "Logee" is active not only in creafion, but alsoc in
the continuing ordering of the wuniverse. As well as
functioning, by wirtue of <cenicrity and prestige, ta
separate creation from the creator, and mediating between
the two spheres (Q.Rer. 2093, the "Logos" has a particular
role in the ordering of nature and history. The "Logose"
wi th distinct identity and existernce, and delegated
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functicons, iz God’s Agent in the ordering of the world,

and in mediating between the created and the Uncreated.

The "Lagos" supports  the world as a prop, maintaining it
in itz correct position. As the bond of the universe which
enzures the course of nature, the "Logos® separates the
elements so that ther cannot destroy each other (Plant.
8~-102, The wvestmente of the "Logos", perscnified as the
high priest, are the four elements which'constitute the

world (Fuga 108-110>.

The "Logose" iz portrayed with a raole in creafion, an idea
attested in the Hebrew tradition in Ps.33:4 and Gen.l as
well as in the Wisdom tradition. The "Logos" ic at times

conceived as an attribute or manifectation of God, and at
other times ae & primordial or first created being. Cnly
in the Tatter «case can the "lLogos" be described as a

Divine Agent.

(d>» The "Logae" as a Mediator between Creator and Creaticn

God is ontoclogically distinct from creation, and therefore
requires mediators, of whom the "Logose" ie the chief, to
relate to creation. Thie idea igs identical to that in

Palestinian Judaiesm where the heightened perception of the
transcendence of God requires the activity of
intermediaries between God and man. Philc's conception ic
expressed in a different lanquage, and in terms of &
different philcsophy, but ie fundamentally the came as
Palecstinian Jewich belijef.
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God rules the universe through the "Logos" {(Cher. 22), his

wicercy, who wupholde and sustains creation (Somn. 1:241).

God has <set the "Logoe", his +Ffirst-born son, cver the
universce as his viceray, <so leading his +flock in
accordance with the principles of rightecusnecss and 1aw

{Agric. S1). The "Laogos" is the ruler of all, the bestcwer
of good and ewvil (Cher., 3&)>. The ‘"Logeoe" rules the

universe as God's Agent and Yicegerent.

The "Logos" reprecentse God and can be given the title
"God", not by wvirtue of inherent divinity, but by virtue
cf <standing in the place D# God. It is not of the nmature
cf God to be =pokKen of, but to exist. God accordingly has
no proper name as such, except where a name is attributed

caut af linguistic necessity {(Semn. [:228ff). The "Lagos”

is= the one whom mortals are able to perceive, and with

W cam they communicate, and ie accordingly the cane
addressed as "God". The "Logos" is a created being, God’s
Agent, who enables creation toe communicate with its

creator.

The "Logos" i the image of God, dlruv  Beoo y» the chiedf
of intellectually perceivable beings, and stande next to

God, the truly existent OGOne <(Fuga 101>. Just as the

parhelicon is toc the <sun, so is the "Logos" the image of
God. The "Logos" e not God, but is often thought to ke
(Somn. 1:23%). It ies expected that the learned should

strive  to see God, the Exiztent One. Should they be unakle
to achieve this, they should seek hic image the "Logos"
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W0

next to  God, and can more

w

(Conf.Ling. 9?72, who =t
readily» be perceived., Those who have not vet reached the
level where thexr can become sons of God, can become sons
of the "Logos", the invisible and first created image of

God (Cont.Ling. 147).

The "Leogos", a= archangel, or chief messenger of Geod, has

1

the unigue functicon of standing on the border between
creation and the Creator, and is the means of
communication between the created order and the Uncreated

(Conf.Ling 14&). The "Logos" pleade with God on behalf of

man, and is God‘s representative to his subject pecople
(&.Rer. 20%). Accordingly, the "Logas" ie often looked
upon as God, although merely the image and angel of God

n

(Somn. 1:22%». The "Logos", as= God s Agent, stands in the
place of God in his dealings with creation. The "Loqas" is
the chiet member of the Divine Council, & positicn

analogous to that of "Wisdom” in Ecclus.24:Z.

By wirtue of man‘e having been made in the image of the
archet»pe, the "Logos" of God the first cause, the human
body was created erect so that the eves could be directed
to heaven, and man apprehend that which he cannot see
(Flant. 20). By meanes of the ‘“Logos", God draws the
perfect man from terrecstrial matters to Himself (Sacr. 8.

The "Logoe" leads and accompanies thoase wha vearn to enter

the presence of God (Somn. [:71).

