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Abstract

This thesis sets Philo of Alexandria and the apostle Paul in conversation on divine
grace. While scholars have occasionally observed that Philo and Paul both speak about
God’s generosity, studies and comparisons of their particular theologies of grace have
been rare. And such work has often placed Philo and Paul in either strong continuity or
stark discontinuity without probing into the theological logic that animates the
particularities of their thought. By contrast, this work argues that Philo and Paul both
could speak of divine gifts emphatically and in formally similar ways while making
materially different theological judgments. That is, their theologies of grace are neither
identical nor antithetical.

Part One sets forth Philo’s view of divine generosity. Chapter One explores Philo’s
doctrine of God, considering how the different aspects of his Theology proper relate
and contribute to his belief that God is a lover of gifts and giving. Chapter Two focuses
on what kind of human is worthy to receive divine gifts and what constitutes a human
as worthy. It is argued throughout that Philo’s concept of both God’s generosity and
human worth must be situated within the context of God’s creative acts: human worth
is constituted by the God who creates all good things, and God’s giving is rational and
just, in line with the patterns of the cosmos established by God’s Law and Logos.

Part Two turns to Paul, placing portions of his letters in dialogue with Philo.
Chapter Three traces how Paul’s view of divine grace is concentrated in and explicated
by the Christ-event; Chapter Four explores how the gift is given and received, with a
focus on the apostle’s role; and Chapter Five examines the relationship between divine
and human generosity within community. The main consequence of the comparison in
Part Two is the conclusion that Philo’s and Paul’s beliefs about divine grace are both
emphatic and different, and the relationship between them is interesting because of that
fact. Philo’s theology stresses that in creation God is revealed to be abundantly gracious
to humans who should live virtuously through the use of God’s creational gifts. Paul’s
theology stresses that the divine act of Jesus’ death and resurrection for the ungodly,

which effects new creation, is the supreme manifestation of divine generosity.
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Introduction

The idea of grace had been so much on my mind, grace as a sort of ecstatic
fire that takes things down to essentials.'

What could be more intriguing than to juxtapose the near-contemporaries
Philo and Paul?*

1. The Aim of this Thesis

This thesis sets the apostle Paul in conversation with his Jewish near-contemporary
Philo of Alexandria on the theme of divine and human grace.’ The relationship between
these two figures on the subject of grace has often been dictated by scholarly trends:
either Paul speaks of grace and Philo does not, or both speak of grace without real
difference. Yet, my argument, which will be explicated and defended in the exegesis
offered in the following chapters, is that Paul and Philo both speak of God’s gifts and of
God as a gift-giver - that is, both stress divine grace - but they configure that grace
differently; not antithetically, but differently. Thus, this work investigates what it
might mean to say that two first-century figures such as Philo and Paul both thought of
God’s interactions with the world in terms of divine generosity - that they could both
speak of divine gifts so frequently and in formally similar ways, while making
materially different theological judgments in the context of their concrete historical
settings and larger theological frameworks. It is precisely the similarities between, yet
ultimate incommensurability of, Philo’s and Paul’s understandings of divine grace that
constitutes both the promise and the problem of this study.

In this introduction, I will (1) briefly set forth how this comparison between Philo
and Paul relates to larger scholarly trends on the relation between Judaism and early

Christianity; (2) clarify how this study is positioned in relation to previous scholarship

! M. Robinson, Gilead (London: Virago, 2005), 224.

’D.T. Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature: A Survey (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1993), 66.

> 1 use the word “grace” here as a synonym with “gift.” These words will thus appear
interchangeably to denote basic divine (and sometimes human) generosity. Any additional connotations
(e.g. “undeserved grace”) are contextually determined and are not built into xdpic as “grace.”
Furthermore, it should be noted that xdpig does not always mean “grace” and that this study is not on
the word xdp1g itself but on the concept of gift-giving; see further section 4.
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on the topic and thus what gap this work is intended to fill; (3) address methodological

issues; and (4) provide an overview of the thesis.

2. Two Paradigms: Grace (or not) in Judaism and Christianity

It is not a secret that scholarly views on the relationship between Judaism and
Christianity changed - or were, at least, significantly challenged - with the publication
of Sanders’ Paul and Palestinian Judaism in 1977." The purpose of this section is not to
chronicle pre- and post-Sanders scholarship; others have done that work well.” Rather,
in broad strokes, I will describe the two dominant paradigms on Paul and Judaism that
scholars have been rejecting, propounding, or nuancing for the last thirty-plus years.
Ultimately, I will argue that neither of the paradigms are adequate for understanding
the relationship of Philo to Paul, because both paradigms pre-define what grace is and
must be for it to be present in a system of thought, thus placing Paul and Philo in an

artificial relationship.’

2.1 Paul and Grace, Judaism and not Grace

The aim of Sanders’ work was to “destroy” the view that Judaism - and especially
Rabbinic Judaism - was legalistic, in antithesis to Christianity.” Following the work of
Moore,” Sanders attributed the genesis of this antithetical approach to Weber.” Weber
approached the Rabbinic writings with Protestant categories.”” For example, with
regard to “Rechtfertigung” one can speak of “zwei Momente” - “dal der gottlichen

Forderung Geniige geleistet worden sei, und daR man infolge dessen Anspruch auf Lohn

* E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1977).

> See S. Westerholm, “The ‘New Perspective’ at Twenty-Five,” in Justification and Variegated Nomism:
Volume II, The Paradoxes of Paul (ed. D.A. Carson et al.; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 1-38 and J.D.G.
Dunn, The New Perspective on Paul (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 1-98.

® The basic layout and questions of this section are in certain respects parallel to J.A. Linebaugh, God,
Grace, and Righteousness in Wisdom of Solomon and Paul’s Letter to the Romans: Texts in Conversation (Leiden:
Brill, forthcoming), chapter 1.

7 Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, xii.

® G.F. Moore, “Christian Writers on Judaism,” HTR 14 (1921): 197-254.

° Cf. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 33. F. Weber, Jiidische Theologie auf Grund des Talmud und
Verwandter Schriften (ed. F. Delitzsch and G. Schnedermann; 2nd ed.; Leipzig: Dérffling & Franke, 1897).

19 Cf. Moore, “Christian Writers,” 229: “The fundamental criticism to be made of Weber's ‘System’ is
precisely that it is a system of theology, and not an ancient Jewish system but a modern German system.
...the system brings its logic with it and imposes it upon the materials.”
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habe.”"" In this schema, human “Pflichterfiillung” appears to be a “Gabe an Gott” and
the reward or payment (Lohn) for the work as “Gottes Gegengabe.”"? God has ordered
life so that his graciousness depends (abhidngen) on prior human “Leistung.”
Consequently, “der Gnadenweg ist der auRerordentliche.”” Every salvific act of God has
“zur Voraussetzung ein menschliches Verhalten.”** This approach - where grace, as a
reward, is a divine response to human activity - was used by many who followed Weber,"
and it became a common understanding not only of Rabbinic Judaism but of Judaism in
toto.' Grace responds to work, and real grace - without work - is auRerordentlich.

Philo was also understood in this way.” Thus, Windisch could separate Philo’s
theology under two divergent headings. Under “Die Selbsterldsung,” Windisch stated:
“Die Frage ist nun die: kann der Mensch sich selbst 16sen und reinigen, kann er sich
selbst wieder zu Gott erheben? Es scheint, als setzte Philo diese Fahigkeit voraus und

78 Windisch is clear: “Es ist die

forderte einen Selbstaufschwung des Menschen.
Forderung der Bekehrung, die er erhebt, die Forderung der Selbsterlgsung.”” Philo’s
theology is thus defined by Selbstaufschwung, Selbsterldsung, Selbstreinigung.” Later,

M

Windisch makes a different claim under “Die Gnadenerldsung:” “Die Erinnerung an die
Massenhaftigkeit des menschlichen Schmutzes 16st die Forderung der Selbstreinigung
auf.””" The paradoxical presentation of the contrasting yet simultaneously present
viewpoints of Selbsterldsung and Gnadenerlésung - or rather, the ability to separate
the two when reading Philo - is due to a Protestant framework, where grace is by
definition separate from works and worth. There can be no deep coherence between

these two Anschauungen; in their essence, they are antinomies because

"' Weber, Jiidische Theologie, 277.

2 Weber, Jiidische Theologie, 303.

B Weber, Jiidische Theologie, 304.

" Weber, Jiidische Theologie, 307.

' E.g. W. Bousset, Die Religion des Judentums im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter (2nd ed.; Berlin: Reuther
und Reichard, 1906).

' A common example here is R. Bultmann.

7 Cf., e.g., Bousset, Religion des Judentums, 505.

'® H. Windisch, Die Frémmigkeit Philos und ihre Bedeutung fiir das Christentum: Eine Religionsgeschichtliche
Studie (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs Verlag, 1909), 10.

Y Windisch, Frémmigkeit Philos, 11.

? Windisch thus makes the erroneous claim that “Véllig siindlos muR der Mensch geworden sein,
der Gnade bei Gott finden will” (Frémmigkeit Philos, 12).

' Windisch, Frémmigkeit Philos, 15-16. In this mode of thought, Philo “polemisiert...ausdriicklich
gegen den Gedanken der Selbsterldsung und des Selbstaufschwunges” (20).
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Gnadenerlosung should not contain any hint of Selbsterlgsung. As Windisch noted,
both Philo and Paul believed in Gnadenerfahrung, but Windisch cleanly separated Philo
from Paul. The question is what should be stressed, “gottliche oder menschliche
Kausalitdt?” Unfortunately, unlike Paul, “Diese Anschauung von einem Ineinander
beider Kausalitdten ist Philo fremd; bei ihm schaffen entweder die Menschen oder die
Krifte Gottes.”

Variations of this paradigm for understanding Philo still exist. Two examples will
suffice. In his brief treatment of Abraham’s election in Philo, VanLandingham notes
how God’s grace matches Abraham’s worth; thus, he states: “Considering what ‘grace’
means, Philo’s portrayal of Abraham’s election cannot be characterized as such.”” The
implicit logic is that since we know (from Paul) that grace is given to humans despite
their unworthiness - “freely” - then what Philo calls grace cannot actually be grace.
Similarly, Carson argues that Philo has no concept of election by “sheer grace.” Thus,
when he explores why Noah “found favor (xd&pig) before the Lord God” (Gen 6.8), it is
because “he had attracted the ‘grace’ (sic) of God to him by his consistently righteous
life.”” The incredulous “sic” is revealing. Likewise, discussing Abraham’s election,
Carson states: “Here, ‘elect’ has almost certainly lost any overtones of grace. If
Abraham is chosen it is because he is choice.”” Since Philo affirms that grace goes to
the worthy, he does “not reflect any of the discriminating, electing, transforming grace
dominant in Paul. There is a graciousness to positive divine ultimacy that affects
election not a whit.”” Yet that is precisely what Philo, on his terms, thought election
was: gracious and discriminating. To place a sic next to Philo’s statements about grace is
to place a sic over the whole Philonic corpus. Accordingly, where Windisch found an
irreconcilable tension between grace and works in Philo, others have nearly denied

Philo the use of the concept of grace.

2 C. Vanlandingham, Judgment and Justification in Early Judaism and the Apostle Paul (Peabody:
Hendrickson, 2006), 27.

» D.A. Carson, “Divine Sovereignty and Human Responsibility in Philo: Analysis and Method,” NovT
23 (1981): 160.

* Carson, “Divine Sovereignty,” 160.

» Carson, “Divine Sovereignty,” 161, Carson refrains from attributing to Philo a “merit theology.”
Whether or not merit is a problematic concept, it is often used as a value judgment against Judaism, and
it does not do justice to Philo. For an interesting discussion of merit in relation to grace, see J.P.
Wawrykow, God’s Grace & Human Action: “Merit” in the Theology of Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame: UND Press,
1995).
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Consequently, scholars in this paradigm work with presupposed definitions and
logic. Judaism in general, and Philo in particular, are measured according to Paul’s
understanding of grace apart from works and worth.” The tendency is thus to delimit
grace to something nearing its Pauline expression. Therefore, one either cannot find
grace in a thinker such as Philo, or if one can, it is impossible to make proper

connections to other aspects of his thought.

2.2 Paul and Grace, Judaism and the Same Grace

In contrast to the first paradigm, Sanders argued that what characterized Palestinian
Judaism was “covenantal nomism,” where “obedience maintains one's position in the
1 1 127 .
covenant, but it does not earn God's grace as such.”” Human works are in response to
God’s prior grace in election, rather than God’s grace being in response to human

works. To quote Sanders:

the perception of God's grace and the requirement of obedience...indicates
that ‘grace’ and ‘works’” were not considered as opposed to each other in any
way. ...the notion that God's grace is in any way contradictory to human
endeavour is totally foreign to Palestinian Judaism. The reason for this is
that grace and works were not considered alternative roads to salvation.
Salvation...is always by the grace of God, embodied in the covenant. The
terms of the covenant, however, require obedience.”®

Sanders’ distinction between “getting in” the covenant by grace, but “staying in”
through obedience, such that all obedience occurs within a context of grace, was a
salutary, if ultimately deficient, corrective in the study of Judaism. Grace and works are
not in tension, but neither are they allowed to be configured in relation to one another
such that both contribute to salvation. Reading Jewish texts within this framework,
Sanders maintained that “the gift and demand of God were kept in a healthy
relationship with each other.”” Accordingly, “on the point at which many have found
the decisive contrast between Paul and Judaism - grace and works - Paul is in

agreement with Palestinian Judaism.””® Whereas the scholars in the first paradigm saw

% Cf. the early warning of H. Chadwick, “St. Paul and Philo of Alexandria,” BJRL 48 (1966): 300.

7 Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 420; cf. 422. See also E.P. Sanders, “Judaism and the Grand
‘Christian’ Abstractions: Love, Mercy, and Grace,” Interp 39 (1985): 357-72.

8 Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 297.

* Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 427.

*® Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 543.



17

grace in Paul, but could not see Pauline grace in Judaism, Sanders saw the same grace in
both.

Sanders’ argument was subsequently developed by other scholars, and the view
that Judaism and Paul believed in grace “equally” has become a standard opinion
among many.”' For example, the judgment of Dunn: “The Judaism of what Sanders
christened as ‘covenantal nomism’ can now be seen to preach good Protestant doctrine:
that grace is always prior; that human effort is ever the response to divine initiative;
that good works are the fruit and not the root of salvation.”*? The question for Dunn,
then, has little to do with Judaism; rather, now that Judaism has been salvaged, “where
does that leave Paul?” Against what was Paul arguing in a letter such as Galatians, if no
Jews believed in something like justification by works? The typical answer to this
question within this paradigm is that Paul’s target was some form of ethnocentrism.”
As Wright states, justification by faith is “a polemical doctrine, whose target is not the
usual Lutheran one of ‘nomism’ or ‘Menschenwerke,” but the Pauline one of Jewish
national pride.”** The various scholars who work within this “New Perspective”
disagree on many things, but their basic agreement is that Sanders got something
fundamentally right: Judaism is a religion of grace, and therefore Paul’s problem with
Judaism could not have been a lack of grace.

Sanders made little use of Philo (his book was large enough already), and the brief

comparison he did draw between Philo and Paul focused largely on the dissimilarity of

*! As Sanders would point out, there were also significant precursors to his work: e.g., W.D. Davies,
Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology (London: SPCK, 1948). For works that
have sought to support Sanders’ appraisal of Judaism, see, e.g., D.B. Garlington, “The Obedience of Faith”: A
Pauline Phrase in Historical Context (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991); K.L. Yinger, Paul, Judaism, and Judgment
According to Deeds (Cambridge: CUP, 1999). T. Engberg-Pedersen, Paul and the Stoics (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
2000), 14 presupposes Sanders’ basic argument.

The critique of Sanders’ reading of Judaism has also been significant and helpful in many regards; cf.
S.J. Gathercole, Where Is Boasting? Early Jewish Soteriology and Paul’s Response in Romans 1-5 (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2002); M.A. Seifrid, Justification by Faith: The Origin and Development of a Central Pauline Theme
(Leiden: Brill, 1992); F. Avemarie, Tora und Leben: Untersuchungen zur Heilsbedeutung der Tora in der friihen
Rabbinischen Literatur (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996); and the essays in D.A. Carson, P.T. O’Brien, and
M.A. Seifrid, eds., Justification and Variegated Nomism: Volume 1, The Complexities of Second Temple Judaism
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2001).

*?1.D.G. Dunn, “The Justice of God: A Renewed Perspective on Justification by Faith,” JTS 43 (1992): 8.

» See, e.g., N.T. Wright, “The Paul of History and the Apostle of Faith,” TynB 29 (1978): 61-88; J.D.G.
Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998).

* Wright, “Paul of History,” 71.
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their understandings of the human predicament.” Since Sanders, few have explored
Philo’s understanding of grace,”® perhaps because it is assumed that the question of
grace in Judaism has been settled, or Philo can at times appear to be an odd Jew whose
writings are not helpful for understanding Paul,”” which largely still rests on an older
view that made strong distinctions between Palestinian and Diaspora Judaism.* Indeed,
the sheer volume of Philo’s writings alone makes him (counter-intuitively) easy to
overlook. Yet the why of Philo’s absence is not as important here as the fact of his
absence.

As already noted, correcting the view that Judaism was a religion of some sort of
thoughtless works-righteousness, devoid of grace, was a healthy step for scholarship.
Within this paradigm, Judaism is founded on divine grace, because one enters the
people of God solely through God’s grace, which is not merited by works; works are

only a condition of staying in the family. Consequently, one can find grace in Judaism

7w ” o«

because it is “free,” “unmerited,” “unconditional.” That is, for the post-Sanders
paradigm, just as for the pre-Sanders paradigm, grace is defined to the exclusion of
human action or worth. As different as the two paradigms are, they are fundamentally
identical in the definition of grace: the question is still, can we find this grace in
Judaism? In this way, the post-Sanders interpretive stream found a temporary solution
to the problem (e.g. that Judaism is not legalistic); but ultimately it only reframed the

problem, because it did not break out of inherited concepts and definitions.*

% Cf. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 552-556. Sanders had planned a project comparing the
“pious practices” of the rabbis and Philo before he wrote Paul and Palestinian Judaism; cf. E.P. Sanders,
“Comparing Judaism and Christianity: An Academic Autobiography,” in Redefining First-Century Jewish and
Christian Identities: Essays in Honor of Ed Parish Sanders (ed. F.E. Udoh et al.; Notre Dame: UND Press, 2008),
17. Sanders ends that piece: “I continue to hope for more and better comparative studies. They are not all
that easy, but they are an awful lot of fun” (33).

* Though I will discuss below those that have; see section 3.2.

%7 Cf., for example, Gathercole, Where Is Boasting?, 29: “...in the current climate, the use of Philo by the
last generation of Pauline scholars...has given way to a more skeptical view of Philo’s value for
understanding Paul’s view of faith and justification.”

% The obligatory reference here is M. Hengel, Judentum und Hellenismus: Studien zu ihrer Begegnung
unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung Paldstinas bis zur Mitte des 2. Jahrhunderts vor Christus (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1969), which showed that the distinction is problematic.

* Thus, the early critique of Sanders by J. Neusner, “The Use of Later Rabbinic Evidence for the Study
of Paul,” in Approaches to Ancient Judaism, Volume II (ed. W.S. Green; Chicago: Scholars Press, 1980), 50 that
Sanders forced “questions of Pauline-Lutheran theology, important to Sanders and New Testament
scholarship” upon the Jewish texts.
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2.3 Conclusion: The Assumed Quantity and Missing Particularity

Both of the paradigms above have valuable insights. The first paradigm is right to
emphasize the particularity of the Pauline understanding of grace, though their
method for doing so is dubious; the second paradigm is correct to emphasize that both
Judaism and Christianity had developed understandings of grace, though they do so at
the expense of the particularities of different figures and writings in Judaism (and the
particularity of Paul, as well). Consequently, what hampers both paradigms is an
essentialist view of grace, which defines grace by Paul and then uses that definition to
measure Judaism; and then, rather circularly, reads Paul in light of Judaism. There has
been little room for seeing different kinds of grace - that is, different gifts and
configurations of grace - in Paul and Judaism." Grace, then, is an assumed quantity and
the potential particularity of thought in each corpus is missing. I hope to show that a
break from such essentialist logic - grace is this - is necessary by exploring how the
specific individuals Paul and Philo define grace and configure it in relation to works,
worth, etc. by placing grace in a larger context for each.

Against the post-Sanders paradigm, I will contend that we twist Philo’s thought if
we turn him into a Protestant; his theology, understandably, hangs together in a
decidedly unProtestant way.” Yet, against the pre-Sanders paradigm, we do equal
damage to Philo’s thought if we deny him the concept of grace outright or make it an
inconsistent facet of his writings. Philo, just like Paul, had a robust sense of God’s
generosity towards the world. Yet, even if both figures speak of divine grace, I contend
that that in itself tells us very little; rather, the particularity of their thought on divine
grace is key and it is that particularity which demonstrates the insufficiencies of both
paradigms. Through comparing the fundamental theological grammar of both figures,
my intention is to raise new questions and interpretations of both Paul and Philo by

themselves and in relation to one another. Philo’s and Paul’s understandings of divine

“* The missing particularity perhaps stems from an older view of God’s grace as “graciousness,” a
disposition of favour towards humanity. For a critique of this view, see R. Bultmann, Theology of the New
Testament, Volume 1 (trans. K. Grobel; London: SCM Press, 1956), 288-292.

! Conversely, note also S. Westerholm, “Law, Grace and the ‘Soteriology’ of Judaism,” in Law in
Religious Communities in the Roman Period: The Debate Over Torah and Nomos in Post-Biblical Judaism and Early
Christianity (ed. P. Richardson and S. Westerholm; Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier, 1991), 71-72: “Paul’s writings
are misused when their theological nature is overlooked and he is thought to be depicting, rightly or
wrongly, soteriology as understood by contemporary Jews themselves.”
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grace are neither antithetical nor identical, and a comparison between the two is

interesting precisely because they are comparable but different.”

3. A Brief History of Scholarship

Grace has been and remains one of those topics that almost every study of Paul touches
on briefly, but the amount of scholarship dedicated explicitly to exploring grace in
Paul, as well as Philo, is rather small. Here we may note two groups of literature and
representative studies of each: 1) anthropological, philosophical, and classical studies
on gift-giving; and 2) comparative studies on Philo and Paul, and particularly those on

grace in Philo and Paul.

3.1 “The Gift”

Since the publication of Mauss’ seminal work The Gift in 1925, anthropological and
classical studies of gift-giving have flourished.” One of Mauss’ key insights was that
gifts compel reciprocity; since gifts build and further relationships, a gift that “does
nothing to enhance solidarity is a contradiction.” Thus, there is no “free gift,” because
all gifts expect a return. Mauss’ work stood as a corrective to the study of Malinowski,
who conducted his study on gift-giving with a distinction between gift-giving (free,
with no obligation to return) and commerce (calculated giving and return).” For Mauss,
such a distinction made no sense of his ethnographical observations: gifts are never
separable from their giver, and to receive the other in the gift requires a counter-gift.*
Gifts create and sustain social bonds, and to refuse to reciprocate means not only a loss
of honor, but also of relations. Mauss thus set a trend of attempting to define gift-giving

as it functions within particular contexts and without the baggage of cultural

** Thus, as Linebaugh, God, Grace, and Righteousness, chap. 1 states, “theologies of grace should not be
compared based on degree - what text emphasises grace more - but must ask after definition.”

* M. Mauss, The Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archaic Societies (trans. W.D. Halls; London:
Routledge, 1990). For an extensive discussion of this field of study, see J.M.G. Barclay, Paul and the Gift
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, forthcoming), chapter 1. The work of Mauss and others mentioned in this
section will not appear explicitly throughout this thesis; I mention them here, instead, because they
demonstrate the interest in the modern conversation on gift-giving, they put pressure on
presuppositions about gift concepts, they clearly outline the common features of gift-giving and
reciprocity, and they raise important questions for our study.

* M. Douglas, “Foreword,” in The Gift (London; Routledge, 1990), vii.

* B. Malinowski, Argonauts of the Western Pacific (London: Routledge, 1922).

*® See, e.g., Mauss, The Gift, 10-14.
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assumptions about gifts: the ever-present key elements were the obligations to give, to
receive, and to reciprocate. It is not that every form of social exchange is gift-giving;”’
but rather, gift-exchange was a more pervasive, and less self-contained, aspect of the
cultures Mauss explored.” Furthermore, as Sahlins then demonstrated, different kinds
of exchange were restricted to different kinds of people with whom one desired
different kinds of relations.” Since gifts set one in relation with another, one needed to
be careful to give to particular people, for particular ends/relations. Indiscriminate
gift-giving is unwise gift-giving.