The "Logos" is the quide and ruler of &ll (Cher. 347,
leading God’'s Flock according to what is right and Tawful
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(Agric, 513 Mutat.Nom. 1143, With some, the "Logos" deals
as King, with some as teacher, and with some as counczellaor
(Semn. 1:171>., The "Logos" iz chosen as guide and patron
by the wise Migr.Abr. &47). For as long as they fall short

of perfecticn, they have the "lLogos" for their leader

(Migr.Abr 1745,

The function of the “"Logos" as mediator between God and
creation is to relate God, who is absolutely transcendent,
tc creation, which cannct ctherwicse reach God. The "Logos”

i God”

in

Agent in this mediatory and viceregal function.

(e The "Logos", tﬁe Taorah and the Law

The ‘“"Logos" is frequently identified with Scripture. 5lﬁh‘
ie Mosee’ name For the ‘“Logos® (Leg.Aall. 1:1%). The
"Logos" ic identified either with Scripture generally, or,
more frequently, in the context of &a reference to a

gspecific text. With one exception, these texts are all
from the Fentateuch; the exception being in Ebr. 143, in
which the "Logos" ie indentified with Scripture in the

context of a gquctation of I Sam.l1:11. Other incstances of

the identification of the "Logos" with Scripture occur in
Leg.a&11.  II:105; 1I1I1l1:5, 11, 2&4, 110, 162, 2173 Sacr. 7&;

N

Sobr. 48; Miagr.abr. 85; @.Rer. ?3; Congr. 85f; Fuga 176;

[}

Somr ., 1477, 81, 20&, 214, 245; 11;23, 272. The "Lagos" is
identified with the Law of God (Migr.Abr. 1302. The
"lLegos" is the interpreter and prophet of God (Q.Deus
138>. The identification of the "word" of God with the

written law originates in the Friestly writings, most
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particularly Mum.15:31.

(+) The “Loges" Manitest as a Human Agent of God

Philo identifies a number of particularly eminent figures,
of whom Moses i= the chief, with the "Logoz". Mases is the
most important figure in Hellenistic Jewish apologetics
(Meeke, 1977, p45), not least in Philo’s writings. Maoses
ie particularly exalted in "Mozis" I1.157f. He is the

ader aof the exodus (Leqg.All. II11:43), as

b (]

"Logos” as 1
lawgiver (Miar.Abr. 23, and as prophet <(Congr. 1707,
Moses the "Logos" and high priest pours ocut the blacd,
half into mixing bowls, and half onto the altar; the blood
poured cut on the altar bkeing an cffering to God; that

poured into the bowls enabling the human sensees toc become

pure and rational (Q.Rerum 18ZF+).

The "Logos" ic identified with the priest whose prophetic
function it is to diescern hidden truth with the
all-penetrating ex»e of God, and toc execute judgement
accardingly (Cher. 17). The "Logose" is identified with the
high priest (Migr.Abr. 102, who lives among the sacred
teachings, but can enter the Holy of Halies anly cnce a

vear (Gigant. 32; ct Lev.16:2,345. The high priest is rnot

]

& man, but the “Logose", whose father i=s God and whose

in

mother is the "Sophia". The high priest i incorruptible

i

becaucse his parente are incorruptible; it is only when the
"Logos" withdraws from his scul that the high priest
becomes corruptible. The "Logos" as high priest ie wvested

in the world, the four elements being his garments. The
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rule of the “Logos" a= high priest, King and judge, is
perpetual {Fuga 108-118>. In the Temple of God, which is
the wuniverse, the ‘"Loqos® is high priest; in the second
Temple, the reasoning <oul, the priest is & man, the
outward and wisible image of the "Logos', whoee vectments

=

are a replica of heaven {(Somn. 1:21%5).

The ‘"Logoe" is identified with &aron, whom Moses, the man
aof all wiszdom, called to his assistance as & spokesman and
interpreter (Migr.Abr. 74-79)>. Together with Hor, Light,
~aron  the "Logos" supports the arms of Moses, chowing that
the wise are upheld by the "Logos" and the Light of Truth
{cf Exod.17:8-153. When MAaron dies, by which is meant,
when he attains perfection, he ascends Mount Hor, as Truth
ie the wultimate goal of the "Lagos" {(Leg.All. III:45; cf
Num.20:25>. Aaron  the "Logos" beqgs Moses, the beloved of

God, to heal Miriam (Leg.All. I:74; cf Num.12).

The "Logos" ies identified with Phinehas, who earned the
prize of peace as the reward for his zeal to abliterate
vice {Conf.Ling. 57; cf Num.25), and also with Melkiszedeq,
the priest of the Moet High, and only, God (Leg.All.

I111:82; cf Gen.14:13).

Eminent human beings who functiﬁn acs God‘e Agents, are
identified with the "Logose".Thie appliec particularly to
Moses and Aaron. Priestly functions are attributed to all
these, which indicates the regard in which Philo held the
Jewich «cult, and his &allegiance to his Jewicsh heritage.
Hie identification of the "Logos" with human beings,
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however, iz without precedent in the Hebrew tradition.

{gy» Flural Manifestatione of the "Logos®

The ‘"lLogose" does not alwarse appear in the <singular.

FParticularly, when identitied with that which is plural in

Scripture, the "lLogos" appears in plural form, as "Logaoi".

n

The wise man encounters "Logoi" in hiz quest for Geod, the
ruler of the wuniverse (Post.Cain. 18, "Logoi" are
"heavenly principles ... emkodied in the laws and precepts
Qiven to the Jews through Moses" {(Borgen, 19234, p273).
While God bestows the principal gifts, the "Logoi" and
angels bestow csecondary gifts which cure illnesses
{(Leg.All. TII1:177). The "Loggci" are the physicians of the
soul to the wirtuous, and heal their infirmitiez (Somn.
[:4%). The two angels who vicsited Lot to warn him of the
impending destruction of Sodom, are identified as "Logoi"
(Conf.Ling. 27f; Fuga 144). The angels who ascended and
descended the ladder Jacob saw in his dream at Bethel
(Gen.28:12>, are identified as "Logoi"; they separate the

yniverse from mortality, and show that which is worthy of

attention; the "Logoi" alec display compassion and
companionship (Somn. [:14s58f). The identification aof the
"Laogoi" with the heavenly bkeings in the Divine Council

locatee Philo well within his Jewish heritage. The "Logoi"
are manifestations of the "Logos" who mediate between the
Throne of God and the created world as God s fAgents with

their various functicons.

The identificaticon of the "Logos" with human beings iz to
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be understocod in the light of the plural manifestation of

the "lLogoe" as "Logoi". In terms of Philc's mrsticiem and

in

philosophy, cnly the most advanced in learning and
epirituality, can apprehend the "lLogose" as a whale. Others
can apprehend only parts of the "lLogos", as it divides

lcower down on the myetical ladder. Theze divicsione aof the

"Logos” intc lesser beings, powers and emanations,
constitute the "Logoi", which can take form in
identifiable individual manifestations, including human

'beings who are fAgents of God.
4. The Identity of the "Logos"

The "Logos" ie a somewhat ambigucocus figure in the writings
of Philo. While an emanation and manifestation of God; the
"Logos" iz aleo described &ae & created being. This
ambiguity is best understood in terms of Philonic
myeticism, where God is manifested in creation through the
"Logos"; which dividese into lesser manifestations in the
pacwers. While the "Logos” ae a whole has na identity apart
from God, ite lower manifestations, the "lLogoi", are
identiftiakle., The activity of God, and of Agents of God
cperating in the «created order, is identified &= the
activity af the "Logose". The human and héaven]y fAgents of
God can therefore be regarded &s manifestatione of the
"Logoz", as the "lLogos" incorporates  all its lower

manifestaticons.

The "lLogosz" ie the <firstborn son, the image of God, the
archetype of «creation and the Law of God. The "Logose"
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rulez creation, and is the only channel of communication

between God and man. In ite lower forms, the "Logos" is
manifested in both heavenly and human Aqgents of God. The
"Logoe" iz the immanent acspect of God; that which is

perceptible to human apprehension.
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D. The Eole of the "Logos"

The figure of the "Logas® in Philo’s writings is not
cntologically or functionally consistent. UWhereas it is

€ an emanation of God, it ie also described as

n

described

"

the +irst created being. In <csome textes, the "Logos" |
de=cribed as an instrument in God’e hand, and in others is
an  Agent of God with independent, delegated functions.
Thizs ambiguity makes the description of the "Logos® as &
Divine fAgent a complex issue. The label can be applied
only with qualification and reservation. Thics does not
prevent our demonstrating the crigine of the functicne of

the "Logos" at the heart of the Hebrew tradition, howewer.

The role of the "Logos" is most catisfactorily ascsecssed
interme of Philo’s mysticiem. The "Logos" as a whole i<
the ultimafe vizian in Philo's myeticiem; one which can be
attained anly by those advanced in spirituality and
intellect. Those of less spiritusl gnd intellectual

advancement, can reach only to wisions of the lower

manifestationse of the "Logos", where it ic dicseminated
inte the wvaricus powere and "Logoi”., The "Logoi" can be

incarnated or manifecsted in the material world as human

fgents of Geod.