Mauss’ work has been much debated and developed since it first came out.® The
critique by Derrida is noteworthy here, because it stands as an interesting bridge
between anthropological-philosophical studies of gift-giving and the work of biblical
scholars noted above. Derrida’s response to Mauss’ work was that it “speaks of

71 Mauss was not

everything but the gift: It deals with economy, exchange, contract.
determining what a gift is, but rather how the word “gift” is used. For Derrida, Mauss’
account of gift-giving implied a circular economy, whereas, in his view, a gift was
supposed to “keep a relation of foreignness to the circle,” to disrupt the circle and any
form of symmetry, and thus be aneconomic.”® A gift is not impossible - rather, in a
typically Derridean statement, it is “the very figure of the impossible.” For a gift to be
a gift it cannot be known as such; neither giver nor recipient can know the object as
gift, since that could cause feelings of gratitude or debt, consequently nullifying the
gift. Thus, there must be a forgetting of the gift by both parties, yet not only a
forgetting of the gift, but also a forgetting of forgetting - effectively, the death of the

giver is necessary.” Derrida’s reaction to Mauss is parallel to the reaction of Carson to

X&p1g in Philo: as Carson places a sic against Philo’s gift, so Derrida does for Mauss. But

7 See, for example, the distinction Philo makes between giving and selling in chapter 1, section 3.1.1.

*® Mauss, The Gift, 28-29.

* M. Sahlins, Stone-Age Economics (Chicago: Aldine-Atherton Press, 1972), 193-195.

> See esp. the essays in A.D. Schrift, ed., The Logic of the Gift: Towards an Ethic of Generosity (New York:
Routledge, 1997); M. Godelier, The Enigma of the Gift (trans. N. Scott; Oxford: Polity Press, 1999).

>! ]. Derrida, “The Time of the King,” in The Logic of the Gift: Toward an Ethic of Generosity (ed. A.D.
Schrift; London: Routledge, 1997), 138.

*2Derrida, “Time,” 124.

>J. Derrida, Given Time: 1. Counterfeit Money (trans. P. Kamuf; Chicago: University of Chicago, 1992), 7.

> Derrida, “Time,” 132-133. See further J. Derrida, The Gift of Death (trans. D. Willis; London:
University of Chicago, 1995).
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here again, it is arbitrary to pre-define what a gift is against all evidence for how (what
most humans consider to be) gifts actually function.*

What one sees from studies such as Mauss, and the conversation that has followed
him, is that gift-giving is not typically a “disinterested” activity, where “free” gifts are
given to individuals or groups who are undeserving; on the contrary, givers are very
interested in the identity of the gift-recipient, gifts are given for particular purposes,
with particular expectations that hinge on the quality of the recipient and the
obligations inherent to the gift-exchange. The value of these studies, for our purposes,
is both the questions and concepts these studies provide and the specific focus on
studying gift-giving within discrete contexts - of making context paramount for
diverse configurations of grace.

With regard to gift-exchange in the Greco-Roman world, the literature is vast: for
example, on gift-exchange in Greece,” or Roman benefaction and patron-client
relationships.”” These studies largely confirm the basic points of the anthropological
studies: one should give carefully, gifts expect reciprocation either materially or
through gratitude, and so forth. All of these studies - some more directly than others -
sketch the environment in which Philo and Paul discussed divine gift-giving. For
example, around the time of Paul and Philo we can see the common rules and
understanding of ancient gift-giving epitomized and explored in Seneca’s De Beneficiis.
The ancient world - particularly philosophers and those who had means - reflected on
the problems, possibilities, and power of gift-giving. We should assume first that Philo
and Paul reflect the ideas of their time rather than assuming that they do not; if they
prove otherwise, then that is significant and should be explored. What these studies

profitably do for us, though, is show what was typical of ancient gift-exchange.

> Further, as J. Milbank, “Can a Gift Be Given? Prolegomena to a Future Trinitarian Metaphysic,” MT
11 (1995): 130 has argued, there is an underlying assumption of a Kantian distinction between duty and
desire where the purity of the gift is what determines whether it is a gift. As with merit, there is nothing
wrong with Kant; but this distinction, when applied to gift-giving, envisages a kind of human that cannot
be proved ever to have existed.

> C. Gill, N. Postlethwaite, and R. Seaford, eds., Reciprocity in Ancient Greece (Oxford: OUP, 1998); S. von
Reden, Exchange in Ancient Greece (London: Routledge, 1995).

> R.P. Saller, Personal Patronage Under the Early Empire (Cambridge: CUP, 1982); A. Wallace-Hadrill, ed.,
Patronage in Ancient Society (London; Routledge, 1989); F.W. Danker, Benefactor. Epigraphic Study of a Graeco-
Roman and New Testament Semantic Field (St. Louis: Clayton, 1982); also the classic P. Veyne, Bread and
Circuses (trans. B. Pearce; London: Penguin, 1990). The relationship between benefaction and patronage,
is debated; I list them together here, as largely Roman forms of gift-exchange, for simplicity.
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Additionally, they call into question many of our presuppositions about what a gift is
and how gift-giving should work. All of these tools can be used in this study, and the

focus on gift-giving in these fields gives support for such a study.

3.2 Philo and Paul

There are enough similarities between the writings of Philo and Paul that comparisons
of their thought, or dependency claims of one on the other, are numerous.” With a
corpus as large as Philo’s, the possibility for overlap of any kind is high.”” The repeated
juxtaposition of Philo and Paul is significant because it betrays a belief that Philo and
Paul are worth juxtaposing and it shows interest in such study. Yet work that tries to
prove dependency of Paul on Philo, or tries to find echoes of Philo in Paul’s letters, is
tangential to the focus here.” Rather, what we will look at below are a handful of
studies that have explored the topic of grace in Philo and Paul, as well as those that
have compared Philo and Paul to gain a clearer grasp of the two figures themselves.

The early work of Moffatt explored the dynamics of grace in both Philo and Paul.”
Moffatt is one of the few pre-Sanders works that places a strong emphasis on the

importance of grace in Philo’s thought.” However, Moffat’s treatment of Philo was

*® To avoid needlessly inflating footnotes, I will point to the discussion and literature cited in Runia,
Philo in Early Christian Literature, 66-74; F. Siegert, “Philo and the New Testament,” in The Cambridge
Companion to Philo (ed. A. Kamesar; Cambridge: CUP, 2009), 183-191. Reviews of scholarship on Philo can
be found in: P. Borgen, “Philo of Alexandria: a Critical and Synthetical Survey of Research Since World
War I1,” in ANRW 2.21 (Hellenistisches Judentum in Rémischer Zeit: Philon und Josephus) (ed. W. Haase; Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 1984), 233-82; D.T. Runia and R. Radice, Philo of Alexandria: An Annotated Bibliography
1937-1986 (Leiden: Brill, 1992); D.T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria: An Annotated Bibliography 1987-1996, with
Addenda for 1937-1986 (Leiden: Brill, 2000).

> For an early catalogue of parallels, see Chadwick, “Paul and Philo.”

% Note S. Sandmel, “Parallelomania,” JBL 81 (1962): 2: “Abstractly, Qumran might have influenced the
NT, or abstractly, it might not have,... or Philo Paul. The issue for the student is not the abstraction but
the specific. Detailed study is the criterion, and the detailed study ought to respect the context and not
be limited to juxtaposing mere excerpts. Two passages may sound the same in splendid isolation from
their context, but when seen in context reflect difference rather than similarity.”

*! See also the works of G.P. Wetter, Charis: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des dltesten Christentums (Leipzig;
Druck von O. Brandstetter, 1913) and ]. Wobbe, Der Charis-Gedanke bei Paulus: Ein Beitrag zur
neutestamentlichen Theologie (Miinster, 1932). A more thematic work is M. Theobald, Die Uberstromende
Gnade: Studien zu einem Paulinischen Motivfeld (Wiirzburg, 1982), which focuses on the theme of
“superabundance” in Paul. Cf. also the more recent B. Eastman, The Significance of Grace in the Letters of
Paul (New York: Peter Lang, 1999), which looks at grace throughout Paul’s letters under broad headings
like “Dependence on God” and “Human Responsibility.”

% E.g., J. Moffatt, Grace in the New Testament (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1931), 47: “Nothing is
more characteristic of Philo than this emphasis upon the grace of God.” Note also H.A.A. Kennedy, Philo’s
Contribution to Religion (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1919).
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quite short,” and his comparisons of Philo and Paul even shorter, and were, despite
Moffat’s charitable reading of Philo, still prone to measuring Philo against Christian
theology.* Additionally, Moffat raised an ostensible problematic in Philo’s thought -
“Grace comes freely to any man...and yet somehow the reception of it does depend
upon a certain capacity” - that he believed Philo left unresolved. However, as I will seek
to show, this “ultimate myster[y] of religion” is not in fact so mysterious.”

The closest work to this study is Zeller’s Charis bei Philon und Paulus.*® Zeller’s work is
what the title suggests - a focused comparison of Philo and Paul on grace. Zeller makes
the distinction that for Philo, the place where grace is experienced is “die Welt als
Schopfung Gottes,” a kind of “ontologische Gnade,” while for Paul God’s grace is bound
up with “die an den endgeschichtlichen Kairos des Kreuzesgeschehens.”” This leads to
very different explicating systems for divine grace: for Philo, grace in creation
establishes a “Wohltatigkeitsethik” which determines how gifts are given, most often
“an die Wiirdigen.”® By contrast, the “Heilsgeschehen” that is Christ’s death and
resurrection establishes a disjunction between faith/grace and works. Grace thus
comes “gerade dem Stinder,” not according to any ethic. Zeller’s study is very helpful,
and I have no desire to disparage any of its contents to make space for my own work;
rather, I believe my work will both complement and develop Zeller’s (though there will
also be differences in argument and, especially, of emphasis).” Nevertheless, there are
at least two reasons why this study is justified in the light of Zeller’s work. First,
although it was written in 1990, Zeller makes no mention of the New Perspective, which
is a strange omission. On a related note, Zeller’s study is now over twenty years old, and
although there should be no prejudice against aging works, scholarship on Philo, Paul,

and gift-giving have advanced since then. Second, and more important, is that Zeller’s

 Moffatt, Grace, 45-51.

* For example, Moffatt, Grace, 45 states that “Philo’s transcendentalism prevented him from
realizing that God could give Himself to men.”

% Moffatt, Grace, 49. Cf. also E. Bréhier, Les idées philosophiques et religieuses de Philon d’Alexandrie (2nd
ed.; Paris, 1925), 278.

D, Zeller, Charis bei Philon und Paulus (Stuttgart: Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1990).

7 zeller, Charis, 197 and 36.

¢ zeller, Charis, 198.

® For example, I place more emphasis on why and how exactly Paul and Philo differ on their
understandings of God’s gifts to the worthy/unworthy; see the brief discussion in Zeller, Charis, 65-72.
Additionally, I would challenge Zeller’s assertion that the “Gratuitdt” of Paul’s understanding of grace is
“weit radikaler als Philon.”
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work is quite brief, with a significant amount of space devoted to grace in antiquity,
Greek-speaking Judaism, pre- and post-Pauline NT traditions, as well as considerations
of what traditions may have influenced Philo or Paul (e.g. Philo and the wisdom
tradition). Consequently, the resulting space to set forth both Philo and Paul on grace,
and to put them in conversation, is limited; sustained exegesis of individual texts,
especially for Philo, is therefore also limited. Setting the ancient context for Philo and
Paul is important, but it often precludes more extensive engagement with the authors
themselves. Thus, while Zeller’s work is commendable, plenty of work - and nuancing -
on this topic is still required.

Works by Watson and Barclay have also sought to place Philo and Paul in
conversation.”” Watson’s study is focused “on a single point: the fact that Paul and his
fellow-Jews read the same texts, yet read them differently.””* Watson thus seeks to set a
“three-way conversation” between the biblical text, Paul, and a fellow Second Temple
figure such as Philo. Watson’s approach both enables dialogue between the different
figures and thus also illuminates their dissimilar hermeneutical practices. For example,
in their readings of the Abraham story in Genesis, Philo believes “Abraham not only
observed the law,” but also his “acts of obedience are heightened and celebrated, and
actions about which questions might be raised are rewritten to ensure that such
questions are not raised.” By contrast, Paul takes “Genesis 15.6 at face value: Abraham’s
righteousness is constituted merely by his acceptance of God’s promise to act on his
behalf.””? Or in their readings of Exodus, Philo displays an “enlightened humanism” in
which the Law provides a “framework capable of comprehending human life in its
entirety,” while Paul revels in “paradox,” the fact that there is a “fundamental contrast
between the old [order] and new.”” For Watson, then, Philo and Paul read scripture in

remarkably divergent ways. What cannot be fully addressed - though Watson does

7® The relation of my project to that of Watson and Barclay is, again, similar to Linebaugh, God, Grace,
and Righteousness, which is a parallel project. The differences stem from the fact that Linebaugh is
comparing Paul with Wisdom, not Philo; and more specifically, he is comparing Romans with Wisdom,
whereas I will be using all of Paul’s letters. The different comparison partners and thus fields of analysis
raise different questions and place the emphasis in different areas.

"'F. Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith (London: T&T Clark, 2004), ix.

> Watson, Hermeneutics of Faith, 268.

> Watson, Hermeneutics of Faith, 312-313.
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provide direction - is the why of Philo’s and Paul’s dissimilar readings of the same texts;
nor is there a direct focus on grace.

Two studies by Barclay address that question quite specifically, yet are restricted in
scope and length.” For example, Barclay compares Philo’s Leg. 3.65-106 with Romans 9
to determine “as precisely as possible in what respects Paul’s theology of grace was
radical and of such revolutionary potential for later interpreters.”” Noting the
discrepancies between Philo’s God, who acts in giving to uphold a moral order, and
Paul’s God, whose gift disrupts precisely that order, Barclay summarizes: “the issue
between Paul and this particular Jewish contemporary is not whether God acts in grace,
but whether it is either possible or helpful to think that God acted in grace in Christ in a
way that went beyond reason and surpassed systems of ‘worth.””® In a similar study,
Barclay examines the relationship between divine and human agency in relation to
grace.”” Accordingly, Barclay traces how grace drives Philo’s understanding of human
virtue, and how for Paul the Christ-event is the supreme act of grace that reconstitutes
human agency. Here Barclay notes that deciding which of the two have a more radical
notion of grace would be fruitless; both press the priority of divine grace to such an
extent where, for Philo, human action seems unnecessary or illusory, and for Paul,
divine election makes God seem “willfully arbitrary.””® Barclay presses the point that
Philo’s and Paul’s understandings of grace are in many ways similar, but the
“theological framework(s] in which they place this grace” are quite different. In each
study, the smaller field of investigation is argued to be indicative of Philo’s and Paul’s
larger theologies, and Barclay repeatedly stresses that what separates Philo and Paul is
precisely the differing particularities of grace. Barclay’s work thus signals the
opportunity for a project that places Philo and Paul in conversation on grace more
comprehensively, which can more fully probe into the argumentative logic and

similarity-in-contrast between these two figures.

74 A fuller treatment is forthcoming, which will dovetail with the emphases here; Barclay, Gift.

7 .M.G. Barclay, “Grace Within and Beyond Reason: Philo and Paul in Dialogue,” in Paul, Grace and
Freedom: Essays in Honour of John K. Riches (ed. P. Middleton et al.; London: T&T Clark, 2009), 9.

7¢ Barclay, “Grace Within and Beyond,” 20.

77 J.M.G. Barclay, “By the Grace of God I Am What I Am”: Grace and Agency in Philo and Paul,” in
Divine and Human Agency in Paul and His Cultural Environment (ed. J.M.G. Barclay and S.J. Gathercole;
London: T&T Clark, 2008), 140-57

78 Cf. Barclay, “Grace and Agency,” 156-157.
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A final set of studies that should be mentioned are those that set Paul’s
understanding of grace within the context of ancient benefaction. The most helpful and
relevant work in this category is that of Harrison.”” Harrison’s thesis is that “the
Graeco-Roman benefaction context of xdpig is the backdrop for Paul’s understanding of
divine and human grace.”® Harrison is thorough both in his overview of literature on
the topic and also, more impressively, in his extensive treatment of xdpig throughout
the ancient world; he examines the inscriptions, papyri, Jewish literature (Philo
included),” and the ancient philosophers, before turning to Paul. Thus engaging a vast
amount of historical evidence, Harrison is successful in painting a rich, multifaceted
context for understanding Paul, for which all scholars should be grateful. But his work
is not without its issues. First, Harrison regularly identifies - or perhaps, confuses -
discussions of context and influence with the interpretation of texts. That is, when
Harrison turns to a Pauline text, the discussion of that Pauline text is typically
overwhelmed by discussions of potential background topics, with the Pauline text itself
receiving little direct attention. Accordingly, the value of Harrison’s study is in his
historical work, not in close readings of the Pauline texts themselves.

Second, Harrison’s work tries to prove, or assumes, a spectrum, particularly from
the inscriptions to Philo (and Josephus) and finally to Paul, where gift-giving is more
and more purified from reciprocity. In the first-century, as attested especially by the
inscriptions, we see an “ethos of reciprocity,” in which there is a constant giving and
receiving, a bond between human relations and relations with the gods that demands
gratitude and counter-gifts.” However, in Philo we see a critique of gift-giving in its
benefaction context (e.g. Cher. 122-123).% Thus, “Philo’s understanding of xdpic and the

ethos of reciprocity is largely typical of his times, with the exception of his stronger

7 J.R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003).
Note also Z.A. Crook, Reconceptualising Conversion: Patronage, Loyalty, And Conversion In The Religions Of The
Ancient Mediterranean (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2004); S. Joubert, Paul as Benefactor: Reciprocity, Strategy and
Theological Reflection in Paul’s Collection (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000). A helpful overview is D.A. DeSilva,
“Patronage and Reciprocity: The Context of Grace in the New Testament,” ATJ 31 (1999): 32-84.

% Harrison, Grace, 1.

8 See Harrison, Grace, 114-133.

%2 See throughout Harrison, Grace, 26-96.

¥ 1 read this text somewhat differently than Harrison; see chapter 5, section 4.1.
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emphasis on the unilateral nature of divine grace.” Further, “Paul’s emphasis on the
unilateral nature of grace was directed against the idea that God was compelled by acts
of human piety to reciprocate beneficently.” In a move parallel to Derrida’s concern to
uphold the (modern) concept of a “pure,” non-reciprocal gift, Harrison asks why Paul
would use xdapic, which could possibly misrepresent “God’s unilateral grace as some
type of reciprocal contract?”® Paul could be overturning the do ut des sensibilities of
ancient benefaction or the idea that humans can properly requite God’s generosity.
Harrison even believes it possible that Paul used xdpig instead of €Aeo¢ because the
Hebrew i1 perhaps “better preserved for Paul the nuance of a unilateral transaction,”
as opposed to 7om, which might have an “overtone of reciprocity.”

It is strange that Harrison is at such pains to paint Paul’s context and to say that he
is best understood within that context, only then to assert that he does not really fit on
one of its most central aspects.”® While I have no problem with arguing that Paul
sometimes sits awkwardly in his context (and we will see that, occasionally, he does) or
that he would have had issues with many facets of Graeco-Roman gift-giving, the
problem here is the word “unilateral.” It is true that neither Philo nor Paul espouse
some sort of crude do ut des, nor is the process of reciprocity mechanical; but is it
possible that both Philo and Paul construe the motivations, manners, and ends of
reciprocity differently than most in their contexts, while still fitting their context just
fine? There is no need to “purify” Philo’s and Paul’s understandings of gift-giving.

A final point of critique - directed more at Crook than Harrison - is important for
this work. Both scholars see part of their duty as peeling off the traditional theological

significance of grace by focusing on Paul’s understanding of grace within the Greco-

8 Harrison, Grace, 133.

% Harrison, Grace, 18.

8 Harrison, Grace, 35. See also 284.

¥ Harrison, Grace, 286-287. Some scholars have questioned whether Graeco-Roman benefaction is
the proper backdrop for Paul; for example, C. Breytenbach, Grace, Reconciliation, Concord: The Death of Christ
in Graeco-Roman Metaphors (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 207-238 unconvincingly argues that “Paul’s notion of the
X&pig of God has its foundation in this important and influential biblical tradition, and not in the
benefactor ideology of the Roman Empire” (226). Ancient benefaction only “provides the metaphor” for
Paul’s understanding of divine mercy. The notion that x&pig and €Aeog can be conceptually distinguished
such that one can, essentially, stand for Graeco-Roman benefaction and the other for a Jewish
understanding of God is suspect.

% Harrison, Grace, 285 even notes that divine grace “animates and impels human beneficence,” which
is “highly unusual in Graeco-Roman religion.”
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Roman world of gift-exchange. For Harrison, past studies are dogged by the double-
problem of being too theological, of using “abstract ideological categories,” while also
lacking proper historical rigor.”” Scholars have made grace a timeless construct and
have not therefore let theological questions arise organically from Paul’s own
concerns.” Similarly, for Crook, the problem is “theological xdpic,” which emphasizes
that grace is for sinners, in relation to justification, forgiveness, and so forth, all of
which “likely has more to do with the result of centuries of Christian handling of the
term” rather than a reading of Paul as one who received an unrequested benefaction
from his divine patron.” The first problem, of course, is that “theological xdpig” is the
result of even a cursory reading of Paul, not of absorbing post-Reformation dogmatics.
Any theologizing that cannot be explained, for example, by the picture of ancient
benefaction system that Crook constructs is to be avoided as theological distortion. Yet,
by de-theologizing the texts, Crook essentially boils Paul down to the lowest common
denominator: standard patron-client relationships.”” Thus, what he cannot do is handle
the particularity of Paul. We need not proclaim Paul to be sui generis in all his thought;
yet, while some theological interpreters certainly do over-read theology into terms
(“free gift,” etc.), they are at least trying to make sense of the particularity of Paul’s
vision.

The historical context of Paul’s letters (or Philo’s treatises) is illuminating, but it
can also serve as a straightjacket to determine what Paul can say. There is always a
danger of both contextual, as well as theological, over-determination. Accordingly, we
must start and finish with the texts themselves, whose own logics are our first concern.

None of these critiques are meant to deny the real contribution of, especially,
Harrison’s book; rather, I want to emphasize precisely where it is significant. Informed
by Harrison’s excellent historical work, 1 will argue that the theology of Paul’s
understanding of gift needs to be reopened by proceeding with a historically-informed
theological study, in conversation with Philo. In the following pages, we will not leave

historical work behind; as I have already stated, I believe Philo and Paul make the most

% J.R. Harrison, “Paul, Theologian of Electing Grace,” in Paul and His Theology (ed. S.E. Porter; Leiden:
Brill, 2006), 107. Cf. Harrison, Grace, 8-13.

*® Harrison, Grace, 8-13; Harrison, “Theologian of Electing Grace,” 79-80.

L Crook, Conversion, 164.

2 cf. Crook, Conversion, 193.
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sense as first-century figures. But as Paul was a historical figure who employed the
concept of grace within his historical context, it had meaning for him historically and

socially insofar as it was theologically interpreted.

3.3 Summary and Prospect

In sections two and three we have seen how, because of either theological or
historical/contextual presuppositions, much of scholarship has placed Philo and Paul
into a strained relationship of either identity or antithesis. What these earlier historical
and theological studies invite, therefore, is a deeper and more focused study of the
Philonic and Pauline texts both in themselves and also in relation to one another. That
is, there is still plenty of room for a full, nuanced comparison of grace in Philo and Paul,
and my intention is to build on these earlier studies with the hope of advancing the
conversation.” If either identity or antithesis have been the options for understanding
the relationship of Philo to Paul - they are either fully compatible or fully incompatible
on the question of grace - the purpose of this study is to use Philo and Paul as
paradigm-cases for a comparison where grace, for both individuals, is both emphatic
and different. Thus, I will seek to chart new terrain between identity and antithesis,
which will call into question many of the presuppositions of earlier studies on the
relationship of Paul and Judaism (both Old and New Perspectives), as well as historical
and theological studies on grace which assume that “grace” is a static concept.
Accordingly, throughout the following chapters we must ask both Philo and Paul:
why does God give gifts and what gifts does God give? To whom are these gifts given

and what results from receiving them?

4. Methodological Issues

Although I believe the following chapters will substantiate why Philo is a valid object of

study in himself and for comparison with Paul, the relative absence of Philo from

» There are other works related to financial matters in Paul that are important, but not wholly
relevant for this study; see P. Marshall, Enmity in Corinth: Social Conventions in Paul’s Relations with the
Corinthians (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987); G.W. Peterman, Paul’s Gift from Philippi: Conventions of Gift-
Exchange and Christian Giving (Cambridge: CUP, 1997); and now esp. D. Briones, “Paul’s Financial Policy: A
Socio-Theological Approach” (PhD, Durham University, 2011).
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discussions of Paul and Judaism both gives space for such an investigation of Philo but
also calls it into question.” Two main reasons can justify the presence of Philo here.