The "Logos® in ite highest AForm is an emanation of the
divine eczence, and has no identity or exicstence apart

from God. The designation Divine Agent ic therefore not

applicable, as the "Logos" doces not act independently of
God., Rather than an fAgent, the "Logos" is an instrument of
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Sod,  and i

n

desigrnated dpysmvev in  Cher. 125-127, The
concept of 3pyuvov doez not imply the delegation of power
ar of function (Uolfson, 1948, p2é&%). The "Laogos" as a
divine emanation, is the instrument, rather than the Agent

ad. As  instrument, the "lLoges" has no independent

130

at
function or power, but is merely an extensiocn of the
divine essence and activity. As well ac the function and

awer of the "Logos", his escernce alsoc emanatez from God.
p Q) !

The "Logos" is alsc a part of the created order, and
therefore has an identity and exiztence distinct from God.
Thie manifestation of the "Lagos", can accurately be
described &as a Divine Agent., While the power and function
of the ‘"lLagos" are delegated by God, the "Logos" has an
essence which is separate from the divine essence. This is
particularly true when the "Logos" e identified with
human functionaries, such as Moses, who are clearly
distinct from the divine escence. Human qgents derive
their authorits %rom God, who delegates to them their

functions. They are nevertheless not divine in essence,

and can be considered Divine mgents.

The "Logos" as an emanaticon of the divine essence, cannot
be regarded as & Divine Agent, as it has no existence or
identity apart from God. It ic an instrument rather than
an Agent. Manifestations of the “"Logos" in the created
order, however, have an exictence and identity dictinct

from God, and can ke considered fgents of God.

The functione of the "Logose" are rooted in the Hebrew
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tradition, particularly, though not exclusively, in the

Wisdaom tradition. The +Figure of the ‘“Logoe" can be
understood in  continuity with the Jewish tradition. While
the antecedents to the "Logos" are not conceived toc be

ontologically distinct From God, they are so portrayved
figuratively. Philo“= heritage therefare a]]qws for
reinterpretation of the "Logose" as a created being, with
delegated viceregal Ffunctions. The role of the "Logos" as
a2 Divine aAgent, therefore, is in full continuity with the
Jewish tradition. The #Agency function therefore does not

reguire explanation in terms of rabbinic 1aw.

Philo’s identification of the "Logos" with major figures
in the Hebrew tradition is his major innovaticn. Human
beings admitted to the Divine Councii, sueh as prophets,
were commicssiconed as Divine Agents in the Hebrew
tradition, and the mescages delivered by the prophets were
decscribed as the "word" of God. Those whaom PFPhilo
identified with the *"Logos" are all figures attributed
intimacy with Ged in the Hebrew tradition, and wcould have
shared the vision only the prophete describe. The
development whereby the "word" became hypastasziced in the
tradition, and its identification with human, or for that
matter the heavenly, bearer of the mecsszge, rather than
with the message itself, cannot be unrelated. Nor is it
unrelated to the identification of the “Logos" as the
chief of the heavenl beings, and the consequent
identification of the heavenly beings as "Logei®. Philc’s
innovatian s therefore esszentially in continuity with the
Hebrew traditicon. The functicne of the human Agente of
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Gad, ewven it not identicxl ta their particular roles in

the 0Old Testament, are rooted in the Hebrew tradition, and

do not require explanation in terms of the rabbinic legal

prescriptions.

Whether or not the "Logos" in the writings of Philo, can
be regarded as a Divine Agent, depends on its ontological
statue and ite functions in the varicus texts. While the
highest manifestation is not an identifiable entity», and
therefore not an Agent, the lawer manifestations are of
the created order, and therefore can be described as
Divine #Agents where their functicons are delegated by God.

While Phile is indubitably» wunder Hellenistic influence,

and expresces himself in the language of Greek philascophy,

his "Logos" figure ic essentially in continuity with his
Jewieh heritage in both ecsence and function. Where the
“Logas" ie a Divine pfgent, thie toco is rooted in the
Hebrew tradition, even if only fully realiced in Philo’=z
works.
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Conclusicons

We have been concerned with the figure of the "Logos® in
the writings of Philo of Alexandria, and in particular in
assessing whether or not the "Logos" can be conéidered &
Divine #Agent. Qur aim has been to show that in both
cancept =&nd functicon the "Logoe" figure ic rocted in the

Hebrew tradition.

The "Logos" +figure = the product of the conflation of
several strands of tradition. The Qld Testament concept of
the ‘"word" of God, and the Jewish figure of "Wisdom"”,

which is all but identified with the "Word" and the

“Breath" of God, are the two most important, but by no
means the only, predecessors to the Philcocnic "Logeos®
concept.

The '"Logoe® i S, in concept and <function, essentially

identical to the Jewish "Wisdom" fiqure. The functions of
the "Logoe" in Phile include those of "Wisdom" in Job,
Proverbe, Ecclesiasticus, and the later Wisdom of Saolomon
whose relaticnship to Philo ie uncertain. Earlier
developments discerniblé in the tradition are continued by
Fhilao, who in places conceivesz the "Logoe" to be a2 created
being and Divine Agent. Philo applie=s more literally that
which is expressed figuratively in the earlier phases of
the traditicon. The Philcnic "Logos" figure iz therefore

firmly rooted in the Jewieh tradition.

The "Logos" is an ambivalent figure in Phila's writinags,
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in some texts am extension of the divine ecssence, in

ather=s a created being and Agent of God. The "Logos" is

not alware manifested as & single being, but is often

di

'
n

ceminated E "Lagoi" wha are often identified as

[}

angel

in

« and on occasicn as human beings of particular

eminence and sanctity.

When a created being with functions delegated by God, the
"Logos" ie a Divine Agent, God's vicegerent and the chief
of the created heavenly beings, with &a wvariety of
functicons, chiefly concerned with mediation between God

and creation. Both as a Divine #Agent, and as a less

independent instrument of God, the functicnz of the
"Logos" are derived +rom its antecedents in the Hebrew
tradition, and are fully explicable in terms of that

tradition. Rabbinic legal <concepts of agency are not

required to explain the functions of the "Logos".



CONCLUSTON

THE DIVIME AGEMT

IM _IMTERTESTAMENTAL JUDAT SM

& to locate the

hd

The aim of this _dissertatian hae b
origins of concept of Divine dAgency in  the Jewich
religiocous tradition, together with the figures to which
the designation may be applied. This thesis has been posed
as an &alternative to those which explain Divine Agency in

terms of the rabbinic legal concept of agency.

The rabbinic thesis of Ferigestor+ and Borgen is
unsatistfactory because it i= based on later Jewish
writings, <some later ewen than the Micshnah. While thece
texts undoubtedl ¥ precerve alder traditions, it s

nevertheless methodologically unsound to explain a concept
apart from the context and tradition within which it
developed., The #Agency concept, if it is to ke applicable
to Jewish messianic figures, must be rooted in the

religious tradition in which those figures appear.

The Throne-Theophany and its developments in apoccalrptic
viciaons and mystical ascents, ics the chief form of direct
cammunicaticon between God and man in the Hébrew religigus
tradition. The Divine Council gathered about the Throne of
God is fundamental to the dewvelopment of the Jewish
religion. It ie in the context of this tradition that
ideal and messianic redeemer figures emerqed in Jewish
thought, and therefore in this context that the rocts of

the Divine Agency concept are tc be sought. The heightened



perceptian of the transcendence of God in Exilic and

past-Exilic Judai=zm required intermediary functiocnaries,

]

such as heavenly beings who were earlier regarded as god

[

to conduct the zffairs of the Divine Council, particulariy
God’s dealings with mankind., These beings are widely
attributed ©Divine Agency powers and functicne in the

1

Hebrew traditian.

Twa figures in Intertestamental Jewish thought twere
selected +for <study in order to demonstrate the thesic
posed. The development of each figure was traced fram its
origine in ancient Mear Eastern mythology, through the 01d
Testament and Apocrypha to the writings in which they
appear during the period contemporary with the emergence
aof the Chrietian Church, giving due caonsideration to other

sources outside thiz tradition.

The "Son  of Man" appears &= the supreme heavenly being in

the Similitudes of Enoch, which were dated to c. 40 CE.

The figure of the "Son of Man" has ite mest probable
origine in the UUgaritic myth of Ba“al. This myth is
reinterpreted in the apocalyptic wision in Dan.?. Bz al

becaomes "one 1like & son of man", a heavenly being wha can
in =&11 probability be identitied with Michael. The cne
like a son of man is & Divine Agent and God’s wicegerent.
This Afuncticon, when &attributed to the "Son of Man", is
expanded to include eschatological judgement and the
revelation of secrets, representing further delegation of
divine powers. The Divine Agency role of the "Son of Man®

el
o

ie rooted in the tradition a2t lezact . far back as Dan.

i

w
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whern the myth was reinterpreted in a2 manotheiz=tic sence.
The Divine rAgencr rcole of the "Son of Man" emerges, like

the figure himeelf, in the Hebrew tradition, and does not

require explanation in terms of the rabbinic law of
agency.