First, as noted above, Philo has often suffered from being considered anything other
than what he was: a diaspora Jew. As Boccaccini notes, many have approached Philo
with “historically determined prejudices” that he fits best with the Church Fathers or
Greek philosophers, but not with “the culture and faith of his people in his time.”” Yet,
as Boccaccini also notes, the simple biographical facts of Philo’s life suffice to prove his
Jewish credentials.” Additionally, recent studies have addressed the issue of Philo’s
Jewish identity, arguing that, rather straightforwardly, Philo was a Greek-speaking Jew
of the Second Temple Period.” Such a reassessment of Philo’s Jewish identity makes
him immediately relevant for this topic in reappraising the place of grace in Paul and
Judaism; indeed, Philo may be all the more important because of his relative absence
from such discussions thus far. Second, there is a huge proliferation of gift-language
and concepts in Philo; it would be difficult, or perhaps impossible, to find an author
who speaks about, references, or structures his thought on divine grace more than
Philo. Accordingly, the similarity-in-contrast between Philo and Paul - both
biographically and theologically - renders the why of this comparison somewhat
superfluous. Paul and Philo were two diaspora Jews who interpreted scripture and
believed divine generosity was paramount for understanding who God is and how God
relates to the world: they are obvious objects of comparison on this topic.

A second issue to clarify is the nature of this comparison. In the following five
chapters, I will attempt to set forth Philo’s, then Paul’s, understandings of divine grace,
allowing their respective positions to illuminate and question the other. I will thus seek
to follow what Engberg-Pedersen has termed the lex Malherbe: “comparison...requires a

thorough knowledge of each figure to be compared in his own right and on his own

* For the relevance of Philo for NT studies, see the essays by Sterling, Nickelsburg, and Hurtado in R.
Deines and K.-W. Niebuhr, eds., Philo und das Neue Testament: Wechselseitige Wahrnehmungen, L
Internationales Symposium zum Corpus Judeo-Hellenisticum (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004).

* G. Boccaccini, Middle Judaism: Jewish Thought, 300 B.C.E. to 200 C.E (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991),
189-190.

% For the view that Philo was, first and foremost, an interpreter of scripture, see P. Borgen, Philo of
Alexandria: An Exegete for His Time (Leiden: Brill, 1997). Cf. also V. Nikiprowetzky, Le commentaire de
UEcriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie (Leiden: Brill, 1977).

°7 See, for example, D.T. Runia, “Philo, Alexandrian and Jew,” in Exegesis and Philosophy: Studies on Philo
of Alexandria (Hampshire: Variorum, 1990), 4-5.
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premises.”® More groundwork will be necessary for Philo - a lesser known quantity to
most - to show how grace functions in his thought, and once that groundwork is laid,
Philo will be used as a conversation partner for Paul on a range of interrelated topics.
However, comparisons between ancient figures can be problematic. As Sanders
argued, difficulties of both “imbalance” and “imposition” can skew a comparison.”
First, by imbalance, Sanders referred to the problem of comparing one individual, Paul,
with essentially the whole of Palestinian Jewish literature. While this difficulty in our
case is not quite as severe, we have exponentially more Philonic material than Pauline.
Yet, as Sanders concluded, “There seems, however, to be no choice.”” Fortunately, on
the topic of grace, I believe, and will argue, that Philo is quite consistent. Accordingly,
by approaching Philo largely thematically, I will seek to interpret and explain as many
Philonic texts as possible; but there would be no benefit to looking at them all. This will
further attenuate the problem of imbalance."” Second, imposition, for Sanders,
referred to the potential homogenizing of a “rich a profusion of views” by “deriv[ing] a
pattern of religion” from a body of literature, imposing an “artificial pattern.”**” For
this project, the problem of imposition is not so much of forcing consistency on Philo
or Paul, but of letting the agenda of one impose certain questions or interpretive
options onto the other. I will seek to avoid this pitfall by setting forth the views of Philo
and Paul in themselves, but the reader will be the ultimate judge of success or failure

on this count.

% T. Engberg-Pedersen, “Self-Sufficiency and Power: Divine and Human Agency in Epictetus and
Paul,” in Divine and Human Agency, 118. Engberg-Pedersen is referring, of course, to the work and method
of AJ. Malherbe; see, e.g., AJ. Malherbe, Paul and the Popular Philosophers (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1989).

% Cf. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 19-20.

1% sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 19.

1% Although Philo is considered by many to be a “prolix and seemingly incoherent author,” as D.T.
Runia, Philo and the Church Fathers (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 188 notes, the following chapters can be viewed as
an argument for a general coherence to his thought. This is not to claim that Philo never contradicted
himself, but I echo the judgment of J.M.G. Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora: From Alexander to
Trajan (323 BCE - 117 CE) (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 164: “Occasionally Philo incorporates extraneous or
inconsistent material, but he is generally in control of his own theology and critical of ideas he cannot
harmonize with Scripture.”

192 sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 20.



33

' Here we need only

A third methodological issue is that of words and concepts.
note two things. First, this is not a study of the word xdp1ig but of the concept of gift-
giving in Philo and Paul, both of whom almost always - though sometimes not -
expound the concept through the use of various gift-words (e.g. xdpig, dwped). Second,
I make the basic assumption that words can have different meanings in different
contexts - i.e., a word such as xdpig can mean something different in Paul’s compared
to Philo’s writings. It will have different connotations because of its dissimilar
syntactical connections and rhetorical-theological purposes.'™ Thus, I will not assume
from the start that gift-language is or points to a known quantity. As Cohen has argued,
the vocabulary of “Hellenistic-Jewish texts,” such as Philo’s, largely underwent
“Christian re-definitions,” which were “until fairly recently...accepted as their primary
connotations by scholars of these texts.”'® This, in turn, has often led to a misreading
of those texts. There is no inherent meaning to a word like xdpig; rather, we must let
each author define their own use of it and make their own connections. Only then will a
comparison between the two be fruitful.

Finally, I should make clear what Philonic and Pauline texts I will use and how I will
approach them. For Philo, I will make use of the full range of his writings, including a
few fragments not included in his collected works.' 1t is notoriously difficult to date
Philo’s individual treatises, or to plot chronological, thematic, theological or other
kinds of development in Philo’s thought. Consequently, and since I believe Philo’s core
theological commitments about divine generosity are consistent throughout his works,
there would be no profit to dividing his thought chronologically or by genre; thus, I will

take all of his works together. For Paul, I will assume the standard seven letters

'% The essential study here is J. Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (London: OUP, 1962). See
further M. Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning: An Introduction to Lexical Semantics (rev. ed.; Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1994).

194 Cf. N.G. Cohen, “Context and Connotation. Greek Words for Jewish Concepts in Philo,” in Shem in
the Tents of Japhet: Essays on the Encounter of Judaism and Hellenism (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 31: “...an important
dimension of their writings is missed unless their words are also read in the same semantic field in which
they were written.”

15 Cohen, “Context and Connotation,” 32.

1% The standard Greek text of Philo is L. Cohn, P. Wendland, and S. Reiter, eds., Philonis Alexandrini
Opera Quae Supersunt (6 vols.; Berlin, 1896-1914), which is followed almost completely by the Loeb
Classical Library; F.H. Colson, G.H. Whitaker, and R. Marcus, eds., Philo (Cambridge, MA, 1929-1962). T have
used the LCL texts and provide references to other texts as needed. All translations of Philo and Paul are
my own unless otherwise noted.
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(Romans, 1-2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, Philemon)."” The
main focus here will be on Romans, 1-2 Corinthians, and Galatians - with glances at
other letters - in order to follow Paul where he speaks most explicitly about divine (and
human) gift-giving. There will ultimately be some discrepancy between the ways
Philo’s and Paul’s texts are used, which relates to the problem of “imbalance” that
Sanders noted. That is, with Paul interpreters have the benefit of being able to work
slowly verse-by-verse. The amount of material in Philo, however, precludes such an
approach; consequently, the chapters on Philo will alternate between exegesis of

specific texts and discussions of multiple texts.

5. Overview of the Thesis

This study has three main objectives.

In Part One, in order to avoid asking Pauline questions of Philo, I will set forth
Philo’s understanding of divine generosity. In chapter one, I will explore the major
facets of Philo’s doctrine of God to examine if and how they contribute to his notion of
God as one who is wholly generous. For Philo, God is nothing if not ¢iAddwpog, a lover
of gifts and giving. But how do the other aspects of God’s being relate to his generosity?
The focus will therefore be Philo’s language and logic for God’s munificence. The final
section will raise the issue of how God is both inexplicably gracious yet also a rationally
discriminate giver. In chapter two, I will explore this potential discrepancy further by
examining how exactly Philo constructs his concept of worth. As I will argue, to be
virtuous is to be worthy to receive gifts; but what is the source of virtue? To answer
this question, I will investigate the congruence of cosmology and ethics in Philo’s
thought.

In Part Two, I will turn to Paul. Chapters three and four largely mirror the first two

chapters on Philo. Thus, in chapter three I will trace how Paul locates God’s generosity

' However, I do not believe the differences or possible trajectories between the authentic Paulines
and the others are that great with respect to the theme of grace. Broadly put, one possible development
is that while Paul typically understands God’s grace as the Christ-event, the author(s) of the deutero-
Paulines and Pastorals - Paul or otherwise - also links grace with pre-temporal election or a salvation to-
be-revealed; cf., e.g., 2 Tim 1.9: God’s grace was “given to us in Christ Jesus before eternal times” (xdptv
Vv doBeioav NUIv €v Xp1ot® 'Inood mpod xpdvwv aiwviwv). The moves are subtle and could reasonably be
either a development by Paul of his own thought, an attempt to address certain aporiae in Paul’s
thought, or a maximizing of Paul’s grace-works antithesis.
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in, and explicates that generosity by, the event of Christ’s death and resurrection.
Accordingly, if Philo’s theology works from the creational foundation of the gift-nature
of all things, what is the effect of working from the foundation of the Christ-event for
Paul’s understanding of his present time and his reading of scriptural history?'®
Chapter four will explore how the Christ-gift is given and how it is received, asking
specifically, what role does Paul as apostle play in divine gift-giving? I will thus study
how Paul’s testimony encapsulates three important facets of divine giving: the
unfitting recipient, apostleship as a gift, and apostolic proclamation as inherent to the
reception of the gift. Finally, in chapter five I will investigate how for Paul the divine
gift ultimately founds and binds together a social reality, and I will then probe certain
aspects of that social reality. For example, what role in gift-giving is there for human
recipients of the Christ-gift?

As already stated, the overarching aim is to place Philo and Paul in conversation.
While Part One sets out Philo sans Paul, Philo is present throughout Part Two,
questioning the logic of Paul’s thought and serving as a conversation partner. Philo’s
appearances throughout the Paul chapters will be varied. In chapter three, he is a
consistent voice that interrogates Paul. In chapter four, he has little to say throughout
the chapter - on apostolic mediation! - but appears at the end in the discussion of gifts
to the (un)worthy. Finally, in chapter five, a significant portion of the chapter is spent
elaborating Philo’s views on human giving, community, and thanksgiving in relation to
Paul. The comparison between Philo and Paul is never lost from view, but each chapter
in Part Two approaches the comparison differently.

As we will see, both Philo and Paul, in Sanders’ words, keep “the gift and demand of
God...in a healthy relationship with each other.”'” But, we might say, each defines,
configures, and understands “gift,” “demand,” “healthy,” and “relationship”

differently. The intention - and hope - of this study is to shed clarifying light on divine

1% 0Of course, it should be noted that Philo’s and Paul’s theologies of gift-giving are not abstract
concepts formed apart from their social realities, but are inextricably tied to their own social conditions
and purposes. Thus, for example, Philo’s understanding of God’s abundant generosity cannot be detached
from his existence in Alexandria as a wealthy and politically important Jew; and Paul’s understanding of
the Christ-gift as a gift that is incongruous to its recipients cannot be separated from either his own
experience or the experience and practice of the Gentile mission.

1% sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 427.
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grace in Philo, Paul, and on how the fundamental theological structures and logic of

their thought relate to each other.



Chapter 1: The Perfect God who Gives

The devout Philo believed in God the giver. No one in his day urged this religious
conviction with more power and moving passion.'

1. Introduction

For Philo, the hallmark of piety is to “attribute everything to God” (&mavta d¢
npoodntel 0e®).” At its core, Philo’s oeuvre can be understood as an attempt to do just
that. Philo’s God is the perfect Cause of all reality, the creating Being who overflows
with goods upon the cosmos: everything is credited to God and considered a gift.
Accordingly, a primary metaphor Philo uses to characterize God is that of a giver — a
point that has received insufficient attention from interpreters.’ Thus, in this chapter I
will demonstrate how the principal themes of Philo’s doctrine of God contribute to and
propel his understanding of divine generosity. As Moffatt states, “this Alexandrian sage
and saint is never tired of speaking about God, and he never speaks very long about any
aspect of God without introducing grace.” I will argue that three axioms constitute
Philo’s view of divine beneficence, serving as grammatical rules for how one properly
speaks about God’s generosity: God is 1) creator and cause of all things, 2) by nature
hyper-generous, and 3) in his actions a perfect and incommensurate giver.” These three
axioms are interrelated and build on each other, and they must be interpreted in
relation to one central rule: God is wise and rational, and therefore gives gifts according
to who the recipient is and what is needed. Furthermore, the order of the axioms is

important: Philo situates God’s generosity in his creative activity, and the way he

'J. Moffatt, Grace in the New Testament (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1931), 45.

? Leg. 3.29.

* Some notable exceptions are Kennedy, Moffatt, Zeller. The problem has not been that scholars did
not notice Philo’s emphasis on divine generosity, but rather they have tended to attempt to situate Philo
in his historical-philosophical context rather than work out the logic of his own thought.

* Moffatt, Grace, 48.

> Cf. D.T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato (Leiden: Brill, 1986), 433: “Philo’s doctrine of
God is the coping stone of his thought. ...an understanding of Philo’s views on the nature and activity of
God will ensure that the other aspects of his thinking will settle securely into place.” Or M. Hadas-Lebel,
Philo of Alexandria: A Thinker in the Jewish Diaspora (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 181: “[t]hree themes constitute the
very essence of his doctrine: God, the Law, and spiritual advancement.” In this scheme, this chapter deals
with the first theme and the next chapter will explore the latter two.
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speaks of divine giving must be examined from this perspective. Divine grace is
cosmological and causative: God’s first and greatest gift is creation, and all other gifts
bring the recipient in line with the order God has built into the cosmos. Therefore, in
this chapter I will present how and why, for Philo, everything is a movement of divine
generosity from a good God who needs nothing and therefore gives to his creation,
while in the next chapter I will delineate more specifically the theological and
philosophical constructs that frame Philo’s understanding of gift-giving (e.g. Law of

Nature, virtue).

2. God as Cause and Creator of All Things

Philo uses two concepts to explain how all created reality originates from God: the
(primarily) philosophical concept of God as cause and the (primarily) biblical concept of
God as creator. Philo uses whichever he needs as the situation calls for it, because both
ideas point to the same truth in slightly different ways. Therefore, we will explore them
sometimes together and sometimes separately, as needed by the evidence. The idea
that God is the source of all reality - that God brings existence from nonexistence,
order from chaos - provides the foundation and framework for Philo’s understanding

of God’s generosity.

2.1 Piety and Proper Understanding of God’s Causation

Philo aligns human piety with belief in God’s causation, because it is fundamental to his
thought that God alone created everything.® The wise person’s belief in God as cause is
the confirmation of piety (evoefeiag fePaiwoic).” For example, by leaving his astrology-
ridden homeland, Abraham learned that all things are governed by the cause who

created them, not by fate.® Similarly, Abraham refused to receive from the king of

® Cf. J.M.G. Barclay, “‘By the Grace of God I Am What I Am”: Grace and Agency in Philo and Paul,” in
Divine and Human Agency in Paul and His Cultural Environment (ed. J.M.G. Barclay and S.J. Gathercole;
London: T&T Clark, 2008), 142: “God’s gracious causation of all that exists is of critical importance for
Philo in distinguishing his philosophy from impious alternatives, and in motivating the central core of
piety, gratitude to God.”

7 Mut. 155.

® Abr. 78. Cf. P, Frick, Divine Providence in Philo of Alexandria (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 128; S.
Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: An Introduction (Oxford: OUP, 1979), 61; for a broader discussion, see W.L.
Knox, “Abraham and the Quest for God,” HTR 28 (1935): 55-60; and the response by S. Sandmel,
“Abraham’s Knowledge of the Existence of God,” HTR 44 (1951): 137-39.
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Sodom (Gen 14.21-23), which exemplifies Abraham’s belief that “all things come from
the only wise God,” not from created things.” Likewise, the essence of the “Great Vow”
(cf. Num 6.2) is the belief that “God himself and from himself is the cause of good
things” (tov 0edv aitiov dyab@dv avtov de’ eavtod).” Confessing God as cause is such a
great work (£pyov) that it cannot be properly viewed as a work of the soul but of God
who “shines thanksgiving” in the soul." The result of such belief is the presentation of
offerings to God. Thus, Abel offered the firstborn in confession that even the older
causes are held together according to the oldest of the causes, God."

By contrast, disavowing God’s causation is an unmistakable sign of impiety. Thus,
some proudly consider “themselves the causes of the good things which happen,”*
which is essentially self-deification, “hiding God who is the true Cause of creation” (tov
w¢ GANOGG aitiov yevéoewg dvta Bedv)," and idolatry.” The minds of such people are
blinded—they cannot see God but only the world and what is in the world." Pharaoh is
a leading instantiation of this primarily Egyptian error of “being ignorant of the cause”
because he loves the “material.”" Yet Cain is the archetype of this impiety: Philo links

Cain to Protagoras’ statement that “man is the measure of all things,” which means

’ Ebr. 105-107.

'% Deus 87. D. Winston and J. Dillon, Two Treatises of Philo of Alexandria: A Commentary on De Gigantibus
and Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis (Chico: Scholars Press, 1983), 325 note Plato’s definition in Laws 801a: edyal
napa Be®v aitfioeig eiolv; Plato also clarifies that it is particularly a seeking of something good (¢
Gya®ov aitovuevor). Cf. Agr. 99; Sacr. 53, where Philo states that the intent of a vow is “seeking good
things from God.” For vows in Philo, see J. Leonhardt, Jewish Worship in Philo of Alexandria (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2001), 117-124; on the great vow, A. Cacciari, “Philo and the Nazirite,” in Italian Studies on Philo of
Alexandria (ed. F. Calabi; Boston: Brill, 2003), 147-64.

! Leg. 1.82. On knowing God as cause: Post. 167-169.

'2 Conf. 124. Cf, Spec. 2.171-180, 204; Her, 113-124,

" Sacr. 54-57. Cf, Conf. 123. In response, Philo cites Deut 8.17-18a, which claims God as the one who
“gives strength to you in order to obtain power.” Agr. 173 and Mut. 221 connect self-love with neglect of
viewing God as Cause. Cf. D.T. Runia and A. Geljon, Philo of Alexandria: On Cultivation: Introduction,
Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 253-254,

" Spec. 1.10.

' Self-deification is “ingratitude to the Benefactor of the whole world, who by his own power gives a
bountiful surplus of goods to every part of the universe” (Legat. 118).

' Ebr. 108-110. Cf, similarly, Migr. 179-181; Spec. 1.13.

' Leg. 3.243. Cf. S. Pearce, The Land of the Body: Studies in Philo’s Representation of Eqypt (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2007), 144, 155.
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that humans generate all things." Cain’s essential “offence is not to give God His due,
which...is equivalent to the skeptic’s denial of God’s creative power.”"”

Causation can be improperly located in humanity, polytheism, or the created
universe,” but all who do so are like archers who, “aiming at many things and not
aiming skillfully at any mark, put forward innumerable sources and causes of the
creation of the universe, all of which are false, and are ignorant of the one Creator and
Father of the universe.””" Accordingly, belief in God as the Origin of all reality is of the
utmost importance for Philo’s thought,” for those who ascribe all things to God’s grace

are truly noble.”” But there are very particular ways that God is to be understood as

Cause.

2.2 God’s Goodness and the Origin of Creation

In Cher. 124-130, Philo is interpreting the declaration in Genesis 4.1, “I have obtained a
man through God.” Philo believes that Adam has spoken improperly, because “God is
cause, not instrument” (6 06¢ aitiov, o0k 8pyavov). Adam stated that he obtained a
man 816 to0 0g0D, where Philo believes 0nd, mapd, and sometimes ék can describe God’s
action, but not 814.* Whatever comes into existence is “through an instrument, but by a

cause.” Adam mistakes the Cause for the instrument, thus making himself the cause.”

'8 Cf. Post. 33-39; H. Najman, “Cain and Abel as Character Traits: A Study in the Allegorical Typology
of Philo of Alexandria,” in Eve’s Children (ed. G.P. Luttikhuizen; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 107-18; A.C. Geljon,
“Philonic Elements in Didymus the Blind’s Exegesis of the Story of Cain and Abel,” VC 61 (2007): 282-312.

' Leonhardt, Jewish Worship, 198. Cf. J. LaPorte, Eucharistia in Philo (New York: Edwin Mellen, 1983),
133: “the Cain-Protagoras pair represents the chief enemy to a disposition of mind which refers
everything to God.”

0 Cf. Spec. 2.198.

*! Conf. 144. Cf. Leg. 3.29-31; Somn. 2.75-77.

*2 This is consistent with Philo’s understanding of Genesis not “as a theological or cosmological tract,
but as the preface to a document of ethical and religious content.” R. Radice, “Philo’s Theology and
Theory of Creation,” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo (ed. A. Kamesar; Cambridge: CUP, 2009), 125.

% Post. 42.

** Though see Leg. 1.41 where Philo states that some things come into existence by (0n6) and through
(514) God. Runia, Timaeus, 104, 133, 171-174 draws attention to Philo’s location in the development of
“prepositional metaphysics” in Middle Platonism, “in which the Aristotelian doctrine of causes is
adapted to the requirements of Platonic doctrine.” Cf. R.R. Cox, By the Same Word: Creation and Salvation in
Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christianity (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007), 43-51; T.H. Tobin, The Creation of Man:
Philo and the History of Interpretation (Washington D.C.: CBAA, 1983), 67-72. The term was popularized by J.
Dillon, The Middle Platonists: A Study of Platonism, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220 (Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1977), 138, who was
himself following W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (Berlin; Weidmann, 1964). For a helpful
overview, see G.E. Sterling, “Prepositional Metaphysics in Jewish Wisdom Speculation and Early
Christological Hymns,” StPhA 9 (1997): 219-38. Cf. also QG 1.58; Prov. 1.23. In this latter text, the final
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Philo’s Aristotelian understanding of causation guides his interpretation of this
text.” God is the first or efficient cause (td 0@’ 00), and everything exists by him.” The
four elements are the material cause (10 €€ o0), from which the world was
“compounded.” The instrument is the Logos (td &t 00), which constructs or prepares
the materials. And the final cause (t0 8t 6) is the “goodness of the Demiurge” — the “for
the sake of which” or end goal of causation.”® God is thus t6 aftiov and his goodness is 1
aitia; thus, beyond demarcating God’s role in causation, this text associates God’s
causation and goodness.”

Philo makes this link often. Philo asserts, “Therefore, if someone were to ask me
what the cause of the creation of the world was (tig aitia yevéoewg kdopov), having
learned from Moses, I would respond that the goodness of the Existent One, which is

the eldest of the graces, is in itself the cause” (fj to0 8vtog dyaddtng, fitig €oti

cause is “the model.” Thus, as Sterling notes, Philo’s use of npog 6 rather than 8" 8 “suggests that Philo
knows more than one analysis” (227-228).

% Parents do play a role in childbirth in connection with God’s causation. In Her. 171-172, parents are
instruments of creation (8pyava yevésewc). Mortal parents imitate the divine powers of creation, such
that God is the “beginning of creation” (&pxn yevéoewg) and human parents are the end (téAog).
Similarly, Decal. 51; Ebr. 73; Cher. 43-46; Spec. 2.2; Cf. M. Niehoff, Philo on Jewish Identity and Culture
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 170. Parents are similarly compared to God as the benefactors of their
children; cf. Spec. 2.229-231; Decal. 165-166; Opif. 77. A.S. Carman, “Philo’s Doctrine of the Divine Father
and the Virgin Mother,” The American Journal of Theology 9 (1905): 491-518 provides a near-comprehensive
catalogue of passages relating to divine and human parenting.

* D. Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West: Metaphysics and the Division of Christendom (Cambridge: CUP,
2004), 62 clarifies that God’s causation in Aristotle is an inward activity, while, for Philo, causation is an
“avenue by which God may be known.”