The Philonic "Logoe" is a maore complex figure in both
identity and function. Its aontological status s
ambivalent, and its Ffunctions incaonsistent. The "Logos®

concept has its origins principally in the Jewish "Wisdom”
figure, which e identified before Philo with the earlier
Hebrew concepte of the "word" of God and the "Breath" or
"Spirit" of God. The ‘“Logoz" therfore originateé in the
tradition as a conceptualisation of certain aspecte of the
Divine Eszsence, and not as a being with an identity and
functions of its cwn. The process whereby "Wiesdom” came to
be hypostasized and identified as a companion of God and
member of the Divine Council, began as early as Proverbs,
"Wisdom" is- described figuratively as such & being

frequently in the {radition before Phila. The Phileonic

"Logaos"® ie depicted both ae an emanation of the Divine
Ezsence, in continuity with the Wisdom tradition, and as
the supreme heavenly being, thus completing the

development begun <several centuries previousiy. Where the
"Logas" ie & distinct being, and has functicns delegated
by God, it is a Divine Agent. The functicns of the "Logos”

both as the supreme heavenly being and as a manifestatian

of DGod, are those of "Wisdom" in the Jewish tradition, and
also incorporate the Jfurctions of angeles, prieste and
prophete, and mast particularliy of Moses, wha are
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identified as manifestations of the "Logos®. The functiocne
of the ‘"Logoe® chiefly concern mediation between God and
-man. These functions are well-zattecsted in the Hebrew
tradition, particularly in the UWisdom tradition, and do
not regquire explanaticon in terms of rabbinic legal
abstractions. The dezignation Divine Agent  is not

applicable to the "Logocs" and its precursore before Philo,
as it is not until Philo that the "Logos" is corceived as
& being. The functionz become Agency functions when the
"“Logos" becomes & being who can function as an agent, and

gpeciftically as a Divine Agent.

While the theeics has been demonstrated with only two
csample figures from Intertestamental Judaiem,., it was shown
that the Divine #Agency concept iz well-attecsted much
earlier in the Hebrew religious tradition, and iz applied

to heavenly beings at least from the time of the Exile.
Divine Agenéy emerges with the figures who come to fulfil
the role of Divine Agents. Explanation of Divine Agency in
terms of rabbinic 1 aw is therefore not only

methodological l» unscund, but gquite unnecessary.

-154~



Bibliocgraphy

L]

J abelsaon @ Jewizgh Mwvesticiz=m. Land : Bell (71

CK Barrett :"Shaiiah and Apcstle” in Donum Gentilicum ed
E Bammel, Barrett & WD Davies. Oxon : Clarendaon 192782

H Bietenhard :"Logos~Theclogie im Rabbinat. Ein Beitrag
zur Lehre vom Worte Gottes inm rabbinischen Schrifttum” in
ANRW Vol .19.2. Berlin : De Guyter 1979

M Black :*"The Throne-Theophany Prophetic Commiscsion and
the "Son of Man®: A& Study in Tradition-History" in Jews,
Greeks and Christians ed R Hammerton-Kelly & R Scroggs.
Leiden : Brill 1975

T Boman : Hebrew Thought Comparsd with Greek tr JL Mareau.
Lond : SCM 19480

P Borgen :"God’s Agent in the Fourth Gospel" in Logos was
the True Light and cther Ecs=zaxs on the Gospel of John.
Trontheim : Tapir 1982

idem :"Philo of Alexandria” in Jewiceh Writings of the
Second Temple Period ed ME Stone. Assen : Van Gorcum 1934

CA & EG Briggs : The Book of Psalms., Edin :Clark 19704

WW Buckland : Manual of Roman Private Law. Cantab : CUP
1937

WW Buckland & AD McMair : Roman Law & Common Law. Cantab
CUP 1952

J& Buehner : Der Gecante und sein Weg im 4. Evangel ium.
Tuebingen : Mohr 1977

PM Casey : Son of Mam. Land : SPCK 1979

H Chadwick :"Philc and the Beginnings of Christian
Thought™ in The Cambridge History of Later Greel and
Early Medieval Philosophy. Cantab : CUP 1947

RH Charles : The Boaok of Encch. Oxon : Clarendon 1912

idem : Religious Developments Between The 01ld and The MNew
Testaments., Lond @ QUFP 19214

JH Charlesworth :"The SNTS Pseudepigrapha Seminars &at
Tuebingen and Faris on the Books of Encch" in MNTS (25
1972

JJ Calline + The Apcocalyptic Imagination. MY ¢ Croszrcad
1934 '

idem :"The Heavenly Representative : The Son of Mzan in the
Similitudes of Enoch" in ldeal Fiqures in é&ncient Judaism
ed Callins & JWE MWickelsburg. Chico : Scholars 1720

~157-



idem :"The Jewish spocalypees” in Semeiza (142 1777

C Colpe :"§ uvog Tov ovbpwmew " in  TDONT Vol VIlled G
Friedrich, tr GW Bromiley. Gr Rapids : Eerdmans 1772

MD Coogan @ Stories from Ancient Canaan. Philadelphia
Westminster 197

l'Jl

FM Craoss : Canaanite Myvth and Hebrew Epic. Camb. HUF 1973

JM Dillen : The Middle Platonists. Lond : Duckworth 1977

W Eichrodt : Theolcocgy of the O1d Testament, “Yol.2, tr J&
Baker. Lond : 3SCM 1?67

2ZW Falk : Hebrew Law in Eiblical Times. Jerues : Wahrmann
1944

J& Fitzmyer :"Ancther View of the "Saon of Man” Debate” in
JENT 4 12772

H Frankfort, HAG Frank+fort, et al 1 The Intellectual
Aduventure of Ancient Man. Chicago : UCP 1946

i Frueéhte] : Die Kosmologiszschen VMorstellungen bei Fhilo
von Alexandrien. Leiden : Brill 1948

ER Goodencugh : By Light, Light., #Amsterdam : Fhilo 1%5&%

idem : Philo Judaeus. Oxon : Blackwell 19242

Greek-English Lexicegn ed HG Liddell. Laond : QUF 18&%
(Liddell & Scott?

I Gruenwald ! Apocalvptic and Merkavah Myeticiem. Leiden
Brill 1980

L Hartmzrn : Prophecy Interpreted, tr N TomkKinson & J Gray.
Lund : Gleeruyp 12448

A Hebrew and Englieh lLexicon of the 0ld Testament ed F
Brown, SR Driver & C& Briggs. Oxon @ Clarendon 19272 (BDBY

JC Hindley :"Tawards a Date for the Similitudes of Encch®
in NTS 1143 1948 '

MD Hooker : The Son _of Man _in Mark. Montreal : McGUP 17&7

E Isaac :"I {Ethiopic Apccalypse of) Encch" in
Peeudepigrapha ed JH Charlesworth, Gdn City : Doubleday
1933

J Jeremias :'"mng 6g0u " in TDNT Yol WV ed G Friedrich, tr
Gl Bromiley. Gr Rapids : Eerdmancs 1947

JW Jones @ Law and Legal Theory of the Greeke. Oxaon
Clarendon 1254

1
—
n
Inx)

I



M Kaser : Roman Private Law &d R Dannenbring. Durban :
Butterworth 1545

S Kim :"Traditicon-Historical Consideration of the
Throne~Thecophan» Wisions and the Fiaqure "
Origin of Paul“s Gospel. Tubingen : Mohr 1781

in The

EC Kingsbury :"The Frophets and the Council of Yahweh" in
JEL (283 1944

H Kleinknecht :"The Logos in the Greek and Hellenistic
World” in TONT Yol IV ed G Kittel, tr GW Bromiley. Gr
Rapide : Eerdmanes 17&7

MA Knibb :"The Date of the Parables of Enoch : A Critical
Review® in NIS (25 1F7%

idem ¢ The Ethiopic Book of Enoch. Oxan : Clarendon 1772

J Laporte :"Philo in the Tradition of Biblical Wisdom
Literzture" in Aszspects of Wicsdom in Judaism and Early
Chrictianity ed RL WilcKen. Natre Dame : UNDP [ ¢75

BL Mack : Logos und Sophia., Gottinmgen : VYandenhoeck &
Ruprecht. 1773

idem :"Fhilo Judaeus and the Exegetfical Traditions in
Alexandria” in ANRW Yol.21.1, Berlin @ De Grurter 17984

CL Mearne :"Dating the Similitudes of Encch” in MNWIS (25
197%

WA Meeks 1"The Divine Agent and His Counterfeit in Philo

and the Fourth Gospel” in fAspects of Religious Propaganda
in Judaism and Early Christianity, ed ES Fiorenza. MNotre