77 Cf. Fug. 12: yéyové te yap 6 kdopo¢ kal Taviwg OT aitiov Tivog yéyovev. As R.J. Hankinson, Cause
and Explanation in Ancient Greek Thought (OUP, 2001), 342 argues, making the efficient cause the true cause
is effectively Stoic. This is based on the idea that everything can be categorized as either an active or
passive principle, an idea seen in Philo. For example, in Opif. 7-9 Philo distinguishes between God as
dpaothpilov aitiov and the world as t6 mabntdv. On this text, see D.T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria: On the
Creation of the Cosmos According to Moses: Introduction, Translation and Commentary (Brill: Leiden, 2001), 115-
117. I agree with Runia and G. Reydams-Schils, “Stoicized Readings of Plato’s Timaeus in Philo of
Alexandria,” StPhA 7 (1995): 89 against H. Weiss, Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des Hellenistischen und
Paldstinischen Judentums (Berlin; Akademie-Verlag, 1966), 42, that 16 nafntév should not be read with an
implied aitiov. God causes passive created material to exist. Runia, On the Creation, 119 also links Philo’s
insistence on God alone as highest cause to Homer’s line (Illiad 2.204-205; quoted in Conf. 170), “It is not
good that many lords should rule, let there be one lord, one king.” Cf. E. Koskenniemi, “Philo and Greek
Poets,” JSJ 41 (2010): 306; “Homer is now used to rebuke polytheism and to support monotheism.”

C.A. Anderson, Philo of Alexandria’s Views of the Physical World (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 77
notes that “here Philo follows Plato (Tim. 29¢)... But as is typical, Philo also finds a biblical basis for this
position” in Gen 6.8. See further below. QG 1.58 omits a final cause.

» Runia, Timaeus, 135 claims that “Philo is the first thinker to associate the goodness of Plato’s
demiurge with the Judaeo-Christian conception of God the creator, an event of enormous significance in
the history of ideas.”
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npeoPutdn TOV Xapitwv oboa éaut).”’ God’s dyadétng induces God’s causation.’ Philo
often prefaces his answer with a phrase like “if anyone wants to know.”* Philo admits
that he is speculating, yet Platonic philosophy and the biblical language of grace permit
him to reply. In one context, Philo says that a person would not “miss the mark” by
answering as one of the ancients did, “that the Father and Creator is good” (dyafov
gival Tov matépa kai montrv).” Plato is not explicitly named, though he is clearly the
foremost of the “ancients” Philo has in mind. Elsewhere, Philo asserts that the “just
man” learns that everything exists because of God’s grace (xdpiv dvta to0 0e0d t&
obunavta); in contemplating the origin of creation (&pxn yevéoewg), one rightly says
that it is the “goodness and grace of God, which he has given” to humanity (&dya®dtng
Kol Xdpig to0 000, fjv éxapioato).” Even though he needed nothing, God created
because he was “good and bounteous” (&yaddg kai @iAédwpog Av).*” The world is thus
not “an end in itself, for it owes its existence to the benevolent and loving creator.”

An amalgamation of Aristotelian and Platonic thought thus provides guidelines to
specify God’s role in causation: God stands at the beginning of all causation, because of

his goodness. Understanding God’s causation properly is important because this

causation is not merely what God does but is who God is.”” Creating is God’s {d1ov: “For

** Deus 108. There is a textual issue in the phrase f{tig éoti mpesPutdrn *** tév xapitwv odoa éavtii in

Deus 108. P. Wendland, “Philo und die kynisch-stoische Diatribe,” in Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Griechischen
Philosophie und Religion (ed. P. Wendland and 0. Kern; Berlin: Reimer Verlag, 1895), 1-75, argued that the
text should read mpeofutdtn @V Be0d Suvapéwv t@OV xapitwv oboa £avti, reflecting the idea of the
Powers as the origin of gifts/Graces. In the Loeb edition, Colson and Whitaker 65-66 (cf. 488) supply
npecPutdn xapitwv, Ty @V xapitwv oboa éavti, translating it, “that goodness which is the oldest of
His bounties and itself the source of others.” They point to Leg. 3.78 as support that goodness is itself a
X&p1g. Winston and Dillon, Two Treatises, 331 propose that as the question being asked is ti¢ aitia
yevéoewg kOapov, then “aiti®v might be a more suitable supplement.” Both F. Calabi, God’s Acting, Man’s
Acting: Tradition and Philosophy in Philo of Alexandria (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 21-22 and Zeller, Charis, 36-37
n.22 follow Colson and Whitaker.

*' The question arises, then, whether God’s creating activity was necessary or freely willed. How can
this good God not create necessarily? Runia, Timaeus, 445-446 tentatively argues for a freely willed act,
yet he notes that God’s will cannot “be the subject of philosophical investigation,” for then one is asking
“what God is” - an unanswerable question for Philo.

32 Cf. Opif. 21; Leg. 3.78; Deus 108,

* Opif. 21.

* Leg. 3.78.

% Mut. 46. Cf. QG 2.13.

% P.L. Gavrilyuk, The Suffering of the Impassible God: The Dialectics of Patristic Thought (Oxford: OUP,
2006), 43.

7 Radice, “Theory of Creation,” 124-125 notes that, in distinction from the philosophical
methodologies of Plato, Aristotle, and Stoicism, when speaking of God (specifically as cause/creator),
Philo does not “follow the logical sequence of problems; for example, instead of asking the question of
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God never ceases creating, but as it is the {810v of fire to burn and of snow to make cold,
so also it is God’s 110V to create.”® Creation is God’s {d1ov alone (idiov pév dr) B00 0
noieiv), while the {810v of created beings is to suffer (id10v 8¢ yevrtol 16 ndoxetv) or be
acted upon, not to moieiv.” Since Philo identifies creating so closely with God’s being,
God cannot stop creating. Thus, when Philo interprets Gen 2.2-3 - about God’s “resting”
- Philo distinguishes between “resting” (katanadw), which means “cause to rest,” and
“ceasing” (mavw). God does not cease creating but causes created things to rest, and on
the seventh day, God ceases creating mortal things and turns to creating divine things.

40 ««¢

God changes activity but does not stop.” “We have made clear that God never ceases

from creating, but begins the creation (yevéoewg dpxetai)” of other things, since he is
not only Craftsman but also the Father of all existing things.”*

Philo also links the cause of creation to God’s goodness qua Power: “For God is the
name of Goodness, the Cause,” from which is clear that God caused all things not out of
his Sovereignty but out of his Goodness.” God is most properly understood as the
“Existent One” - 6 &v from Exodus 3.14 or, in philosophical parlance, t6 &v. God is pure
being.* Therefore, Philo interprets “God” (0 6€6¢) and “Lord” (0 k0p10¢) not as different
names for the Existent One, but as designating his Powers.” The Powers bridge the gap
between the transcendent Existent One and the actions Philo sees him performing in

creation, as told in the Scriptures.”” As Zeller states, “[d]Jurch den Einsatz der Krifte

gelingt Philo ein philosophischer Balance-akt: er kann alles vom Seinsprinzip abhéngig

whether God exists or what He is, he rather takes for granted that God exists and that His nature is that
of a creator.” Radice thus dubs Philo’s method “‘allegorical’ or ‘exegetical.”

*® Leg. 1.5. Philo picked up this use of diov from Aristotle; cf. W.E. Mann, “Immutability and
Predication: What Aristotle Taught Philo and Augustine,” IJPR 22 (1987): 22-24.

* Cher. 77.

“Cf. Leg. 1.5-16.

*' A.P. Bos, “Philo of Alexandria: A Platonist in the Image and Likeness of Aristotle,” StPhA 10 (1998):
66-86 argues that dpxr| yevéoewg replaces Platonic concepts of God as Maker for Philo.

42 Leg. 1.18. On God’s perpetual creative activity, see Fug. 177, 198; Her. 36, 172; Mos. 2.100; Somn. 1.76;
Spec. 4.187.

* Leg. 3.73.

* Consequently, God cannot be named; Mos. 1.75.

* H.A.A. Kennedy, Philo’s Contribution to Religion (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1919), 144 calls Philo’s
doctrine of the Powers one of “those ingenious verbal distinctions to which he is so strongly addicted.”
We will return to the Powers periodically; but for a fuller treatment, see Calabi, God’s Acting, 73-109. One
of Philo’s favorite allegories for the Powers is the Cherubim from Genesis; cf. Cher. and F. Strickert, “Philo
on the Cherubim,” StPhA 8 (1996): 40-57. See also the fragment De Deo; for a translation, F. Siegert, “The
Philonian Fragment De Deo: First English Translation,” StPhA 10 (1998): 1-33.

¢ Cf. e.g. Post. 20.
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sein lassen, ohne es in alles hineinzuziehen.”” “God” designates the “creative power”
(1) mownTikn dvvauig), through which “the Father begat and crafted all things” (31 yap
tavtng ¢ duvdpewg €0nke Ta Tavta O yevvroag Kal texvitevoag ntathp); this is why
the statement “I am your God” is equivalent to “I am your Creator and Maker.”* Philo
is unequivocal that “God” is the creative and beneficent Power by which all things have
come into existence, such that God the Power can simply be called “Goodness”
(GyabotnTL O MV yeyevvnkévai).” God is dUvapic..n koopomointikn.* In Moses’
creation account only 0gdg is used, and this 8ed¢ gives “always and continually” and
acts as a benefactor constantly (6 &dixotdtwg ebepyet®dv).” Accordingly, “all things in
the world and the world itself are a gift and benefaction and grace of God”** because the
Existent One creates by God the Power “according to which He is beneficent.” Indeed,
in as much as God is “God,” his fitting acts are to give “graces and gifts and benefits”
(xéprrag kal dwpeag kal evepyeoiag) because he is “by nature good and bountiful”
(Gyabov kail @A6dwpov dvta @uoet).” God not only creates because of his goodness,
but he creates by his Goodness and it is through Goodness that he is beneficent. Thus,
being beneficent is also a property belonging to God: 000 d¢ t6 ebepyeteiv 1d10v.> The
Existent One’s acts of creating and giving are located in the same power, as creation is
the primal example and paradigm of God’s flexing his beneficent powers. Accordingly,

God’s creating-goodness and gift-giving cannot be separated. On this link, Runia states:

Plato’s doctrine is now explicitly attributed to Moses, but is at the same time connected
with the unPlatonic theme of God’s grace. Indeed the goodness and the grace of God are

47 7eller, Charis, 45.

*® Mut. 29. Cf. Spec. 1.307. Because Philo connects God’s creative activity with his goodness, he also
has a strong doctrine of providence; cf. Frick, Divine Providence; R. Williamson, Jews in the Hellenistic World:
Philo (Cambridge: CUP, 1989), 36-37; A. Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988),
46-47. In Philo, cf. esp. Opif. 9, 171-172; Sobr. 63.

* Cher. 27. As Hadas-Lebel, Philo of Alexandria, 184 says, God “acts in contradictory directions by the
intermediary of his two potencies.” However, as we will discuss in the next chapter, the Powers are
united by their location in God’s Logos. E.R. Goodenough, By Light, Light: The Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic
Judaism (New Haven: YUP, 1935), 41-44 probably presses the unity of the Powers too far but serves as a
corrective to exaggerations about Philo’s understanding of God’s diverse actions in the world.

> Opif. 21.

*! Plant. 86, 89.

*? Leg. 3.78.

53 Fug. 66. See also Mos. 2.238; QE 2.51. ].R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 121 says “the impetus for God’s beneficence stems from His dual
Potencies,” which seems incorrect; the impetus is God’s generous being that is expressed through the
agency of the beneficent power alone.

> Mut. 129. Cf, Plant. 130: oikeiétatdv otiv €pyov Be@ pev evepyeteiv. Cf also Deo 7.
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so closely associated in Philo’s mind that the word xdpi¢ in the Biblical text induces
him, without any support from the context, to recollect the creational account.*

But the goodness of Plato’s Demiurge and Philo’s God should not be confused. To quote
Runia again, “Platonic goodness is essentially metaphysical, signifying excellence of
being, whereas the goodness of the God of the Bible is best described in terms of grace,
the lovingkindness and forebearance shown by a father to his children.””® Philo’s God is
the beneficent Creator God, who gives the world as his first and greatest evepyeoia.
God’s unceasing creative activity’’ and his ultimate causation of all things place him
in close relation to creation. However, a further and perhaps more critical specification
relating to God’s causation goes past the “how” and “why,” to clarify what is meant
when God’s generation of all things is affirmed. If God causes all things because of and
by his goodness, can he create all things? The “why” of God’s creating determines the
“how” — which should determine the “what.” Yet, Philo affirms the existence of sin and

evil. What, then, does God create?

2.3 What “all things” come from God?

God is clearly the “cause of all things,”® but set alongside this assertion is the
superseding belief that God causes only the good.” Philo states the issue plainly in Agr.
128-129:

There are some who think it pious to claim that all things exist by God, both the good
things and the opposite things. To these we may say that part of your opinion is
praiseworthy, but...the other is blameworthy: ...blameworthy insofar as your opinion is
without distinction or division. For it is necessary not to mix and mingle everything
indiscriminately while declaring [God] the cause; but with distinction confess God the
cause of good things only.

Few other things could be more damning than to assert God as the origin of evil,”

because Moses “inserts in all parts of his legislation that the Deity is not the cause of

> Runia, Timaeus, 133. Cf. also Anderson, Physical World, 77.

> Runia, Timaeus, 441. Philo’s God is also metaphysically good; the distinction is simply that Philo
insists on this fact by pointing to how God’s goodness overflows into creation.

*7 On which, see the discussion in D. Winston, “Philo’s Theory of Eternal Creation: ‘De Prov.’ 1.6-9,”
PAAJR 46/47 (1980): 593-606; A. Lebedev, “Xenophanes on the Immutability of God: A Neglected Fragment
in Philo Alexandrinus,” Hermes 128 (2000): 385-386; S. Lauer, “Philo’s Concept of Time,” JjS 19 (1958): 39-
46.

*® Fug. 141; Cf. Spec. 3.178; Ebr. 61; Det. 147; Her. 35; Decal. 52.

> Cf. Plato’s Republic 2.379. P. Karavites, Evil, Freedom, & the Road to Perfection in Clement of Alexandria
(Leiden: Brill, 1999), 17-28 provides a helpful overview of positions on the origin of evil, starting with the
ANE and ending with Philo.
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evil.”" Other texts speak of God simply not choosing to cause evil. God is the “cause of
all things, able to do all things but willing only the best” (t¢ mavtwv aitiw kal
duvauévw pev mavta, fovAouévw 8¢ ta dpiota), as indeed he is the “non-production of
evils” (&dgopia kak@v).” Philo understands God’s creation of an ordered universe from
disorder as proof that God’s wish is only to do good things, even though he can do
otherwise.”” As Radice notes, even if “God has the power to do both good and evil, from
an ethical perspective He neither wills evil nor has responsibility for it, because He is
good in an absolute sense.”® That is, God’s ontological goodness necessarily delimits
how God acts, but it cannot then be asserted that something is beyond God’s power; it is
not out of God’s power to give something imperfectly good, but it is out of his nature.
Accordingly, Philo makes certain distinctions: of all created things, “some come
into existence by (0nd) God and through (81&) God, but others by God but not through
God; the best things came into existence both by him and through him.”*® God employs
his Powers and other subordinates to be the cause of the “opposite things” (t&
¢vavtia).® Thus, in Gen 1.26, when God says, “Let us make,” Philo concedes that only
God knows why he spoke in the plural, but Philo conjectures that the plural indicates
that God was speaking to his subordinate Powers.®® Although God is superior to

everything, he fittingly associates with his Powers,” because their presence is

% Fug. 84. Philo provides no solution to the question of the origin of evil - it just does not come from
God. However, he does attribute it either to subordinate powers or humanity, which is an act of
theological legerdemain. Radice, “Theory of Creation,” 144 views this as one of the more pressing
problems for Philo’s doctrine of grace and God’s goodness. Cf. O. Leaman, Evil and Suffering in Jewish
Philosophy (Cambridge: CUP, 1995), 33-47.

1 QG 1.68.

% Abr. 268.

% Spec. 4.187. Cf. differently Leg. 3.105; Fug. 79. That God brought order from disorder is an important
aspect of Philo’s debate with Platonist understandings of creation; cf. Winston, “Philo’s Theory of Eternal
Creation,” 599.

% Radice, “Theory of Creation,” 131.

% Leg. 1.41.

% Abr. 143. Cf. Fug. 66; QG 4.42; QE 1.23.

%7 See Opif. 72-75; Conf. 169-181; Fug. 68-72; and Mut. 30-31 in which the same themes are present in
different configurations. On these texts, cf. Runia, Timaeus, 243-245.

% Cf. Opif. 72.

® Conf. 175. Calabi, God’s Acting, 17-38 has demonstrated the problems of speaking with any
specificity about “how ‘He who is’ is related to the powers.” The Powers can have no existence separate
from the Existent One, but Philo uses them precisely to distance the Existent One from creation. While H.
Conzelmann, “Xdpig KtA,” in TDNT (vol. 9; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 390 goes too far in stating that
Philo develops “the notion of the duvdyeig to the point of hypostatization,” Calabi (35-37) claims that the
Powers primarily represent “different degrees of capacity in terms of human perception” of God; which
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necessary due to the mixed nature of humans. While some beings participate in neither
virtue nor vice (e.g. plants) and others only in virtue (e.g. stars), humans are capable of
good and evil.” Each human is uebdpiog, “on the border,” and can go either way.” With
this dual-capability, humans often choose evil.” And since humans are a mix, it was
only partly appropriate for God to create them.” Accordingly, if humans do evil, it is
not attributed to God, because he did not cause what made the evil possible; if humans
do good, it is because of God’s involvement.”

Creation itself is thus good and perfect insofar as it reflects God’s perfection. The
world has been created in such a way that it is a “complete work...worthy of the
Demiurge” (mavtelég €pyov GE16v...to0 dnuiovpyod).” Indeed, when God finished
creating, he asked his subordinates if anything was left to be done, and one replied that
everything was “perfect and complete,” but asked for the gift of reason, which God also
gave.” Yet perfection is not inherent to creation but is found in creation on account of

177

the “grace of the Cause,”” in that God shared of his own excellent nature (&piotng

avtol QUoewG),” and because creation was made to be in harmony with its own parts.”

is true, of course. But this does not fix the problem that if perception is the real issue, then Philo has not
truly safeguarded God from evil.

70 Opif. 73.

7 C. Termini, “Philo’s Thought Within the Context of Middle Judaism,” in The Cambridge Companion to
Philo, 104. But this understanding of human nature does not imply a robust sense of human free will; see
below. Contra H. Windisch, Die Frommigkeit Philos und ihre Bedeutung fiir das Christentum: Eine
Religionsgeschichtliche Studie (Leipzig: ].C. Hinrichs Verlag, 1909), 16, we also cannot say: “Die Erinnerung
an die Massenhaftigkeit des menschlichen Schmutzes 15st die Forderung der Selbstreinung auf.” Humans
are fully dependent on God’s gifts for virtuous living while they live virtuously. Windisch is working in
Protestant categories where the Law’s demand drives the sinful human to God’s grace, which, as we will
see, is not a helpful way to approach Philo.

72 Conf. 178: 6 &vOpwmog dyaddV Kol KaK@®V EXWV EMIOTAWNY aipeital uev TOAAGKIG T& @avAdtata.

7 Opif. 74. Cf. Fug. 72.

7 Opif. 75; Mut. 31; Conf. 175-181.

7> Cher. 112.

7® Plant. 127-128. On this text, see Runia, Timaeus, 114-115. Cf. also Opif. 77.

77 Plant. 93.

78 Opif. 21. Cf. Runia, Timaeus, 438: “God, as absolute being, gives a share of his being to the cosmos
and its parts, thereby granting his creatures existence but at the same time making his own existence
known.” Philo also has a strong Creator-created distinction. God is beyond time and place and has
created everything in subjection to himself (Post. 14). The “Craftsman is better than the crafted” (Decal.
69. Cf. Leg. 2.3; Deus 80; Opif. 8-9). God is immovable, creation is moveable (Somn. 1.249; Leg. 2.83. But see
Somn. 2.220). And God, according to his essence, is separate from everything created (t@ ndong yevésewg
delevypévw kata tv oboiav Be®; Somn. 2.28. Cf, Post. 20).

7 Cf. Spec. 4.187; Cher. 112; Post. 14; and esp. Cher. 110-112. Yet, rightly, T.H. Billings, The Platonism of
Philo Judaeus (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1919), 13: “...this power that shapes in the physical world
the images of His own thought cannot make those images perfect. Matter is always to some extent



48

2.4 Conclusion: God’s Gracious Creative Work

God does not create indiscriminately: God’s goodness is itself the cause and thus he
creates what is good. Thus, for Philo, it is vital not only to specify precisely God’s role in
causation but also to delineate what God does and does not create—and how this is so.
Importantly, this section demonstrates that all things - except evil - have to be
attributed to God. Thus, unsurprisingly, Philo makes a link between goodness and
creating and creating and gift-giving. God creates because of and by his goodness, his
beneficent Power by which he gives gifts. Creation, then, is gift - and everything in the
created realm is gift. Philo’s theology of creation means that literally everything that is
not evil has to be considered through the prism of divine grace. And as we will see,

divine grace has to be considered through the lens of creation.
3. God’s Hyper-Generous Nature

3.1 God as Sole Owner of All Reality

Philo’s logic runs as follows: since God created everything, he owns everything and
needs nothing. There is “no room for a grudging or envious spirit in the divine,” which
means that God can be openhanded with his creation.* In this section I will explain
how Philo connects God’s ownership of all things to his beneficent nature. Thus, this
section connects the previous section to what follows.

In Cher. 84-123 Philo uses two texts to affirm God’s undivided possession of all
things.* Philo begins with Numbers 28.2: “Command the sons of Israel and say to them,
‘my gifts (d@pa), my presents (déuata), my burnt offerings (kapnwuata) for a fragrant
aroma you will maintain to offer to me in my feasts.” What entices Philo about this
passage is the frequency of the possessive pronouns and the gift-vocabulary, which

prompts Philo to use further gift-language, xdpic, 8601, and dwped, to interpret the

recalcitrant. Physical necessity limits God’s activity and distorts His work.” For a nuanced discussion of
the issue, see Anderson, Physical World.

% Runia, Timaeus, 136. Of course, for most of his life Philo had little reason to question his belief in
God’s abundant grace; as J.M.G. Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora: From Alexander to Trajan (323 BCE
- 117 CE) (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 160 writes: “Everything Philo writes, and indeed the leisure he has
to write it, reflects that cushion of wealth which protects him from the harsh realities experienced by
‘the common herd.”

* Nevertheless, we must also here qualify the “all;” “there is no good thing that does not belong to
God and is not divine” (Sacr. 63).
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verse. Before the verse itself, Philo adds, ““All things are mine,” God says,” and Numbers
28.2 thus explicates the “all things.”® Of all existing things (6Aa), some things are
considered worthy (&€16w) of the lower status of “giving” (8d01¢) and others of the
higher status are given the special name of “gift” or “bounty” (dwped). Others still are
benefits of a kind that produce virtue as their fruits, which nourish the contemplative
soul.” The person who understands the gift-nature of all things that results from God’s
sole ownership of all things will offer to God the “blameless and most beautiful
offering,” faith (niot1g), at God’s feasts.”

Next, Leviticus 25.23 reads: “And the land shall not be sold permanently, for all the
land is mine, because you are strangers and sojourners before me.” Philo adds ndoa to
the second clause, which accentuates the text as the clearest proof that “all things are

’

in God’s possession (ktfjoel pev ta ndvta 0eo0),” while created beings only have use of
them as a loan (xprioer 8¢ udvov yevéoewg £oti). For Philo, “all the land is mine” is
equivalent to “every created thing is mine.” Nothing can be sold in perpetuity, then,
because God owns everything. But immediately following is this: “But the one who
possesses his own work has given, because he does not need” (t6 8¢ €pyov 10 1d10v 0
KeKTNUEVOS deddpntat, 8t o0 deitat). God’s giving does not make humans possessors,
because everything is still God’s; but it shows that God is a “giver of all things”
(dwpntikdg T®OV andvtwv) that he possesses.” Recognizing this fact leads to proper care
of one’s things and even provides comfort in knowing that “the world and everything

in the world are both the works and possessions of the one who begat them.”* Humans

do not even own those things of which they consist: soul, body, mind, etc.

82 Cf. Leg. 3.195: £ne1dn uévw dpudtrel Be@ Aéyev 10 €udv, avtol yap 8viwe KTApata pévou T
TavTa.

® philo’s distinctions between types of gifts is clearer in Leg. 3.195-196 where he is also interpreting
Numbers 28.2: a “gift” (8®pov) means a perfect and good thing that “God gives to the perfect,” while a
“present” (8éua) is prepared for a shorter time/purpose, of which the “practicers of a good nature who
are advancing partake.”

* The proper attitude for offerings is thus to understand that “you bring a possession of God, not of
yourself” (10 000 mpoodéeic krfipa, o0 TO cavtol; Sacr. 97). See also Plant. 130; Spec. 2.180. Humans
should give offerings of gratitude to their beneficent Giver, which is central to piety. Indeed, “although
needing nothing, God commands to offer to him the things that are his own because of his excessive
beneficence for our race” (Deus 7; cf. Decal. 81; Spec. 2.218-219). On this connection, see esp. LaPorte,
Eucharistia, 44. Cain’s error is that he believes himself to possess all things; indeed, “Cain’s name
interpreted means ‘possession’ (Cher. 52). Cf. Geljon, “Philonic Elements,” 288-289.

% Cher. 123. Also Leg. 3.33; Cher. 83; Ebr. 107. Cf, Zeller, Charis, 39.

% Cher. 119.
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The corollary is that since the “God who possesses all things needs nothing” (6 ugv
yap 0e0¢ mdvta kektnuévog ovdevog dettat),” he benefits others unstintingly.” Philo
thus takes it as fact that each person, upon birth, “finds the great gift of God, the entire
world” (€000 eUpiokel TO uéya ddpov Beod TOV mavteAf] kdopov).” Interestingly, one of
Philo’s explanations for why humans were created last was so that God could prepare
every other thing as a gift for human flourishing; those who “go deepest into the Laws”
know this.” God’s possessiveness is matched by his generosity.

Interpreting God’s words to Abraham in Gen 15.9, “take for me” (Adfe por), Philo
says this means humans possess nothing good of their own and that everything comes
from another; thus, “all things are the possession of [the] God who gives” (0g00 to0
d1d6vtog ktruata mdvta).” As Philo quips, “you came naked and you will depart again
naked, having received the use of the time between birth and death from God.”” Life
itself is on loan from God, and at death the “parts resolve into their elements” - the
“loan that was lent to each is repaid” (dmodidwut) to Nature.” Consequently,
everything humans have (not possess) in this life is a gift-loan from God, and thus
humans only have use of the things they have.” God’s ownership of all things reaffirms
that creation is an act of giving. Philo can say that “the universal Ruler of heaven and
earth has and bestows his good things on whomever he pleases’ (¥xe1 kai mapéyet oig dv
€0éAn T dyaba), because God formerly created and now never ceases holding it

together.” God creates everything, and thus owns everything; thus everything is gift.*

%7 Mos. 1.157. Cf. Cher. 123; Post. 4; Spec. 1.294-295.

* Det. 54-55.

% Ebr. 118.

% Opif. 77. Cf. Mos. 2.148.

°! Her. 102-103. For a exposition of the importance of this distinction for Philo, see further C. Noack,
“Haben oder Empfangen. Antithetische Charakterisierungen von Torheit und Weisheit bei Philo und
Paulus,” in Philo und das Neue Testament: Wechselseitige Wahrnehmungen, 1. Internationales Symposium zum
Corpus Judeo-Hellenisticum (WUNT 172; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 283-307.

%2 Spec. 1.295. Noack, “Haben oder Empfangen,” 306: “Bei Philo erkennt der Weise, dass das, was er
scheinbar besitz, Gabe des Schopfers ist, er erkennt sich als Geschopf.”

 Post. 5.

** Cf. Sacr. 97; Cher. 108-109.

% Sacr. 40. The connection is also made in Deus 57; God “has everything as a possession, but gives by
using the Logos as minister of his gifts” (t& oOumavta &el ktApata, §idwot 8¢ Adyw xpwuevog mnpétn
dwpedv).

% Cf. again Runia, Timaeus, 137. See also Deo 12: “As for envy, as I have already said many times, he
banished it by his munificence, because he is immensely generous.”
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3.1.1 Selling versus Giving

One further point to note on divine possession vis-a-vis beneficence is Philo’s
distinction between divine giving and human selling. In his interpretation of Leviticus
25.23, Philo reads the text thus: “the land shall not be sold by selling.””” This wooden
translation highlights how Philo adapts the phrase from “the land will not be sold €ig
PePaiworv,” which means “forever” or “in perpetuity,” to what he writes here: “the
land will not be sold mpdoet,” the dative of mpaoig, meaning “sale” or “transaction.”
Philo’s change focuses on human selling, because, as Philo notes, the text is silent about
the “by whom” of the selling, and the reader is instructed to look around and take stock
of human interactions that pose as gift-giving: “all who are said to give (xapilouati) are
actually selling (minpdokw) rather than giving gifts (dwpéw), and those whom we think
to receive gifts (Aaufdverv ydpitag) are in truth buying (wvéouar).” The sellers,
because they are looking for repayment though “praise or honor,” are actually “seeking
a return for the gift” ({ntodvteg xdpirog dvtidoorv), and consequently the exchange is
made as a gift only in name, while in essence the action is a sale. Likewise, the
recipients of the gifts “take care to pay back by repaying at the right time” (ueAet@vteg
anodolval kai £mi kalpodv arnodidoévreg), thus acting as purchasers.”

By contrast, “God is not a cheap market seller, but a giver of all things (dwpntikdg
d¢ v andvtwv), pouring forth everlasting springs of gifts (devdouvg xapitwv mnyag
avaxéwv), not desiring recompense. For he is neither needy (oUte yap ¢mderg avtdg)
nor is any created thing able to repay him a gift (oUte T1g T@®V yeyovdtwv ikavog
avtidotval dwpedv).” Consequently, God’s giving is set against human giving (as well as
improper construals of divine benefaction), in what must have appeared to be a
critique of the benefaction system.” Although this is not all Philo has to say about
human giving and its relation to divine beneficence, this passage provides grounds for

seeing the benefaction system as “subject to theological re-evaluation” in Philo’s

%" Cher. 121-123.

% Cf. Harrison, Grace, 131: For Philo, Greco-Roman “benefaction is at heart a financial transaction, in
spite of the specious nature of its terminology.” Harrison notes that “[p]repositions such as &mno and &vti,
which preface verbs such as dnod1d6var and avtididdvai, sharpen our focus on the projected return in
the transaction, as does reciprocation terminology like duoipr.”

% As Harrison, Grace, 132 states, “Philo’s approach to beneficence is unusual in ancient literature by
virtue of his unabashed criticism of an institution which was viewed in a positive light.”
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mind.'” In context, the passage is set in an argument about God being the sole
possessor of all reality. Thus, the theological principle to deduce is that one can only
give what one owns, and as God owns all things, only God can give. Human “giving” is a

self-interested passing around of Another’s goods.'”" Only God, by nature, is a giver.

3.2 The Overflowing Perfection of God

God’s sole possession of all things is an aspect of Philo’s conception of divine
perfection. God’s fullness contains all and lacks nothing:

For the Existent One...is full of himself and is sufficient for himself, and is the same
before the creation of the world and after the creation of everything. For he is
immutable and unchangeable, and needs nothing other at all, so that all things are his,
but properly he belongs to no one.'””

God’s perfection means that God is superior to everything else not God, in every way,
being both superior to the good and also “the most perfect good” (teAeidtatov
ayabov).'” God is “beyond time and place” and above all created reality in subjection to

him 104

God is thus sui generis — classifying him is impossible because no category can
contain his perfections.'” As Winston says, “God’s superiority to such attributes
undoubtedly signifies for Philo that they are applied to him only equivocally.”** God is
so inexpressible (&ppntog) that it is improper to name him: thus, he is revealed as £yw
giyt 0 v.'” Consequently, God’s essence is unknown but various things can be

predicated of his existence.'®

1 Harrison, Grace, 132.

! Yet, as we will see later, Philo sees human giving mostly in a positive light, insofar as it is a
reflection of God’s giving.

192 Mut, 27-28. Cf. Virt. 9.

19 Conf. 180. Cf. Decal. 81.

1% Post, 14. Cf. Conf. 170; Congr. 107

'% Dillon, Middle Platonists, 156; Philo often “indulg[es] in flights of negative theology,” to extents
further than most of predecessors.

1% D, Winston, “Philo’s Conception of the Divine Nature,” in Neoplatonism and Jewish Thought (ed. L.E.
Goodman; Albany: SUNY Press, 1992), 23.

197 cf, all of Mut. 7-30. As R. Radice, “The ‘Nameless Principle’ from Philo to Plotinus. An Outline of
Research,” in Italian Studies on Philo of Alexandria (ed. F. Calabi; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 174 notes, names in
Philo have a “metaphysico-theological foundedness:” God’s name, therefore, expresses his being.

19 Cf, Praem. 36-46. See Leg. 2.2; Post. 4-6; Deus 55, 57; Mut. 3-6. On questions of inconsistency in Philo’s
arguments - that he believes God is unknowable while still attributing to God so much - see Winston,
“Philo’s Conception”; and Calabi, God’s Acting, 17-38. See further Leg. 1.51; Cher. 67; Congr. 61.
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God is dmotog, without qualities.'” Furthermore, God’s graces'® and Powers''! are
&notot, and God’s creative activity is making “qualities out of things without qualities”

"2 God’s being dmnotog means he is without “accidental qualities”

(¢€ dmolwv mo1dtNTag).
as the “most generic” of all things (t6 yevikwtatdv éotiv 6 0£6¢).'” Instead of “quality,”
Philo’s preferred term is {d10v: there are certain properties that belong particularly to
God, and are “derivative” but not defining of his essence.' Not to sin, nor to be
affected by passions," but rather to act (id10v...0€00 10 noieiv)," to “stretch forth good
things,”""” to be tranquil and have stability,"® and to foretell the future.'”” And, as noted
above, being beneficent is an {d1ov 0€00."” This list is not exhaustive but hints at how
Philo is comfortable predicating certain acts and attributes to God without
contradicting God’s nature as &notog, and how Philo creates space to make certain
claims about God’s being.'*'

God’s perfection manifests itself in that God “partakes of nothing other for

improvement, but imparts of his own to all particular beings from the fountain of

'E.g. Leg. 1.36.

10 Leg. 2.80.

! Spec. 1.47.

"2 Spec. 4.187.

' H.A. Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, Volume 2
(Cambridge: HUP, 1948), 109; Leg. 2.86. Cf. also Winston, “Philo’s Conception,” 22 and Sandmel, Philo, 93.
As Mann, “Immutability and Predication,” 23 argues, this affirmation “conveys, among other things, the
belief that no other being is the same kind of being that God is.” H. Guyot, L'infinité divine depuis Philon le
Jjuif jusque’ a Plotin (Thése; Paris, 1906) argued that God is droto¢ and thus infinite, because he understood
&notog to mean “without limit and determination.” But as A.-K. Geljon, “Divine Infinity in Gregory of
Nyssa and Philo of Alexandria,” VC 59 (2005): 169-170 says in rebuttal, by “predicating droto¢ of God,
Philo wishes to show that God does not have anything comparable with the human body.” Cf. Leg. 1.36;
3.36.

" Winston, “Philo’s Conception,” 22.

5 Cf, Fug. 157; Virt. 177; Deus 52.

"¢ Cher. 177. Winston, “Philo’s Conception,” 22 claims Philo “reduces all divine properties to a single
one, that of acting.” Cf. also Wolfson, Philo Vol. 2, 133-134. But acting is not the only {810v Philo attributes
to God. Winston seems to say more about the divine essence than Philo felt comfortable doing.

" Leg. 3.105.

'8 Post. 29.

"% Somn. 1.181.

120 Mut, 129.

"2 Philo does not always distinguish between God the Power and God the Existent One - who “towers
in brooding mystery even beyond the Logos (Goodenough, By Light, Light, 71) - when he speaks of the
{d1ov of “God.” Thus, Philo’s saying that beneficence is an 1d10v of God the Power should not be read as
Philo’s not making a claim about who the Existent One is. As Dillon, Middle Platonists, 157 states: “When
one has established a totally transcendent God, there straight-way arises in an acute form the problem of
his relations with the universe.” When Philo speaks of divine giving, he is speaking of the Existent’s
beneficence through God the Power.
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beauty, himself” (10 d10v petadedwkm dnact Toi¢ &v uépel Tfig To0 Kalod Tnyfic,
gavtoD).'”” Indeed, Philo says that “the beautiful things in the world would never have
been, if they were not represented on an Archetype who is truly beautiful, uncreated,
and blessed, and imperishable.” For Philo, God is so perfect that, needing nothing, he
rather emits, in the manner of a fountain, what is good from his being into creation;
and what is emitted is perfect insofar as it is modeled after him. The metaphor of God
as a fountain is particularly illuminating.

Philo says that a “fountain is spoken of in many ways,” and one of these is “the
Creator and Father of the universe” (6 t@v 6Awv montng kai nathp).'” God is the
“highest and best fountain” (nepi tfi¢ dvwtdtw Kal dpiotng mnyfic), who spoke about
himself through Jeremiah: “They forsook me, the fountain of living water, and dug out
broken cisterns for themselves, which will not be able to hold water” (2.13). From this
text, Philo argues that God is the “eldest fountain” (1] npeoputdtn nnyn) and the world
is like rain from him. Thus, he is the fountain of life, for “God alone is the cause of soul
and life and especially of rational soul and of the wise life. For matter is dead, but God is
something more than life; he is, as he said, the everlasting fountain of living” (nnyn to0
(fv...aévvaoc)."” Hence, Philo argues that God as a fountain is supremely creative:; from
creation to the end, all life overflows from God’s perfection.

But even more than life itself comes from God. God is also the fountain “from
whom...all particular goods are showered on the world and those in it” (&g’ 00 Tpémov
TNyfig dpdetal t@® kéouw Kal TOi¢ €v avT® Ta €mi pépoug dyadd).'”” Some of these
particular goods are Philo’s favorite items: virtue, wisdom, justice, reason, and light.'*

This imagery is also connected to God’s graces: God says, “I myself am the beginning

122 Cher. 86. Moffatt, Grace, 45 claims that the “religious philosophy of Philo had no place for a
dynamic conception of ‘grace’ ... which he confined to the inner disposition of God as Good or to specific
favours bestowed upon mankind in creation and providence.” Although God pours out gifts from his
being, for Moffatt since God does not give of his own being, Philo does not actually speak of grace. Philo’s
“transcendentalism prevented him from realizing that God could give Himself to men.” But this is to
measure Philo with a very specific Christian yardstick.

' Fug. 177. Sections 177-201 discuss different meanings of “fountain.”

' Fug. 197-198.

'% Decal. 81. Cf. Deus 155.

126 Spec. 1.303; 277. Cf. Mut. 3-6; Post. 127; QG 4.8; Cher. 86-90; Fug. 97; Post. 69, 136; Somn. 1.115. On God
as archetypal light, see Somn. 1.72-76; Praem. 45-46; Mut. 6; Cher. 96-97.
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and fountain of all graces” ( mac®v xapitwv dpxf te Kal TNyn avtdg iyt €yw).'”

7128 which are so abundant

Similarly, God “pours the everlasting fountains of his graces,
that they would easily overflow the earth.'” Beyond the specific language of God as T
nnyn, Philo coordinates God’s perfection with his beneficence more generally. God has
“showered on heaven and earth the particular good things” because he himself is “the
good,” indeed, is “full of perfect goods” (TAfjpng dyabdv tedeiwv).” Since God is the
perfect good, humans cannot benefit God in any way, for God is full in himself (0
mAfpnG 0e6g) and needs nothing. Consequently, rather than being benefitted
(w@eheitar yap O 00devdg), he is “continually and unceasingly benefitting all things”
(ta odumavta cuvex®¢ Kal dnavotwg weeAel). Accordingly, humans should draw near

131

to him and benefit from his perfection.” God’s act of creating was a giving of his own

nature to a nature that had no beauty in itself,"*? and thus, though “perfection is found
in no created thing,” it does appear in them through the “gift of the Cause.”**

God’s perfection sets him apart from humanity in every way: God is everything
good that humanity in itself is not. But this perfection that distinguishes God from
humanity is also what causes him to overflow with gifts to humanity, first in creating
the universe and then in supporting, nourishing, and leading creation back to his
perfection. We saw in relation to God as Cause and Creator that only the good could be
attributed to God, and the same is applicable here. But whereas earlier Philo left the
good attributed to God simply as whatever is good, here the good is only the highest, or
most perfect, of goods: life, virtue, wisdom, etc. God’s perfection leads him to give

perfect gifts, in that he is perfect to such a degree that he naturally overflows with

goods from, and consonant with, his own being."**

'»” Mut. 58.

12 Cher. 123. Cf. Virt. 79.

'# Ebr. 32.

13 Spec. 2.53.

3 Det, 54-56. On Plato’s Euthyphro as a potential background for this text, see J. Glucker, “Piety, Dogs
and a Platonic Reminiscence: Philo, Quod Deterius 54-56 and Plato, Euthyphro 12e-15a,” Illinois Classical
Studies 18 (1993): 131-38.

2 Opif. 21.

'3 Plant. 93.

13 Speaking of God’s justice, Goodenough, By Light, Light, 62 notes that in one passage Philo does not
simply say “God Himself is just,” but rather affirms that “God is avtapkéotatog €éavtd, entirely sufficient
unto Himself, and then makes Him the mnyn dikaiocvvng.” The same logic holds true here: standing
behind any statement that “God is generous” is the affirmation that God is perfect in himself, containing
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3.3 A Bountiful God

Consequently, for Philo, God is @1A6dwpog: a lover of gifts and giving, a bountiful God.
As we have seen, this is why God creates: “Why did he create that which did not exist?
Because he was good and loves to give” (811 dya®¢ kai @1A88wpog fv).”** God creates
because he is @1Addwpog and his continuing activity is giving: it is “fitting for him to
bestow his graces and gifts and benefactions as he is good and bountiful by nature.”***
@I\Odwpog is thus not simply a description of what God does, but of who God is
immutably; God is generous in himself. Philo makes this sentiment clear in his writings
with his frequent use of 1A6dwpog, which appears twenty-five times."’” Similarly, Philo
calls God 0 pévoc maumlovtog 0edg,™® or “wealth bringing” (mAovto@dpog) and
“munificent” (ueyaAddwpog).”’ Yet, while Philo emphatically depicts God as a generous
giver, he knows that this is difficult to understand: “What soul could ever suppose that
the Master and Ruler of the universe, without changing anything of his own nature, but
remaining the same, is continually good and bountiful without ceasing” (&yafdg €ott
oLveX®G Kal IAGdwpog adveAAin®g)? This disjunction between God’s being @iAddwpog
and human incomprehension leads Philo to doxology: “O bountiful God, your unlimited
graces have no boundary or end, pouring forth like fountains!”'*

God’s giving is entirely due to his own generosity - nothing else explains it - and is
immeasurably abundant. Accordingly, Philo often speaks of God’s gifts such that they
are “unlimited and have no boundary or end” (&nepiypagot kai 8pov A TeAgvtnv 00K
gxovoat).'" While this implies an exhaustive quantitative or spatial aspect, Philo is

equally insistent on their temporal infinitude. God’s fountains are of “everlasting gifts”

(tnyag t@v devvawv adtod xapitwv)'* as the fountains from which God’s gifts flow are

and possessing all things, from which he gives. For Goodenough, however, the point is that justice is not
part of God’s nature; but being generous is.

35 Mut, 46.

3¢ Fug. 66.

7 In addition to the texts already cited, see Leg. 3.106, 166; Cher. 20, 29; Det. 138; Post. 26; Agr. 173;
Plant. 37, 88, 91; Ebr. 82; Fug. 62; Abr. 254; Spec. 1.221, 298; Praem. 126. 1Addwpo¢ can also be used of the
Powers; cf. Conf. 182.

% Migr. 121.

3 Congr. 171. See also Post. 32, where God is TAovtoddtr.

"0 Her. 31, g1A6dwpog is used here substantively; cf. also Leg. 3.40; Migr. 30.

"I Her, 31. Cf. Sacr. 124; Leg. 3.39.

"2 Conf. 182. Cf. Plant. 91; Spec. 1.285; Spec. 2.180.
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themselves also everlasting (ta¢ t@v xapitwv adtod mnyag devdovg).' In essence,
then, God gives gifts appropriate to his being: “God wills to give great and immortal
things instead of small and perishable (&dvti pikp&v kal @Oapt@V peydAa kai dOGvata
xapileobar), and this work is appropriate for him.”* “All of God’s gifts are good”
(Owpeai & ai tol Beob kaAai ndoat).'”

Philo speaks about the purity of God’s gifts most clearly in his use of personified

' Three points explain Philo’s understanding of the Graces while also

Graces (Xdpiteg).
demonstrating that personifications - not simply plural gifts - are in view. First, the
Graces are called God’s virgin daughters (napBévor Buyatépeg).'” As Philo asks, “How
then may any good be wanting when the all-accomplishing God is present with his
Graces, his virgin daughters (ueta xoapitwv t@v mapbévwv avtolb Buyatépwv), which
the Father begat uncorrupted and undefiled?”'*® The Graces are so pure that they are
“immaterial, being themselves ideas and without qualities” (&vAot, idéa1, dmotor).'”
This signals that “die Wohltaten unverfilscht von Nebenabsichten sein sollen.”"*
Second, the Graces represent God. Those who seek God’s nature will not seek what
is imperfect because God will honor them by “going forward to meet because of his
merciful nature in his virgin Graces and displaying himself (rpotmavt@vrog Sk thv Aew

@UoLY £aVuToD Taig TapBévolg xdptot Kal mdeikvupuévou £autdv) to those who are eager

" Virt. 79; Cher. 123.

" Mut. 79; Migr. 73.

5 Post, 80; cf. Migr. 181-183; Congr. 182.

"¢ For background, see Zeller, Charis, 17-18.

Y7 Cf. e.g. Post. 32; Migr. 30-31; Fug. 141; QE 2.61; Mos. 2.7. Harrison, Grace, 123 (and n.142) believes this
attribution “may have bordered on the mythological” for Philo’s readers, because map6évog was “an
epithet used elsewhere...to the ‘virgin’ Xdpiteg, the daughters of Zeus.” Contrast A. Jaubert, La notion
d’alliance dans le judaisme aux abords de Uére chrétienne (Paris, 1963), 431, for whom the appellation
aggrandizes the utter purity of God’s grace. Harrison notes that hypostasized “virgin” graces might have
caught his reader’s attention, but with Jaubert I do not believe Philo develops this idea enough to call
Philo’s use of it “mythological.” Yet, Harrison is correct: “to dub grace mapf8évog - even if Philo’s use is
symbolic - was bold on his part” (124). Zeller, Charis, 18 strikes the right balance: Philo “liebt
gelegentliche Anspielungen auf die griechische Mythologie, setzt aber die stoische Allegorese der
Gottinnen voraus.” See further Y. Amir, “Philo’s Religious Interpretation of a Philosophical Concept,”
Imm 17 (1983): 22-29; Y. Amir, “The Transference of Greek Allegories to Biblical Motifs in Philo,” in
Nourished with Peace: Studies in Hellenistic Judaism in Memory of Samuel Sandmel (ed. F.E. Greenspahn; Chico:
Scholars Press, 1984), 18-20; Dillon, Middle Platonists, 152-153.

8 Migr. 30-31.

9 Leg. 2.80.

10 7eller, Charis, 34.
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to see.”™ God cannot be seen as he is, thus he employs his Graces by going forth and
being displayed in them." It is significant that Philo understands personified gifts as
representatives of God," in the way seen in God’s relation to the Powers.

Third, the Graces correspond to particular human natures. Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob - allegorically those who learn by instruction, nature, and practice - are what
“people call by another name, the three Graces.” Philo says this naming is either from
God’s having given (kexapiofat) the natures to humans or because “they have given
themselves” (abtotr Seddpnvrat..£avtdg).””* God’s giving to effect “perfection of life”
corresponds with the Graces’ giving so that the “eternal name” would be used in
conjunction with these natures and not three humans: God of Abraham (instruction),
Isaac (nature), and Jacob (practice).””® Accordingly, the three Graces reflect the gifting
of virtuous natures to humans by which humans are able to be further gifted."

Hence, the Graces signify the purity of God’s gifts and their close relation to him.
Likewise, the Graces correspond to certain human natures that, if possessed, make the
recipient worthy of further gifting - though the reception of the nature is itself a gift. It
is these Graces that God “rains down” (Jovtog to0 nAovtoddtov Be0d g ntapdivoug kal
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&Oavdroug xdpitag avtod),”” as the “perfect gifts of God” are inspired by the “most

ancient Graces.”**®

! Fug. 141. As Dillon, Middle Platonists, 163 notes, Philo can often "equate” the Graces with God’s
beneficent Power, which is the same kind of move found in Stoics like Cornutus.

2 Cf, Fug. 141-142. Zeller, Charis, 34 asks: “Will er mit dem Attribut die Initiative Gottes
unterstreichen?” He answers: “Philon interessieren die xd&piteg nicht in erster Linie als
zwischenmenschliche Vollziige, sondern als AuRerungen Gottes.” But are the Graces not “AuRerungen
Gottes” that emphasize “die Initiative Gottes”? The distinction seems unnecessary.