Dame : UNDP 1977

FD Miller :"The Divine Council and the Praphetic Call to
War" in VT (18> 1948

Mishnah tr H Danby. Lond @ QUP 15322

S Mowinckel .: He That Cometh tr GW Anderscon. QOxon :

Blackwell 125%

J Muilenburg :"The Son of Man in Daniel and the Ethiapic
Apocalwpse of Encoch" in JBL (792> 1740

ET Mullen : The Divine Council in Canaanite and Earlw
Hebrew Literature. Chico : Scholars %80

: Jewicsh Literature Between the Bible and
ladelphia : Fortress 17281

GWE Mickelsburg
the Mishnah., Phi

idem : Resurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in
Intertestamental Judaism. Camb : HUP 19272

WOE Qecterler & TH Rohinson @ Aan Introduction ta the Eooks
of the 0Old Testament., Lond : SPCE 1953

~13%-



d Grnosticism" in ARPW YWal 21,1,

Bey Pearcsaon :"FPhila a
1 4

r
Berlin : De Guyter 1%

G

Philcg «10 VYalsy ed & tr FH Caolson & GH Whitaker., 10

1
volumes. Cambk : HUF 1721

0 Prockech :"The Word of God in the 01d Testament® in
TDONT el IV ed & Kittel, tr GW Bromiley. Gr Rapide :
Eerdmane 1747

G von Rad : The Mescage of the Frophets tr DMG Stalker.
Lond : SCM 19&£8

idem : Wiedom in lerael tr JD Martin. Lond : SCM 1972

08 Rankin : lsrael“s blisdom Literature. Edin : Clark 1754

KH Rengstorf :"wmoszsAes * in TONT Vol I ed G Kittel, tr
GW BPromiler. Gr Rapids : Eerdmans 19484

DS Ruzcell : Between The Tectaments., Lond : 3SCHM 1940

idem : The Method and Meéaaqe of Jewish Apocalryptic. Lond
: SCHM 1771

andmel : Judai=m and Chricstian Beginnings. MY : COUF
g.

-
o
>

14

19

idem : Fhile of &lexandria. QOxan : Clarendon 1977

idem :"Philc Judaeus : &n Introduction to the Mam, his
Writings, and hiz Significance" in ANRW Yaol.21.1. Berlin
: De Gruxvter 1934

GG Schalem : Jewish Gneosticism, Merkabah Myeticism, and
the Talmudic Tradition. NY : JT5& 1945

idem : Jewish Myesticiem. Lond : Thamee & Hudson 1955

E Sjoeberg : Der Menschencschn im Aethicpischen Hencchbuch.
Lund : Gleerup 19%4&

JZ2 Smith :"Wisdom and Apocalyptic” in Religigus Syncretism
in Antiguity, ed BA Pearson. Misscoula : Scholars 1275

ME Stone :1"Apocal»ptic Literzature” in Jewicsh Writings of
the Second Temple Period ed Stone. Assen : Van Gorcum 1734

DW Suter :"Apocalyptic Patterns in the Similitudes of
Encoch" in 3BL 1?7¥8 Seminar Papers, “oil.!l ed PJ Achtmeier.
Miesoula : Scholarse 1978

idem : Traditicon and Compaositiaon in the Parables of Encch.
Miesoula : Scholars 1977

R Taubernschlag : Law of Greco-Foman Egypt in the Light of
the Papgyri. MY @ Herald Zg 1744

~160-



J Tarlor ¢ The Hebrew Concordance. Lond Waugh & Fernner
1757 :
J Theisohn : Der _Auserwselte Richter. Goettihgen :
Vandenhcek & Ruprecht 1275

G Yermes :"The Use of MW 12 9uN12  in Jewish &ramaic" in M
Black : An &sramaic Approach to the Gospel=z= and Acts. Gxon
P Blackwell 1767

H~F Wleicse : Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des
Hellenistischen und Falaestinischen Judentums. Eerlin :
AKademie 1784

D Winstaon : Fhilo of Alexandria : The Contemplative Life,
The Giants, and Selections. MY : FPaulict 1921

idem :"Was Philao a Mystic" in SBL {978 Seminar Fapers,
Vol.!l ed PJ Achtmeier. Missoula : Scholars 1973

idem : The Wisdom of Sclamon. NY Doubleday (577

HA Wolfsonm @ Philo. Camb : HUP {948

RC Zaghner : The Dawn and Twilight of Zorcastrianiz=m. Lond
! Weidenfeld & Micolson 1941

a1 AUG 1087