%3 Cf, also QE. 2.61.

54 Abr. 54, Cf. S. Sandmel, Philo’s Place in Judaism: A Study of Conceptions of Abraham in Jewish Literature
(New York: Ktav Publishing, 1971), 143: “the capacities, as part of the endowment of the individual are
innate; as ‘graces,’ they are the gift of God, or else, Philo tells us, the gift to the reasonable soul from the
capacity itself.” Cf. also Noack, “Haben oder Empfangen,” 288.

155 cf, also Mos. 2.7.

136 cf, M.D. van Veldhuizen, “‘Philanthropia’ in Philo of Alexandria: A Scriptural Perspective” (PhD,
University of Notre Dame, 1982), 87: “The three Graces, then...are part of the accommodation of God to
man’s understanding.”

57 post. 32.

138 Congr. 138,
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3.4 Conclusion

The preceding sections have built to this point. All aspects of Philo’s understanding of
God start general and universal: God causes, creates, overflows in perfection, and thus
gives - everything. God is @IAGdwpog because he is creator and perfect in himself,
owning all things in his fullness. That is, the various aspects discussed in section two
are dependent on section one, as section one leads to two. But each aspect has to be
qualified. God causes and creates, but only the good. Likewise, God gives everything and
gives generously, but there are particular reasons why he gives. Consequently, the
question lurks, why and to whom does God give? God’s hyper-generous nature has to
be disambiguated in actual acts of giving. Philo’s concept of divine beneficence has
given some interpreters problems in understanding how he can describe God’s giving
in “typical” (i.e. Pauline) ways, such that grace is unwarranted and undeserved. Yet
then he explains that God gives according to worth and the capacity of the human
receiving the gift."”” I will now try to set forth both strands and propose an explanation
of how they fit together - and according to Philo, they simply do fit together - though
this task will stretch through the next chapter. In Philo’s mind, that God is a
profligately generous giver who gives according to worth holds in balance two ideas:

God is generous and he is also wise and rational.

4. God’s Perfect and Incommensurate Giving

In the first section I explained why everything has its origin in God, and in the second

section I elaborated on the nature of God’s generous being; in this section, then, I will

% Conzelmann, “Xdpig,” 390 summarizes well: “some see in Philo a ‘Catholic’ vacillation between
grace and man’s own work, while others speak of Hell.-Jewish synergism to the degree that grace is in
fact a help in the attainment of virtue.” See an overview of major interpretations in Zeller, Charis, 65-72.
Zeller specifically highlights Windisch, Frommigkeit Philos, for whom the “demand of the Law” drives
incapable humans to God’s mercy, and W. Vélker, Fortschritt und Vollendung bei Philo von Alexandrien: Eine
Studie zur Geschichte der Frommigkeit (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs Verlag, 1938), for whom Philo is a “naiver
Synergist.” As will become clear, neither a Protestant law-versus-grace scheme nor synergism make
sense of Philo’s view. Of course, some interpreters find it simply incredible that Philo actually speaks of
grace: cf. e.g., D.A. Carson, “Divine Sovereignty and Human Responsibility in Philo: Analysis and Method,”
NovT 23 (1981): 160-162; C. VanLandingham, Judgment and Justification in Early Judaism and the Apostle Paul
(Peabody: Hendrickson, 2006), 27. N.G. Cohen, “Context and Connotation. Greek Words for Jewish
Concepts in Philo,” in Shem in the Tents of Japhet: Essays on the Encounter of Judaism and Hellenism (Leiden:
Brill, 2002), 60 demonstrates how a number of terms were used “by early Christianity to express its own
agenda in the language of Judaism,” which is thus “why these words have so often been misconstrued by
scholars of Philo.”
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set forth some important clarifications for how God actually goes about giving. The
tension we have seen in the last two sections - everything comes from God as gift, but
only the good comes from God - is sublimated into a new issue here. If God is the
bountiful source of all things, and everything is gift, does God give to all people
indiscriminately? The principle I suggested in the introduction - that God is wise and
rational - has interacted with the first two axioms primarily by qualifying what God
gives (e.g. God causes and creates only the good, only pure gifts overflow from his
perfection). However, the principle is at work most clearly in the third axiom, for here
it qualifies how God gives and to whom, though even here it is in tension with the
uncontainable generosity of God’s being - the asymmetrical divine-human relationship.
For Philo, it is important that God not only be unbounded in generosity but also wise
and rational in his creating and giving, instilling order in creation and not
transgressing that order in giving. Thus, because God is a perfect giver, he gives both

rationally (according to order) and incommensurately (according to his being).

4.1 “And Noah found grace before the Lord God”

We can set out many themes of Philo’s concept of God’s giving by describing two
passages where Philo interprets Genesis 6.8, the first occurrence of x&pig in the LXX:
“Noah found grace before the Lord God” (Nwe 8¢ ebpev ydpiv évavtiov kuvpiov tod
0€00).'* Leg. 3.78-106 and Deus 86-110 present clearly two sides of Philo’s thought -
excessive and calculated giving - which could seem to be in tension.'*'

In Leg. 3.78-106, Philo discusses various kinds of God-given natural endowments.'*”
Before, in sections 65-76, Philo explained why the Serpent (Pleasure) was given no

chance to defend itself but Eve (Sense Perception) was. Sense Perception is neither

10 As Calabi, God’s Acting, 19 n.13 remarks, xdpic here “is undoubtedly a complex and polyvalent
[term]... it is precisely this multivalency which is indicative of the different levels at which Philo’s
argument is set.” On the semantic shifts in xdpig throughout Deus 86-110, see Calabi 21 n.23. Conzelmann,
“Xdpig,” 389 claims that “xdpic is never a theological word in the LXX,” which is wrong in whatever
sense Conzelmann means by “theological.” Certainly, for Philo, xdpig in Gen 6.8 - and everywhere else in
the LXX - is absolutely theological.

161 A third interpretation can be found in QG 1.96. Here Philo explains that Noah found grace because
he was grateful, while all others were not.

162 Cf. P. Borgen, Philo of Alexandria: An Exegete for His Time (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 51-56 on the form of
this passage, as one of Philo’s many “lists of biblical examples.”
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good nor bad in itself, but depends on how it is used by Man (Mind).'” Since it is not
inherently bad, it is allowed to defend itself. Pleasure, however, is “wretched of itself
(¢€ €avtfic ot poxOnpd); and therefore there is no reason to let it defend itself,
because its presence necessitates a guilty verdict. Philo concludes that God has created
in the soul some natures “faulty and blameworthy” and others “excellent and
praiseworthy.”** This is what precedes and concludes this interpretation of Gen 6.8.

Consequently, Philo says that if anyone asks what Gen 6.8 means, that “Noah found
favor before the Lord God” without doing anything prior (undév mpdrepov
gpyaoduevov),'® the answer is that Noah has a “praiseworthy constitution and nature,
for Noah means ‘rest’ or ‘righteous.”** It is necessary (&vdaykn) that such a nature finds
favor with God, and what Noah finds is that God has given all things (xdpiv Svta to0
B0 ta obunavta), that grace is only suitably attributed to God (810 kai pévov thv
X&ptv oikelov). God created because of his “goodness and grace” - for “all things in the
world and the world itself are a gift and benefit and favor of God” (dwped yap kai
gvepyeoia Kal xdptopa Beod td mdvta Goa €v kdouw Kal adtog 6 kéopog £oti).'”” Noah
finds grace because his nature - not actions - constitutes him as worthy.

The successive sections follow a similar pattern:'® a person receives something
from God - apparently without doing anything to deserve it - so Philo locates the gift’s

appropriateness in the person’s nature as seen in the person’s name.'” The enigmatic

19 See also Cher. 58-60.

' For whatever reason, for Philo, saying that God creates souls with bad natures is not the same as
attributing evil to God. Carson, “Divine Sovereignty,” 156 is correct that Philo does not solve the problem
of the origin of evil or divine sovereignty/human freedom, but he takes too much glee in pointing this
out.

1% Or, “at least as far as we know” (8oa ye €ic thv fuetépav éniyvworv).

1% Leg. 3.77.

17 Leg. 3.78.

%8 philo moves from verse to verse to make sense of Gen 6.8; D.T. Runia, “The Structure of Philo’s
Allegorical Treatises: A Review of Two Recent Studies and Some Additional Comments,” VC 38 (1984): 238
thus distinguishes between “primary exegesis, which concentrates on direct exegesis of the main biblical
lemma, and...secondary exegesis, which gives exegesis of subordinate biblical lemma to the extent the
exegete deems fit for the full understanding of the main biblical text.”

19 cf. J.M.G. Barclay, “Grace Within and Beyond Reason: Philo and Paul in Dialogue,” in Paul, Grace
and Freedom: Essays in Honour of John K. Riches (ed. P. Middleton et al.; London: T&T Clark, 2009), 10: “The
seven figures in this catalogue...vary a little in detail, but have in common the fact that some divine
blessing or promise was given to them before the text records any work.” As J.K. Riches, “Paul, Grace and
Freedom: A Response,” in Paul, Grace and Freedom, 195 comments, Philo attempts to “discern the hidden
rationale of God’s gift-giving, that which renders the recipient worthy of such a gift and the gift
appropriate to the receiver.”
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Melchizedek is the “King of Peace” and God’s own Priest not because of any prefigured
work (o0dev €pyov abtod mpodiatunoac) but because God makes Melchizedek worthy
(&&10¢) of these positions and attributions first (tp&tov), as they reflect the meaning of
his name."”

Philo frontloads the issue with regard to Abram: “But what good had Abram already
done” that prompted God’s call to leave his fatherland? The land is an example of God’s
“great and precious gifts,” but Abram does nothing to merit it, because beforehand
“God begat this character having an image worthy of zeal” (éyévvnoe tinov €xovta
omovdfi¢ d€ov).”" Abram’s name means “lofty father,” being one who soars high and
contemplates God and his nature, in line with his God-given nature."”” Similarly, Isaac
was “molded and appointed and chosen to have the best lot before birth.”'” Isaac’s
name was determined before birth (cf. Gen 17.19) and thus both nature and name were
given to Isaac before birth, before doing anything, and so provide appropriate grounds
for God’s praise.

The choice of Jacob is handled differently. God’s foreknowledge of the nature and
future deeds of Jacob and Esau determines his judgment on them. Philo states: “for
altogether, a certain small breeze of virtue evidences rule and authority, not freedom
alone, and by contrast, the ordinary existence of wickedness enslaves the reason, even
if its offspring are not fully developed.””* There is a hint of virtue and vice in utero in
Jacob and Esau, respectively, and God’s actions reflect that.'””

Bezalel is the final character discussed to whom God gave without a clear reason
why in the text (cf. Ex 31.2ff.). For Philo, this must mean that “God engraved on this
form in the soul in the manner of an approved coin.”"”® The key to understanding this
engraving is in Bezalel’s name, which means “in the shadow of God.” Since God’s
shadow is the Logos, the Logos was impressed upon Bezalel. Philo then contrasts two

kinds of people: those who know God, the Artificer, from his works - “through a

170 Leg. 3.79-80.

71 cf. Sandmel, Philo’s Place, 144-145.

72 Leg. 3.83-84.

17 Leg. 3.85-87.

7 Leg. 3.89. For a reading of this text in dialogue with Paul in Romans 9, see Barclay, “Grace Within
and Beyond.”

173 Cf. Leg. 3.90-94 on Ephraim and Manasseh.

176 Leg. 3.95.
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shadow” (Bezalel) - and those who have a clear vision of God and his shadow (Moses)."”
Bezalel is a character gifted because of his nature, but even his gifting pales in
comparison to Moses.

Philo thus states: “we have found there are two natures created and molded and
engraved completely by God,” one blameworthy and one praiseworthy.””® This leads to
Moses’ prayer for God to “open for us his own treasury” (Deut 28.12) and to close the
treasuries of evil things."”’ Philo is constrained to believe that God has treasuries of
both good and evil because of Deut 32.34-35, but God’s goodness means that the
treasuries of evil are left closed: “For it is God’s 1610v to bestow good things and to give
in anticipation (@8d&veiv dwpovuevov), but to be slow in bringing evil things.”** Since
God is a “lover of gifts and bounteous” (@1Aédwpog kal xapiotikdg), God keeps the
treasuries of evil sealed even when “the soul falls out of step with right reason, even
when it was fitting to consider it worthy of punishment” (6néte kai &&ov Av avTrVv
dikng a&obobon).”™ God will provide “time for repentance and the fixing of the false
step and restoration.”

Philo is concerned to safeguard the appropriateness of God’s generosity - that God
gives for a reason, to fitting recipients. We see in this passage a logic for why God gives,
which is that those who are worthy to receive have been given a worthy nature by God
beforehand. God is characterized as one who does not give haphazardly but to the &&io1
(cf. 79, 83, 106; a€16w in 87, 93, 94, 106). Yet it is God who molds and shapes their
natures into a worthy state: God’s giving is why the recipients are worthy of the gift.

Philo does not see in this logic a simple determinism;'® it is an opportunity to praise

Y77 Cf, Leg. 3.97-103.

178 Leg. 3.104,

17 Borgen, Exegete, 54 calls this a “didactic epilogue.”

180 Leg. 3.105.

181 Leg. 3.106.

'82 Sandmel, “Abraham’s Knowledge,” 138; contrast Knox, “Quest for God.” For the larger issue, see
also H.A. Wolfson, “Philo on Free Will. And the Historical Influence of His View,” HTR 35 (1942): 131-69
and the rebuttal by D. Winston, “Freedom and Determinism in Philo of Alexandria,” StPhA 3 (1975): 47-70.
Winston argues that “the general tone of Philo’s ethical thought is evidently deterministic” (70), which is
likely right. Since God alone is cause and active, and humans are passive, there is necessarily a sense of
God’s controlling all things. Accordingly, Winston affirms a “relative free will,” but not absolute free will
(so Wolfson). Consequently, while Leg. 3.78-106 does not evince a simple determinism, it is clear here that
God has predetermined worth. This point is one generally underestimated by those who attribute a
“merit theology” to Philo. Dillon, Middle Platonists, 166 acutely states that Philo “[1]ike any other Platonist
...must resist Stoic determinism, and yet reconcile the doctrine of the freedom of the will with that of the
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God for his munificent nature and to pray for God’s continual support and mercy.'”
Everything is thus attributed to God, even the conditions that God gives to humans by
which he gives gifts.

In Deus 86-110, Philo begins by differentiating between “finding” (e0peoig) and “re-
finding” (Gvevpeoic).”™ The “Great Vow” is an example of Gvevpeoic - indicative of an
understanding that “God himself and by himself is the cause of good things,” though it
may appear that the Earth produces them.'™ An example of eUpeoig is the gift of cities
and houses (Deut 6.10-11),"* which symbolically represent “generic and specific
virtues.”"” The way these gifts are received is likened to a person waking from sleep to
find a gift - an unexpected discovery.'® Likewise, it is also a toil-free discovery for the
naturally blessed soul, in contrast to those who labor and work, the “sluggish and slow
of soul.”™ This latter group renders insincere worship to God because they are
impious.

This contrast - between those who find grace easily and recognize God as cause,
and the impure who toil but never find - sets up the discussion of Noah. Earlier, in 70ff.,
Philo had already set Noah apart as one who exists by God’s grace, while the evil exist
by God’s wrath. God does not annihilate humanity because of his goodness, as Noah'’s
finding grace allows for God to “mix saving mercy with the judgment against sinners.”

Philo quotes Psalm 100.1 for corroboration and reflects further on the relation, and

Providence of God.” Dillon points to Cher. 128 as a passage against which every affirmation of free will in
Philo must be read. One thing all sides agree on, however, is that humans only choose to do what is good
because of God’s gift of the Logos at work in them. What to do with evil, as already noted, remains an
open question. See e.g. H.A. Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity, and
Islam, Volume 1 (Cambridge: HUP, 1947), 446-447. Cf, Zeller, Charis, 72: “Das ist die Konsequenz der
Allwirksamkeit des Schépfers, daR jede anscheinende Titigkeit des Menschen zum Guten in Wahrheit
Tat Gottes in creatio continua ist.”

'8 Cf, Borgen, Exegete, 54.

'8 On this distinction, see D.T. Runia, “Mosaic and Platonist Exegesis: Philo on ‘Finding’ and
‘Refinding’,” VC 40 (1986): 209-17. For a helpful breakdown of Philo’s exegetical moves and transitions in
this text, see Runia, “Structure,” 242-243.

'8 Deus 86-87. Borgen, Exegete, 117 explains that Philo’s use of the Great Vow gives “a needed
specification of the contexts indicated in the answer.”

'8 D, Gooding and V. Nikiprowetzky, “Philo’s Bible in the De Gigantibus and Quod Deus,” in Two
Treatises of Philo of Alexandria (ed. D. Winston and J. Dillon; Chico: Scholars Press, 1983), 94-118 provide a
full discussion of Philo’s citations in this text.

'87 Deus 95.

1% Cf. Deus 92-93, 97-98.

'8 See also Fug. 120-177, where Philo discusses the difference between “finding” and “seeking.” For a
comparison of these two passages, see Winston and Dillon, Two Treatises, 321.
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predominance, of divine mercy over judgment; but the point is that Noah is under
God’s grace vis-a-vis the rest of humanity and is thus properly considered someone
who “finds grace.”

Philo proposes two possibilities for the meaning of Noah'’s finding grace. First, that
Noah “obtained grace” (xdpitog £tuyev), which Philo considers unreasonable since
Noah received nothing beyond what all others have (ti yap adt® mAéov dedwpnrat
navtwv). All other beings, even “simple elementary natures,” have been considered
worthy of divine grace (xdpito¢ néiwuévwv Being).”” Second, that “the Cause judges
worthy of his gifts (kpivovtoc tod aitiov dwpedv d€iovg) those who do not destroy the
divine coin in them...with disgraceful practices.”*" But Philo wavers, “perhaps this is
not true.”*” Philo’s reasoning is important: “For how great must a person be who will
be judged worthy of grace before God? For I hardly consider that the whole world could
obtain such a thing, and yet the world is indeed the first and greatest and most perfect
of the divine works.”"” Noah could not have deserved God’s grace, because not even the
world itself is worthy of it; in fact, nothing and no one is worthy of God’s grace.” All
have been considered worthy of divine grace, but none are inherently worthy of it.

A third option is deemed the most appropriate. Noah is the “cultivated
individual”* (6 doteiog) who has searched and found the greatest truth: “all things are

a gift of God” (xdptv 8vta Be0d & mdvta). Philo goes on:

1% Deus 104.

I Deus 105.

2 Thus, Windisch, Frémmigkeit Philos, 18 states: “Heilige Menschen der Vorzeit scheinen vor anderen
das Pridikat der Wiirdigkeit zu verdienen; Philo erteilt es ihnen auch gelegentlich; aber an anderen
Orten steigen ihm Bedenken auf, und er nimmt sein Wort zuriick.” We might say, however, that the issue
is from which perspective Philo is approaching the topic, not whether Philo “takes back” his word. If
Philo needs to emphasize the rationality of God’s beneficence, then Noah must be worthy; if he needs to
emphasize the incommensurable nature of God’s generosity, then Noah is unworthy. Human worth or
unworth is a secondary consideration to proper speech about God.

% According to Zeller, Charis, 35, this moving of “das gnidige Walten Gottes” away from the
individual and into “den Kosmos und seine Anfinge” evidences Stoic influence.

"% Pace Harrison, Grace, 124, one cannot simply say that “x&pic is restricted to those who are d&io1.”
Even though God typically gives to the worthy, how worth is constituted is not straightforward - the
statement needs more nuance.

"% Philo is concerned to be faithful to the text - that Noah was a “righteous man, perfect among his
generation” who “pleased God” (Gen 6.9) - while upholding the truism that ultimately no one is
deserving of divine generosity. His understanding of Noah as 6 doteiog is one way of balancing the two.
L.H. Feldman, “Questions About the Great Flood, as Viewed by Philo, Pseudo-Philo, Josephus, and the
Rabbis,” ZAW 115 (2003): 414 points out Philo’s worry that the text calls Moses “righteous” without
providing any examples of righteous actions. On Gen 6.8-9 and Noah’s worthiness in Philo and other
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God has given nothing to himself for he needs nothing, but the world to the world and
its parts to each other and one another, and also to the universe. Although considering
nothing worthy of grace, he has given good things in abundance to the whole (world)
and to all its parts, rather looking to his eternal goodness'® and thinking that to give
benefits belongs to his blessed and happy nature.”’

Everything is a gift given from God not because anyone deserves it, but because God is
generous. Consequently, Philo explicates Noah’s finding grace as discovering that
everything exists because of God’s grace and that everything is grace. Philo sets God’s
beneficence over worth: humans are not worthy to receive—not even the world, the
greatest good, is worthy.'”® As God creates because of his goodness, he gives because of
his goodness and not because of any external cause or condition.”” God’s overflowing
generosity cannot be bound in any way in this interpretation of Gen 6.8. Grace causes
grace.

Are these interpretations of Genesis 6.8 inconsistent?’” In the briefer Deus
interpretation, Philo passes over worth by concluding that nothing is worthy. In Leg.,
God gives precisely according to the worth that God establishes. In this chapter and the
next, I will argue that these two ideas are not in tension - not that Philo never
contradicts himself! - and that they fit together when viewed against the backdrop of

Philo’s larger doctrine of God. My basic argument is that God can give in an orderly

Jewish authors, see L.H. Feldman, “Josephus’ Portrait of Noah and Its Parallels in Philo, Pseudo-Philo’s
‘Biblical Antiquities’, and Rabbinic Midrashim,” PAAJR 55 (1998): 43-44.

% Winston and Dillon, Two Treatises, 331 say this is “an adaptation of the Demiurge’s looking to the
Paradigm.” This broaches the issue of whether God creates/gives by “looking to eternal goodness” as
something proper to his being or external to it. Cf. Calabi, God’s Acting, 24: “In the first case, the supreme
Being watches Himself as He carries out an action and holds that this is worthy of determination; in the
second case, what He is looking to is a power that seems to have some sort of role as an autonomous
being. Both hypotheses pose a problem.” The former problematizes divine simplicity, while the latter
hypostasizes something essential to God’s nature. Calabi thinks the problem cannot finally be solved,
though she argues that God “looks to the eternal goodness that is within God’s mind and is &idiov.” For
our purposes, the point is that the initiative is with God, not the human.

97 Zeller, Charis, 36 calls this “ontologische Gnade.”

%8 And yet, Moses is worthy! Cf. Deus 109-110.

' Leg. 3.78. As Runia, Timaeus, 133 states, “Grace to the righteous man is placed in the larger context
of grace to the entire cosmos, of which man is part.”

% As noted above, many believe they are. Cf, Moffatt, Grace, 49:

“Grace comes freely to any man, not for the sake of merit on his part, and yet somehow
the reception of it does depend upon a certain capacity. How these two truths are to be
reconciled, we are not told. ..for the first time the consciousness of this antinomy
begins to be felt in his pages, perhaps more by his readers than by himself.”

Almost precisely the same thing is found in E. Bréhier, Les idées philosophiques et religieuses de Philon
d’Alexandrie (2nd ed.; Paris, 1925), 278, who calls this tension “la contradiction fondamentale” with which
subsequent thinkers have to deal. Cf. also Windisch, Frémmigkeit Philos, 17.
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fashion only because of his prior overflowing generosity. In and of themselves, no
created being can ever be worthy of God’s gifts unless God himself imbues the person
with worth in an act of creation. God’s grace is prior to and causative of human worth.
Thus, in their own ways, both expositions point to the importance of human worth for
Philo. We will now examine more methodically how Philo describes these two aspects
of God’s giving before systematizing them. Philo does not spell out how the two aspects

cohere, but this does not mean that that coherence cannot be explained.
4.2 God’s Overflowing and Orderly Giving: A Preliminary Sketch

4.2.1. Overflowing Giving

Creation itself is an act of overflowing giving, according to no external worth or
condition beyond God’s generosity. Philo believes that the world itself is also then
unable to contain God’s immeasurable gifts, like a shallow channel filled to
overflowing.””" Indeed, God bestows gifts “always and incessantly,” never missing a
chance to give.”” Philo makes many sweeping statements about God’s universal

11203

blessings: God has “showered particular goods on heaven and earth,”*” and as a

benefactor “gives out a bountiful abundance of goods to every part of the universe.”**
Thus, “no one is in lack” for all have the “interminable riches of nature for a supplier,”
and “all everywhere enjoy in great abundance.””” God provides the things necessary
for life to all, as he gives life to each individual: Philo testifies, “he has given me to
myself and every living person to himself.”** If Philo apprehends everything as gift, the
correlation is that gifts are given to all, sometimes despite the recipient’s

unworthiness. Thus, Philo can immediately disqualify the reading that Noah found

grace as a worthy individual, for Noah’s discovery is actually the gift-nature of all

' Ebr. 31-32.

%% Plant. 89.

%% Spec. 2.53.

% Legat. 118. Cf, Decal. 81, 178. For Philo, giver and benefactor are two appellations that interpret the
same reality. Philo uses the ebepy- word group no less than 156 times to describe God (e0epyétnc), how
God acts (ebepyetikdg), and what God gives (sbepyeoia). Note the way gifts and benefits are often listed
together: e.g. Fug. 66; Plant. 89. For a discussion of benefaction in Philo, see Harrison, Grace, 120-133; see
also J.H. Neyrey, “God, Benefactor and Patron: The Major Cultural Model for Interpreting the Deity in
Greco-Roman Antiquity,” JSNT 27 (2005); 465-92.

2% virt. 6. Cf, differently Migr. 31-32,

%% Somn. 2.224. Cf. Spec. 2.198.
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things.”” But these texts do not assert anything past a common gifting; is there more
that all people enjoy beyond their mere existence?**

Elsewhere, Philo occasionally speaks of God’s giving in spite of unworthiness. For
example, in the creation account Philo questions why the divine breath is given to the
earthly man and not the heavenly man who is made after God’s image.*” Philo answers
that “God, being bountiful, gives good things to all, even those who are not perfect
(1A8dwpog v 6 BedG xapiletan Ta dyadd mdol ki Toig un teAeiong), calling them forth
into participation and zeal for virtue and at the same time exhibiting his excessive
riches, because this suffices for those who will not be greatly benefited by it.”** God
causes rain to fall upon the springs in the desert, which gives no real benefit and does
nothing but prove the “abundance of his own riches and goodness.” For this reason,
“no soul [is] barren of good, even if the use of the good may be impossible to some.”
Accordingly, the earthly man is a type of unworthy recipient: the gift does not fit but
constitutes the recipient as worthy, drawing the recipient towards a better status. God
gives to the unworthy because of his generosity and despite their unworthiness, from a
desire to see the unworthy become worthy. Since God’s gifts have this causative
function, there can be an inherent sense of a lack of fit to his gifts. By giving, God
instills desire for virtue, the possession of which makes the beneficence fitting. All
originally stand in need of this proto-gifting and thus all receive gifts. Hence, parents
do not overlook their “unruly children” but rather care for them and often “give in
abundance more to these than the self-controlled” (moAAdxkic 8¢ kai toUTo1g uGANOV f
101¢ cw@pooty gmdaPilevduevor xapilovtal) because they know that the latter have

certain resources for life in themselves, while the unruly have nothing but the

27 Deus 104-106.

2% 7eller, Charis, 34-35 rightly notes that Philo, like the Stoics, distinguished between “‘groRen
Geschenk Gottes,” das jeder bei der Geburt vorfindet, der vollstindigen Welt und den ‘speziellen
Geschenken’, die Gott gibt und die Menschen frei empfangen.”

% On Philo’s understanding of the two men, see A.J.M. Wedderburn, “Philo’s ‘Heavenly Man’,” NovT
15 (1973): 301-26. For whether this tradition was used by Paul, see the conflicting essays of B. Schaller,
“Adam und Christus bei Paulus: oder: Uber Brauch und Fehlbrauch von Philo in der neutestamentlichen
Forschung,” in Philo und das Neue Testament: Wechselseitige Wahrnehmungen, L. Internationales Symposium zum
Corpus Judeo-Hellenisticum (ed. R. Deines and K.-W. Niebuhr; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 143-153 and
S. Nordgaard, “Paul’s Appropriation of Philo’s Theory of ‘Two Men’ in 1 Corinthians 15.45-49,” NTS 57
(2011): 348-65. Tobin, Creation of Man provides the fullest exposition of the creation of humans in Philo.

1% Leg. 1.34. This distinction between perfect and progressing is key for Philo’s understanding of
worth; see further the next chapter.
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parents.”" Analogously (tév a0tOv Tpdmov), God as Father, while caring for all creation,
“provides for those living blameful lives ... giving them an opportunity for restoration,
while also not exceeding his merciful nature.”*"

This posture is particularly visible in two passages about creation. In Spec. 4.187,
Philo describes how God’s creating brought order out of disorder, existence out of
nonexistence. The point is that God and “his beneficent powers are always anxious to
remodel the trespass of the bad that exists and to convert it to the better.” Likewise, at
creation God benefitted with “unlimited and rich gifts (e0epyeteilv drauievrog kai
mAovoiaig xdpiot) the nature that without the divine gift (trjv &vev dwpedg Belag @vorv)
would be unable to obtain any good by itself.”** The world itself is unworthy, and that
which is in the world is unworthy and incapable of good—unless God gives.*"
Consequently, God gives to the unworthy so that they can become worthy. By
necessity, then, recipients are unworthy of at least their first gifting. Furthermore, as
“every wise man is a ransom for an evil man,” so also does God give “his infinite and
unlimited riches for the sake of the worthy even to the unworthy.”?" Thus, God gives to
the unworthy not only for their wellbeing, but to benefit the worthy.

There are also passages where God gives without consideration of worth or any
supervening reasons. The major example of this is God’s provision for those of lowest
status in society. Philo says that opening fallow fields to the poor - “widows and
orphaned children and all others who are neglected and unseen because of their not
having enough” - causes them to “abound in surplus” and be “made rich suddenly by
the gifts of God” (tai¢ o0 00D dwpeaic e€amvaiwg ntenAovtnkdtec). These people do
not receive God’s gifts because of their intrinsic worth, but are “called to participation
with the owners in the sacred number seven.”*'® Yet, in Decal. 40-42 Philo asserts that
God the King does not overlook even the lowest persons but considers them worthy

(A&iwoev) and provides for them sacred laws. But Philo uses this argument to make a

! Prov, 2.2-6. Cf, similarly Opif. 9-11; also, differently, Decal. 81.

212 A5 Feldman, “Questions about the Great Flood,” 405 states: “Philo is convinced, however, that God
not only combines mercy with judgment but that His mercy precedes His judgment and that, in fact, he
shows His mercy in doing kindness even to those who are unworthy.” Cf. further Zeller, Charis, 49-59.

B Opif. 23.

21 Cf. Mut. 139-142, 154-156.

% Sacr. 121-124.

216 Spec. 2.108.
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point about how virtuous humans should not overlook those who are disgraced or in
terrible situations. God’s giving to these lowest is not because of their worth but is an
act of unconditioned generosity, for their sake. And to anyone who considers him- or
herself deserving of God’s gift (6 &€ioxpewv eavtov voAauPdvwv), Philo quotes Deut
9.5: “Not because of your righteousness nor because of the holiness of your heart do
you enter the land to inherit it...”*"” As Windisch notes, “die Gnadenverheifung, die von
menschlichem Verhalten unabhingig gegeben wurde, mul eben erfiillt werden.”**®
Therefore, God gives to the unworthy so they may become virtuous, and God can be
generous without worth being an expressed condition, proving that God’s generosity is
not bound by any explicating system.’”’ God gives because he is a God that loves to give;
worth may be a condition of his giving, but it is not a cause, and thus God can give
contrary to, or without regard for, worth - in exceptional cases - because it is not the
motivating principle of his generosity. But we must keep in mind, first, that these texts
are sparse compared to the texts that speak of giving according to worth - God’s
generosity is often channeled towards the deserving - and second, that these passages
play a specific role in Philo’s theology. God’s giving to the unworthy does more than
shake up Philo’s neat distinctions in his gift-giving schema. It displays Philo’s anxiety
about making the Giver-recipient relationship symmetrical, when it is entirely
asymmetrical. God always condescends to give, even to the “worthy.” Furthermore, it
displays that all at some point receive while being unworthy. Although this idea is
infrequently stated in Philo’s texts, it stands behind every text that speaks of God’s
giving to the worthy: they are only worthy because God transforms the unworthy into
the worthy through his generosity, which then makes his giving fitting. Consequently,
this strand of thought has an important role to play in re-conceptualizing the relation
of worth and grace in Philo’s thought. It is not a simple correspondence between

human worth and divine response (reward); rather, divine giving is itself constitutive

7 Sacr. 54-57. Consequently, a constitutive element of worth is considering oneself to be unworthy.
See LaPorte, Eucharistia, 43. Also, Windisch, Frommigkeit Philos, 17: “Der Mensch kann und soll sich nicht
wiirdig machen; gerade das Bekenntnis seiner Unwiirdigkeit wird von ihm gefordert.”

¥ Windisch, Frémmigkeit Philos, 19.

Y Kennedy, Philo’s Contribution, 145. Cf. also Zeller, Charis, 42: “Die Freigebigkeit Gottes ist auch der
Grund dafir, dafl Gott seine Giiter auch dem leibverhafteten, zum Bdsen geneigten Menschen mitteilt.”
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of human worth, because God is the cause of all good things. God’s act in creation of

taking chaos and making order is paralleled by God’s giving to the unworthy.”

4.2.2. Orderly Giving

Philo customarily speaks of God giving gifts measured to fit the worthy recipient’s

221

capacity.” We will look at this point here briefly, as the next chapter will elaborate on
how and why God gives this way.

Philo asserts that all creation “would not be able to hold the riches of God if he
willed to display them.” God’s giving too little or too much is akin to either drought or
flooding, both of which can kill humans.”” God gives to creatures for “whom a
continual enjoyment of similar gifts would harm rather than benefit.” God, therefore,
carefully weighs his gifts, not giving so that beneficiaries grow insolent, but continually
replacing new blessings for old (aiel véag avti nadaiotépwv).”” Accordingly, the
creature “never has no share in the gifts of God, since then he would be destroyed by all
means;” but by contrast, the creature is “unable to bear” an abundance of such gifts.
Thus, because “God desires an advantage for us, he measures out the things given to
benefit in proportion to the strength of those who receive” (6 00¢ w@eleiv Tpodg TV
OV Aapfavéviwy ioxvv ta Siddueva otabudtat).””

God does not give according to his own infinite power but according to the capacity

t.””® Heavenly charity must be measured, for “the things which God is

of the recipien
able to give are not possible for a human to receive” (008¢ yap & doGvat Be®, tadta kal

avOpwnw Aafeiv duvatdv).”® In some ways, then, God’s restraint is a merciful gift

% Thus, Moffatt, Grace, 48 rightly observes that the “universal range of divine grace” stems directly
from Philo’s “view of creation.”

2! Geljon, “Divine Infinity,” 177 calls this Philo’s “principle of measurement.” There are two aspects
to this: “God’s goodness has to be distributed and measured out to its recipients in a manner commensurate
to their capacity for accepting it.” Runia, Timaeus, 137 (italics original). That is, God gives to particular
individuals and gives precise amounts to each.

22 Similar metaphors about rain appear frequently to illustrate this principle. Cf, Post. 143-145; Her.
31-33; Ebr. 32; differently, Praem. 100-102.

’® Harrison, Grace, 122: “These initial gifts of God are stored up for future benefactions, and are
progressively re-introduced to replace existing gifts.”

 Post. 143-145. Kennedy, Philo’s Contribution, 155: “The only limit to the grace of God lies in the
narrowness of men’s capacity to receive it.” Runia, Timaeus, 137-138, 441, argues that the Logos, as
“premeasurer of all things” (QG 1.4), does the work of measuring God’s gifts to fit their recipients.

% But cf. Her. 99.

?26 Mut. 218. Cf. Somn. 1.143. Cf. Ebr. 32 for a similar argument.
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itself.””” Since the capacities of humans differ from person to person God gives
(xapiCouar) by measuring the soul of each person, giving in proportion to each (to

" As van Veldenhuizen states, “God meets people at all levels...and

&valoyov £KAoTO1C).
apportions his goodness in a way appropriate to the capacities of those who receive
it.””* This idea stresses the finite creatureliness of humans vis-a-vis God’s infinite
power to give, displaying God to be a perfect and incommensurate giver.”® Thus, in this
way “Philo indicates the great gap between God and man, emphasizing God’s

transcendence.””

4.2.3. Summary

“Orderly giving” is not the same thing as “gifts to the worthy.” Philo can work in the
binary categories of worthy/unworthy, yet he often speaks of a spectrum of worth -
from evil to perfect - along which humans may exist at many different points. Those
who are perfect, or progressing that way, are the most suitable recipients of God’s
generosity - of his giving. As Sandmel states, “Grace can most readily come to the man
whose virtue puts him into the position of receiving it.”*** Thus, while God’s primal act
of giving in creation is an overflowing, incongruous gift due to his own goodness, God
structures the creation to make possible orderly giving (e.g. natural law) because God is

rational and wise. Consequently, Philo speaks primarily of a more discreet beneficence,

27 Cf. esp. Opif. 23. Runia, Timaeus, 137 notes that this notion of divine restraint could signal that “the
intractability of the chaotic matter” could be what “partially frustrates the divine purpose” in giving but
that Philo does not take this route.

*%8 Mut. 232. Cf. Deus 80. Commenting on the Deus passage, J. Dillon, “The Nature of God in the ‘Quod
Deus’,” in Two Treatises, 223 suggests that this aspect of Philo’s thought “seems to be a version of the later
Neoplatonic doctrine of ‘suitability for reception.” The difference between the two, as Dillon explains
the Neoplatonic tradition, is that the Neoplatonists believed the gods to be “constantly benevolent in
their bestowal of benefits and wisdom, but creatures can only receive as much as they are
constitutionally able to absorb.” By contrast, for Philo God measures his gifts concisely. Indeed, Philo
implies that humans would die from divine grace if they could “absorb” as much as possible.

*? yan Veldhuizen, “Philanthropia,” 103.

20 Cf. Spec. 1.43-44, On this text (and theme), Harrison, Grace, 127 states that “all [God’s] benefaction
exclusively reside[s] in His sovereign freedom and grace, and not in the initiative of His servants.”
Windisch, Frémmigkeit Philos, 19 has a nice phrase, saying Philo has an insight into “die eigne
Unwiirdigkeit allem Gotterleben.”

! Geljon, “Divine Infinity,” 176. Cf, Zeller, Charis, 72: “Jede geschaffene Vollkommenheit schwindet
dahin vor der unendlichen Vollkommenheit der Schpfers.”

#2S, Sandmel, “Philo Judaeus: An Introduction to the Man, His Writings, and His Significance,” in
ANRW 2.21 (Hellenistisches Judentum in Rémischer Zeit: Philon und jJosephus) (ed. W. Haase; New York: De
Gruyter, 1984), 28.
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where suitable gifts are given to suitable beneficiaries. And ultimately, while Philo is
worried about making the Giver-recipient relationship appear symmetrical, he is also
concerned not to portray God as an arbitrary benefactor. Orderly giving results from
God’s unbounded generosity - human worth never necessitates God’s giving, but God
“rejoices in giving, whenever the recipients are worthy of the gift.”* As it stands, these
two aspects of God’s giving - overflowing and orderly - do not conflict as they have

been construed so far.”**

Giving to the worthy is the norm, but there would be none
worthy if God had not made them so. The next chapter will further describe how God

constitutes worth in humans.

5. Conclusion

God creates and God gives: creation is gift, and giving is viewed from the vantage point
of God’s creative work. God is generous towards what he has created.

I have arranged this chapter to show how the major aspects of Philo’s
understanding of God, as epitomized in my three axioms or “grammatical rules,”
contribute to Philo’s view that God primarily and fundamentally is a gift-giver. For
Philo, God is the hyper-generous Creator from whom all things come into existence.
Therefore, God’s giving needs to be understood as an aspect of God’s creative activity—
of bringing order to disorder, making better what was bad. Since everything has been
created, everything is a gift that has, by grace, moved from worse to better. Related to
this, the cause of God’s generosity is his goodness, not human worthiness: human
worth is often an important condition, but is not the cause, of God’s benefactions, for
even human worth is a gift. Since everything is and comes from this creative divine
generosity, giving to the worthy is always predicated on a prior giving to the unworthy.

This way of framing God’s generosity within the context of his creative work
alleviates the seeming discrepancies between God’s overflowing giving in creation and
to the unworthy and God’s orderly giving according to the recipient’s capacity and

worth, But this chapter, by focusing on God’s creative generosity, has necessarily given

3 Somn. 2.177.

»* Even though Windisch, Frémmigkeit Philos, 18 can talk about “auch die Unwiirdigen” partaking
(teilhaben) in God’s gifts, I am proposing that this is not a contradiction of Philo’s system of divine
benefaction but rather an aspect of it.
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greater attention to God’s overflowing, incommensurate giving. Thus, we must now
examine more closely how, for Philo, God has wisely ordered the world to make orderly

giving possible.



Chapter 2: Cosmological Ethics, Gifted Virtue, and Worth

...philosophy is above all the art of human life; and engagement in it that is not
properly anchored to the business of living well is regarded as empty and vain.'

1. Introduction: Locating Human Agency and Constructing Worth

The previous chapter leaves us with a theological problem: if all good things must be
attributed to God’s causation, what then of virtuous human action, those good deeds
that constitute one as worthy to receive divine gifts? For Philo, the following statement

is not empty piety but the incontrovertible foundation of ethics:

it is necessary for the soul not to bring to himself the labor in behalf of virtue but to
take it away from himself and to offer it up to God (&peAeiv & £avtfic kal Be®
&veveykeiv), confessing that not its strength nor its power obtained the good but the
One who gives even the love for it (6 xai Tov €pwta xapioduevog).?

What then does “worth” mean when it is necessary always for humans to attribute all
good things to God? Wolfson argues that “man proves himself worthy of [divine
intervention] by trying by his own power of free will with which God has endowed all
men to avoid evil and choose good.” While God is the “ultimate cause of the free will”
that God has gifted to the human race, God is only the “auxiliary cause of certain
particular acts of the choice of good where man has proved himself worthy.” By

[§

contrast, Winston insists that the “‘worthy’ may simply be those whom God in his
infinite wisdom has predetermined to be his chosen ones.” Since humans have only a
limited free will, worth for receiving divine gifts cannot be attributed to the actions
that humans do not freely do. The disagreement between Wolfson and Winston stems
from their readings of the fragment from Leg. 4 and how they understand free will in

Philo. This text can provide a starting point for the rest of this chapter:

' M.C. Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire: Theory and Practice in Hellenistic Ethics (Princeton: PUP, 1994),
15.

? Leg. 3.136.

* H.A. Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, Volume 1
(Cambridge: HUP, 1947), 446.

*D. Winston, “Freedom and Determinism in Philo of Alexandria,” StPhA 3 (1975): 55. There is merit to
Winston’s argument (cf. Leg. 3.77-106). While I am disagreeing with Wolfson’s thesis, I am trying to
reframe that of Winston’s.
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It is a happy thing for the soul to have the power to choose the better of the two
choices put forward by the Creator, but it is happier not for the soul to choose, but for
the Creator to bring it over to himself and improve it. For, strictly speaking, the human
mind does not choose the good through itself, but in accordance with the
thoughtfulness of God, since he bestows the best things upon the worthy. For two main
principles are with the Lawgiver, namely, that, on the one hand, God does not govern
all things as a man, and that, on the other, he trains and educates us as a man.
Accordingly, when he maintains the second principle, namely, that God acts as a man,
he introduces that which is in our power as the competence to know something, will,
choose and avoid. But when he affirms that first and better principle, namely, that God
acts not as a man, he ascribes the powers and causes of all things to God, leaving no
work for a created being but showing it to be inactive (dnpaktov) and passive (tdoxov).
He explains this when he says in other words that “God has known those who are his
and those who are holy and he has brought them near to himself.” But if selections and
rejections are, strictly speaking, made by the one cause, why do you advise me,
Lawgiver, to choose life or death, as though I were in control of my choice (&g tfig
aipéoswg avtokpdtopt)? But he would answer: Of such things hear a rather elementary
explanation, namely, such things are said to those who have not yet been initiated in
the great mysteries about the sovereignty and authority of the Uncreated and the
exceeding nothingness of the created.’

Moral exhortations to humans are heuristic: through the performance of the exhorted
action, the individual learns that it was not himself but God who caused it. Philo
stressed human activity because he desired to explain why the Law of Moses
commanded humans to live according to God’s will and how they could repent when
they failed to do so; but that does not mean human agency is relocated or distinct from
God’s causation.’ Deus 53-54 makes the same point about the “two principles.” Only the
first principle - that God is not as a man - is “established in the most certain truth”
(GAnBeia PePatotdtn memiotwrat), while the second exists only for instruction. God by
nature is not like a “father who will instruct his son” but is rather the almighty Cause.’
Accordingly, since Philo’s theology is centered upon how one may advance in the
knowledge of God - indeed, attain the visio Dei - it is significant that he declares that
once one reaches the summit, he learns that he has no reason for pride: God is the

cause of all good things. No work is left for the “passive” and “inactive” human being.’

® ].R. Harris, Fragments from Philo Judaeus (Cambridge: CUP, 1886), 8.

° D.M. Hay, “Philo of Alexandria,” in Justification and Variegated Nomism: Volume 1, The Complexities of
Second Temple Judaism (ed. D.A. Carson, P.T. O'Brien, and M.A. Seifrid; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2001), 378 states, “Despite this emphasis on grace, Philo does not hesitate to affirm that there are
rewards for the righteous and punishments for the wicked.” As we will see, this way of framing the issue
- separating grace and reward - is not helpful.

7 Thus, rightly, D. Zeller, Charis bei Philon und Paulus (Stuttgart: Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1990),
72: “Mbgen auch die moralisierenden Ausfiihrungen Philons quantitativ {iberwiegen, so haben sie doch
nicht das sachliche Gewicht dieser Erkenntnis.”

® Indeed, countering Philo on this point might lead to being named “Cain” (Sacr. 2).
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What, then, is human worth? To quote Barclay: “...‘worthiness’ does not have the
strong sense of earning or deserving God’s grace, but the weaker sense of being a fitting
or appropriate recipient of that goodness (see, e.g. Spec. 1.43). Philo is concerned to
show that God’s gifts are neither arbitrary nor squandered.” Human worth consists in
not considering oneself worthy and in attributing all good things to God; it is about
remaining an appropriate recipient rather than struggling to earn God’s favor. Thus,
human worthiness consists in properly enjoying divine gifts, which must be attributed
to God. By contrast, human unworthiness is rejection and misuse of divine gifts, which
must be attributed to the human. Ultimately, when the various aspects of Philo’s
theology are put together, something has to give way; and for Philo, human agency is
demoted first, not divine causation. We must be careful to note that Philo does not
dissolve human agency; rather, he locates it either inside or outside of divine agency.
Any virtuous human action is located within, aligned with, and thus constituted by
divine agency; any evil action is outside.'® Thus, virtuous human agency and worth is
comprised of the appropriate enjoyment of divine generosity, of not rejecting or
abusing God’s benefactions. Any hint of struggling or striving is phenomenological, a
facade stripped away upon attaining to the higher mysteries of philosophy.

Accordingly, in this chapter I will explore how Philo arrives at this construction of
human agency and worth. To do this I will develop the previous chapter’s three axioms
for how one speaks properly of divine generosity into the larger framework in which
Philo considers both divine beneficence and human activity.

First, the God who causes and creates all good things has placed humans in a well-
ordered and, therefore, beneficent context: the cosmos, his first and greatest gift."
Nature, Law, and Logos order the world so that it reflects God’s beneficent nature,
while providing both the standards for being virtuous and the specific matrix in which

worth is constituted. Second, the God who by nature is hyper-generous is the creator of

° J.M.G. Barclay, “‘By the Grace of God I Am What I Am”: Grace and Agency in Philo and Paul,” in
Divine and Human Agency in Paul and His Cultural Environment (ed. J.M.G. Barclay and S.J. Gathercole;
London: T&T Clark, 2008), 143-144. Thus, contra J.R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman
Context (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 125, it is improper to smuggle in the notion of “merit.”

' Thus, Philo’s inability to speak to the problem of evil.

' R. Radice, “Philo and Stoic Ethics. Reflections on the Idea of Freedom,” in Philo of Alexandria and
Post-Aristotelian Philosophy (ed. F. Calabi; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 144: “Philo’s moral thought is connected with
an original creative act, a supreme grace...which is that of the cosmos.”
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the virtues, which are the natures given to humans, the impetus for doing good, and
what one attains as a result of virtuous living. Human virtue is divine grace, all the way
down: it is provoked, enabled, and carried through by God’s gifts of human nature,
right reason, Law, virtue. Third, God is a perfect and incommensurate giver who
consequently gives to the worthy, where worth is constituted not by human striving
but as a part of divine generosity itself. The only proper response is faith and
thanksgiving to the unstintingly generous Creator.

Thus, divine grace is cosmological and causative: God’s grace as the cause of the
cosmos is also the cause of all good human activity that occurs in his generously
ordered world. Further, virtuous living is nothing other than a living in accordance
with the Nature of the cosmos: living in line with God’s first gift. God orders all things
in humanity’s favor: divine grace is antecedent to, causative of, and, in the end,

constitutive of, all good human life and action.

2. Generously Ordering the World: Nature, Logos, and Law

For Philo, God’s wise ordering of all things is macro- and microcosmic: a congruence
between cosmos and individual should exist. Nature, Logos, and Law both permeate the
world and are received by human beings for their flourishing in virtue. I shall examine
each aspect in turn to show how God has created humans within a context ordered for

their benefit.

2.1 Nature as Gift-Giver

Nature (@Uoig) is an important concept for Philo.”” The categories of nature -
particularly of the cosmos and of humans - are interrelated.” Like the nature of the

cosmos, human nature is given by God and is ordered in such a way as to effect a life

2 JW. Martens, One God, One Law: Philo of Alexandria on the Mosaic and Greco-Roman Law (Leiden: Brill,
2003), 68-77 overviews the main meanings of @Uo1¢ in Greek thought, all of which are in Philo. First,
@Uo1g is the “power of growth and life” - a “creative force.” Second, @Uo1g is the “inherent character in
things.” The nature of a thing is what defines it, its particular abilities and qualities; even God has a
particular nature. Third, @Uoig is the “order of the cosmos.” In creating, God ordered the world
intentionally, immutably, and in harmony with all of its parts.

B Cf. C.A. Anderson, Philo of Alexandria’s Views of the Physical World (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011),
113: “...a thing has its @Uo1g by virtue of the creative work of @v0o1g.”
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lived toward virtue, in accordance with cosmic Nature. Nature itself is beneficent,
seeking the benefit and harmony of those who inhabit the cosmos.

The world is God’s first and greatest gift."* Moreover, God gives through creation:
the earth is rightly called “Demeter,” which combines earth and mother (An-pftpa), for
she is the “mother of all things and fruit-bearer and giver of all things” (navdwpa) who
causes the birth and preservation of all living things.” Similarly, Philo lauds the poets
for naming earth Pandora, for she “gives all things” (ndvta dwpovuévn)." Yet, God
alone causes good things, without assistance: not the earth in growing produce, nor the
rain in nourishing plants.”” Rather, God shows his munificence through earthly means,"
in a reciprocal relationship: God gives to the earth to produce and the earth produces
to God."” But Philo clarifies that God stands behind the appearance of creation’s giving:
a created thing cannot give like God. Language about creation giving, however, slides
into talk of Nature giving, where the relationship between Nature and God is more
complicated. As Bockmuehl notes, “rather than distinguishing between ‘nature’ and
‘God’, Philo links these two terms closely. Nature often means the nature of God; indeed
sometimes the two become virtually interchangeable.”™ Or as Anderson states, “the
two main functions of @0o1¢ as principle - to create and to govern - overlap with what
God does.”” What then is the relationship between God and Nature in gift-giving and
how does this speak to God’s ordering of the world?*

" Philo uses a variety of terms to describe the world as a gift: xdpig, xdpiopa, d@pov, dwped,
evepyeoia. Cf. Ebr. 117-119, Deus 106-108, Leg. 3.78, Mut. 46, Somn. 1.243.

5 Opif. 133. Cf. H. Koester, “NOMOX ®YZEQZ: The Concept of Natural Law in Greek Thought,” in
Religions in Antiquity: Essays in Memory of Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough (ed. J. Neusner; Leiden: Brill, 1968), 531:
“In Philo, the Aristotelian conception of the natura creatrix was combined with the Jewish belief in the
Creator God.”

'€ Aet. 63.

' Deus 87-88.

'8 Leg. 1.34. Cf. Mut. 59, 259-260.

' Spec. 2.96-97; cf. 219.

M. Bockmuehl, “Natural Law in Second Temple Judaism,” VT 45 (1995): 40.

*! Anderson, Physical World, 153.

2 The overall relation between God and Nature cannot be explored here; see the helpful work of
Anderson, Physical World, 103-154. The traditional interpretation of the relationship held that Philo was
essentially a Stoic: Nature is synonymous with God; cf., inter alia, E.R. Goodenough, By Light, Light: The
Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic Judaism (New Haven: YUP, 1935), 51-52, For an alternative reading, which
strongly differentiates the two, see Martens, One God, One Law. Anderson cuts a middle path, arguing -
rightly, in my opinion - that God and @001 can neither be entirely identified nor differentiated.
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First, Nature’s gifts can point to God as the ultimate Giver.” For example, Nature
chooses humans according to merit and “calls [them] to participation in her own
things;” and yet, “for these things it is right for God the host to be both praised and
admired” because God has made the earth hospitable.”” Everything Nature gives has
been caused by God; Nature is the table God has set for humanity. Philo sees that
Nature has prepared appropriate nourishment for offspring from their mothers, which
demonstrates God’s providence so that “no one holds back the beneficent and salvific
gifts of God” (tag ebepyéTidag kal swtnpiovg Tol B0l dwpedc).”

Second, Nature’s giving can be parallel with God’s giving. Philo says those who
desire the “gifts of Nature” (t& @Uoswg d®pa) rather than vain opinion will have
plenty, which is confirmed by Lev 26.3-4: “If you walk in my statutes and keep my
commandments and do them, I will give (8cow) to you rain in its time, and the earth
will give (1] yf doer) its produce...”” God gives rain to the earth so that Nature can
produce its own gifts, and desiring Nature’s gifts is linked to obeying God. Philo takes
advantage of a hermeneutical opening in Lev 26.3-4, which has both God and the earth
giving; the earth is dependent on God but it is still the agent that produces the “gifts of
Nature.” On the seventh year, the fields lay fallow and the poor are allowed to enjoy the
“gift of Nature” (dwpnua @Uoewg) that grows spontaneously. The lands are left
uncultivated so that the produce might be understood as gifts from God (ai x&pireg €k
0eoD) for the needy.” From uncultivated lands, produce comes forth as Nature’s gift;
yet lands are left uncultivated so that produce is understood as God’s grace. Similarly,
Philo states that God has given “speech to man as a most excellent gift,” for just as
Nature has given all other creatures their own defenses, so also “has [Nature] given

(0édwkev) the greatest guard and most impregnable stronghold to humans.”*

» Anderson, Physical World, 109-112 provides an account of Philo’s view of Nature as a “creative
power;” this means that Nature’s activity must always finally be contextualized within divine creative
activity. Nature is not a second cause alongside God.

** Spec. 2.171-173; cf. 198.

» Virt. 133. As Anderson, Physical World, 110 states, “Nature is responsible for every stage of human
life and nearly every aspect of a person.”

% Praem. 100-101, Cf, also Agr. 168.

7 Virt. 97-98.

% Somn. 1.102-115, esp. 103 and 108.
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Finally, Philo can speak of Nature’s generosity without reference to God. Nature
provides humanity with gift after gift (] @Uoig tov ai®va dANag € dAAaig dueifet
dwpedg) of whatever the earth can give to aid human life.”” Therefore, all have the
“interminable riches of Nature as supplier.””® While humans often attribute the fruits of
labor to themselves, it is all due to Nature’s “giving rich gifts” for human use.” All of
created reality is a source of gifts from Nature.”” Nature is a lover of living things;” in
some cases, it is even appropriate to call Nature “saving” (cwtrp1og).”* Nature provides
humans with their bodies and the capacities and senses that go along with them.”
Thus, Nature gives a multitude of things of which she has no share (Swpéw..0ov
auétoxoq): birth, food, growth, age, an organic body, and various sense abilities. These
“confessedly good” things must be attributed to Nature.*® As humans come from Nature
and receive all things necessary for life from Nature, Philo can speak of death as
“Nature receiving her suitable legal fine” (t0 oikeiov 8@Anua).” Consequently, the gifts
of Nature are something to rejoice about (xaptov ... t& @Uoew¢ ddpa).™

Since God is a generous giver, his greatest gift is a gift that keeps on giving. Nature
as a personified force orders creation and gives like God.”” Accordingly, Nature and God
can be described in similar ways; but Nature is neither God nor a synonym for God. God
and Nature act the same way functionally towards humanity, because God’s perfect
creation reflects the Creator. As Anderson states, “When @0o1¢ operates as the creative
and governing principle in the sensible realm, it does so on God’s behalf as his agent.”*
It is important that we see here the beneficent nature of Nature, as it were, because God
is similarly generous in his creation and ordering of human natures, both of general

human nature (humanity) and specific human natures (soul types). Cosmic Nature and

% Spec. 1.172. Cf. also Spec. 2.158-159; differently, Opif. 133; Virt. 129-130; Opif. 38.

0 Virt. 6.

*! Virt, 93-94. Anderson, Physical World, 109 notes Philo’s emphasis on the “results of natura creatrix
over those of human effort.”

32 Cf. Mos. 2.222; Congr. 4.

% Spec. 2.205.

* Ebr. 172.

% Spec. 3.111. Cf, Agr. 168,

% Sacr. 98-99. Cf. Virt. 8; Spec. 2.6, 100.

%7 Jos. 24.

%% Praem. 50.

% Cf. R.A. Horsley, “The Law of Nature in Philo and Cicero,” HTR 71 (1978): 53: “Even nature must be
understood in a metaphysical sense as ‘Being,” almost in the sense of ‘divine existence’ (or even ‘God’).”

** Anderson, Physical World, 153.
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human nature are not unrelated. As Martens states, “Everything partakes in a true
nature... Nature means not simply the natural world, but the nature of all things,
namely, nature as the order of the cosmos. Every particular nature shares in the nature
of the whole.”" Thus, when we return to human natures below, we know that the
Nature which fashions humanity and in which all particular natures share is an
especially beneficent Nature, reflecting its Creator. God orders creation and humanity
such that humans may live according to its patterns and so become virtuous.”

The created order is controlled by God’s agency, through Logos and Law, which are
both of Nature.” Thus, Philo often explicates God’s creational ordering with the
language of Logos and Law, which also speaks to how the cosmos is structured by gift-
giving standards.” Accordingly, both Logos and Law are beneficently disposed towards

humanity, as we shall now see.

2.2 The Logos in the Cosmos and the Individual

The Logos was God’s instrument in creating the world;” and for Philo, the Logos is
thereafter the agent by which God structures and holds together the world.” As Philo
states, “the Logos of the living One, being the bond of all things (deoudg v t@v
andvtwv)...both holds together all the parts (cuvéxet t& uépn ndvta) and binds tight by
preventing them from breaking up.”” Numerous statements confirm this to be a
fundamental belief for Philo. “The everlasting Logos of the eternal God is the strongest

and firmest foundation of the universe.””® The Logos is the “glue and bond that has

“I Martens, One God, One Law, 73.

** Thus, to borrow a phrase from Radice, “Philo and Stoic Ethics,” 144, Philo believes in an “ethical
cosmos.” Cf. G.H. van Kooten, Paul’s Anthropology in Context: The Image of God, Assimilation to God, and
Tripartite Man in Ancient Judaism, Ancient Philosophy and Early Christianity (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008),
192-195: “assimilation to the cosmos” can be at the same time “assimilation to God.”

* Cf. P. Frick, Divine Providence in Philo of Alexandria (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 57-88.

* As Anderson, Physical World, 143-146 argues, Logos and @uoig are closely related but cannot be
equated.

® Cf. C. Termini, “Philo’s Thought Within the Context of Middle Judaism,” in The Cambridge
Companion to Philo (Cambridge: CUP, 2009), 98.

* See D. Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology in Philo of Alexandria (Cincinnati; HUC Press, 1985), 23-25.
For a brief, helpful overview of the Logos in Philo, see D.G. Robertson, “Mind and Language in Philo,” JHI
67 (2006): 424-428.

7 Fug. 112.

*® plant. 8-10. As D.T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato (Leiden: Brill, 1986), 448 notes, in
place of Plato’s “cosmic soul” the Logos “is assigned the function of representing the immanent presence
of the divine in the cosmos.”
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filled all things with essence” (ndvta tfi¢ ovoiag ékmenAnpwkwg)® - “essence” here
most likely meaning the Logos’ own essence, for the Logos “appears in all things.”*
Having brought order from disorder in creation, God’s Logos permeates the universe to
ensure it does not return to its pre-creation chaos.”

The Logos is also the means by which God governs the universe. Thus, God the
“helmsman” uses the Logos as a “rudder” to steer all things.”” Furthermore, the Logos
can be called the “ruler and helmsman of the universe,” a conceptual-terminological
overlap that manifests the intimate God-Logos relationship.” God rules “according to
justice and Law, by setting before his right reason (6 6p00¢ Adyog), his firstborn son,
who is to receive care of this sacred flock” as God’s lieutenant. Philo appeals to Exodus
23.20 for support: “Behold, I send my messenger into your presence to guard you on the
way.” The world, God’s “most perfect flock,” should respond with Psalm 23: “The Lord
is my shepherd, and he shall make me lack nothing.” God is shepherd, but God
shepherds by sending forth the Logos.”

Therefore, the Logos is an intermediary between God and the world. God “gave a
special gift to the archangelic and eldest Logos™ so that it could stand on the border
(uebdpiog) between God and humanity.”® The Logos is a suppliant for mortals to the
imperishable God, and the ambassador of God to his subjects. According to Philo, the
Logos rejoices in this gift (dydAeton émi tfj dwped), taking up the words of Deut 5.5:
“And I stood between the Lord and you.” The Logos is neither created like humans, nor
uncreated like God; thus, the Logos is a hostage to both: to God as a pledge (niotic) that

the created world will never choose disorder over order (dxoouiav &vti kéopov), to

* Her. 188. T.H. Billings, The Platonism of Philo Judaeus (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1919), 36 notes
the Stoic ring to this idea but argues that Philo’s Logos fulfills this function differently because it is not
material. Cf. R. Radice, “Philo’s Theology and Theory of Creation,” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo,
137-138; Wolfson, Philo Vol. 1, 325-328.

> Cher. 28.

* Cf. Somn. 1.241.

> Migr. 5-6. Cf, Aet. 83.

%3 Cher. 36; Sacr. 51.

> Agr. 51-52.

> D. Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology in Philo of Alexandria (Cincinnati: HUC Press, 1985), 50: the
Logos is “the face of God turned toward creation.”

> Her. 205-206. In Deus 57 Philo calls the Logos the minister of God’s gifts; cf. D. Winston and J. Dillon,
Two Treatises of Philo of Alexandria: A Commentary on De Gigantibus and Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis (Chico;
Scholars Press, 1983), 306.
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humanity as a sustainer of the hope that God will not forget his work.”” Furthermore,
the Logos guides God’s relations to humanity by dividing and directing God’s Powers.”
The fullest text is QE 2.68, in which Philo provides a hierarchy: the Existent One stands
above all things, and next is the Logos, “the truly seminal substance of existing things.”
From the Logos, “as from a spring, there divide and break forth two Powers,” the
beneficent creative God and the sovereign ruling Lord. The Logos is the origin of the
Powers and the agent that divides them.” If the two Powers are the Cherubim at the
Garden of Eden, the Logos is the flaming sword between and around them. As the Logos
was before all things and appears in all things, the Logos originates and encircles all of
God’s activities towards humanity.®

As Winston states, “Philo takes great delight in depicting the polymorphic
activities” of the Logos.” Philo’s Logos functions in three ways that are important for
our purposes: 1) structuring the world and preventing it from falling apart; 2)
mediating between God and humanity;** and 3) defining and dividing God’s actions
towards the world. The Logos, then, is an ever-present, providential facet of God’s
ongoing creative activity. Remarkably, all humans are endowed with reason as a divine
gift: God gives a “seal, a beautiful gift (ndykadov d@pov) to the soul” to demonstrate
that he has given form to formless things.”” Being sealed by the immutable Logos,

humans always retain the quality (n016¢) they received at creation.” The human is thus

*7 Her. 206. Runia, Timaeus, 449 says the Logos is “a kind of divine Factotum, summoned whenever
and wherever God comes into contact with the sense-perceptible cosmos.”

> Cf. Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology, 19: the Powers “may thus be seen as expressions of the one
Logos that constitutes the manifestation of God as thinking-acting.”

> The idea of the Logos as the “divider” or “cutter” is important for Philo; see Her. 140ff. M, Hadas-
Lebel, Philo of Alexandria: A Thinker in the Jewish Diaspora (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 187; D.M. Hay, “Philo’s
Treatise on the Logos-Cutter,” StPhA 2 (1973): 9-22.

% Cher. 28.

' Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology, 16. Termini, “Philo’s Thought,” 99 notes the difficulty of
categorizing Philo’s uses of the Logos. Cf. also Runia, Timaeus, 446-447.

 Indeed, the Logos is God’s “interpreter” (6 Ono@ritng avtod Adyog; Mut. 18). J. Dillon, “Ganymede as
the Logos: Traces of a Forgotten Allegorization in Philo?,” CQ 31 (1981): 184-185 notes Somn. 2.249, where
Philo calls the Logos God’s “wine-steward” who pours “cupfuls of true gladness into the intellect of the
righteous man;” the Logos does not differ from the drink being poured.

® Somn. 2.45. Cf. D.T. Runia, “God and Man in Philo of Alexandria,” JTS 39 (1988): 72-73 on the
problem of the relation of the “transcendent” Logos with God and the “immanent” Logos in humanity.

* Fug. 12-13.
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connected to creation through the indwelling Logos that binds all things together.”
Furthermore, the Logos connects one to God, because it is an “impression, fragment, or
radiance” of God’s nature.” The human soul is a coin “formed by the seal of God, the
impression of which is the eternal Logos.” God breathed life into man, and it follows
necessarily (®ote dvdaykn) that the recipient must represent the one who gave the
breath.” And because man was formed after the “image of God,” it follows (Gk6AovBov
o0v) that man was made “according to the archetypal Logos of the Cause.”®
Consequently, Philo believes that human nature is unable to do anything good without
the divine gift (&vev dwpeag Osiag).” Thus, Runia: “when the nature of man is analysed,
it emerges that he does possess a divine part, a part through which he is related to God
and is able to emulate God in right living to some degree.””

Interpreting Deuteronomy 30.15, “Behold, I have set before your face life and death,
good and evil; choose life,” Philo states that each person is responsible for choosing
good because they have “reason in themselves as an incorruptible judge”
(Aoyiopov...dikaotnv Gdwpoddkntov); they should accept the good “right reason

"7t While the Logos is a guide for all humans, it is especially so for good

suggests.
humans who let the Logos guide them and critique their erring ways.”” Accordingly,
right reason stands in the position of a Father to humans, commanding them to pursue
truth and obey reason,” and thus uphold the Laws of Nature.” Since the Logos guides

and provides standards for human life, it directs humanity to virtue. Right reason is

% Opif. 146. As Horsley, “Law of Nature,” 47 states, this “twofold conception of law as the right reason
of universal nature and as the mature reason in the human mind is the basic assumption and structure of
Philo’s thought.”

% Cf. also Mut. 223.

7 As Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology, 28 states, “Philo’s confidence in the higher reaches of the
human mind rests on the self-assurance of the Platonist in him that the human intellect is intimately
related to the divine Logos.”

% Plant. 18-20. Cf. Opif. 139.

% Opif. 23. Cf. Praem. 163. Horsley, “Law of Nature,” 55.

7 Runia, “God and Man,” 71; cf. Robertson, “Mind and Language,” 429.

"' Deus 50. Cf. Leg. 3.80. Thus, right reason is effectively the human’s conscience; cf. Hay, “Philo of
Alexandria,” 377. See further P. Bosman, Conscience in Philo and Paul: A Conceptual History of the Synoida Word
Group (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 181-190.

2 Cf. e.g. Cher. 9, 128.

7 Ebr. 33-34.

74 Cf. Ebr. 65-68, 80. Thus, as Horsley, “Law of Nature,” 54-55 puts it, right reason is the “means of
‘revelation” of God’s Logos and the Law of Nature.
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part of the immutable fabric of the universe;” living out of step with it is equal to
overturning the Laws of Nature that Nature itself has set for humanity’s good.”® Thus,
Philo states, “every person who loves the passions abhors right reason as navigator and

177

guide of good things.””” Wicked men are right reason’s adversaries,” because love for
the passions is antithetical to virtue.”” Thus, right reason, the “husband” of the soul,
can be willfully divorced.*” When this happens, the human loses his “leader” and is left
to his own devices, wandering like a shepherd-less flock, and consequently dies.*" Adam
demonstrates this error by listening to Eve rather than God and thus living contrary to
right reason.” Consequently, Adam was kicked out of Eden, a “symbolic expression for
right and divine reason.”” By contrast, Moses, who had “excellent reason in himself as
a teacher,” took as his “sole aim the right reason of nature, which is the only beginning
and fountain of virtues” (6¢ uévog €otiv dpet@v dpxn te kal nnyn).** Therefore, the
Logos, as the standard for virtue, guides humans to virtue because it is the source of
virtue.”

All humans will live according to right reason - what connects them to God and
structures the created order - or rebel against their own reasoning capability. The
question, then, is: will they let themselves be guided by the divine gift? As Anderson
states, “Because right reason is shared by human beings and the kéopog, the entire
structure of the universe from top to bottom is inherently moral.”® Hence, the Logos is
important for Philo because it binds all things together and provides ethical guidance

for humanity. The Logos, however, is identified with the Law in its multiple forms.”

7> Ebr. 142.

7® Decal. 132; Migr. 128.

77 Sacr. 51.

7 Leg. 3.1.

7 Leg. 3.148-150; Sacr. 51. These men do not know the “daughters” of right reason, virtues; Gig. 17.
See further Leg. 3.252; Post 24; Somn. 2.198.

8 Det. 149. Cf. D. Zeller, “The Life and Death of the Soul in Philo of Alexandria,” StPhA 7 (1995): 21:
“the entire vehicle of the soul shall come to ruin if the driver—reason—is lacking.”

¥ Post. 68. Cf. also Spec. 2.31.

8 Plant. 60.

8 Post. 32.

* Mos. 1.48; Plant. 121; cf. Gig. 48; also Mos. 1.48. On Noah, see Gig. 5.

8 See also Virt. 127; Leg. 3.168; Somn. 1.119; Conf. 43; Plant. 60, 121; Deus 45-50; Sacr. 51; Mos 1.48;
differently Conf. 43.

% Anderson, Physical World, 146.

% Cf. Hadas-Lebel, Philo of Alexandria, 188-190; D. Winston, “Philo’s Ethical Theory,” in ANRW 2.21,
381.



87

Goodenough states, “The Law is connected with God...by Philo’s identifying it fully with
the Logos.”® Indeed, God’s Laws are everlasting because “right reason, which is Law, is
imperishable.” Living according to Law is living according to right reason,” and
abandoning right reason is abandoning Law.” Consequently, the Law plays an
important role in Philo’s understanding of gift-giving, and we must now briefly

examine Philo’s threefold conception of Law.

2.3 Philo’s Threefold Form of Law

Philo’s threefold form of Law results from his understanding of the sequence of the
Pentateuch. Philo states that Genesis fittingly begins with the creation of the world,
and it is thus necessary to postpone study of the particular written Laws, which are
copies of the “more universal Laws,” the models.” Philo follows the appropriate order
(katd t& akéAovba £Ef¢) by moving from unwritten to written Law.” That is, in the
Pentateuch, the creation of the world is first; the lives of the Patriarchs are second; and
the giving of the Mosaic Law is third. Philo’s self-appointed task is to set forth each
form of Law and to demonstrate their interrelation.

The most essential form of Law is the Law of Nature.”* While none would now claim
that Philo invented this idea,” few would dispute Philo’s unprecedented use of the
concept. For Philo, Moses proves two principles in the Pentateuch: first, that the
creator God is also lawgiver, and therefore, second, that the person who does the Law

“lives according to the order of the universe with harmony and union” (katd trv to0

% Goodenough, By Light, Light, 54. Cf. also M.A. Jackson-McCabe, Logos and Law in the Letter of James: The
Law of Nature, the Law of Moses, and the Law of Freedom (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 89-90.

% Ebr. 142; Migr. 130; Praem. 55; los. 174, Martens, One God, One Law, 28. Cf, H. Najman, Seconding Sinai:
The Development of Mosaic Discourse in Second Temple Judaism (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 83.

*° Prob. 62.

*! Leg. 3.148. Cf. Agr. 51-52; Ebr. 65-68; Virt. 127. On the world-city metaphor, cf. Ios. 29 and Opif. 143.

°2 Abr. 1-3.

% Decal. 1.

** Anderson, Physical World, 136 clarifies that the Law of Nature “makes explicit what is already
present in Philo’s understanding of ¢Uo1¢” in terms of the ethical regulations of Nature.

% Koester, “NOMOX ®YZEQX” proposed this idea. Horsley, “Law of Nature” first refuted Koester’s
argument, claiming that Philo and Cicero were recipients of a Stoic tradition reinterpreted by eclectic
Platonists. J. Barton, “Natural Law and Poetic Justice in the Old Testament,” JTS 30 (1979): 1-14 argues
that natural law in its “weaker” and “stronger” senses can be found in the OT itself. Cf. Bockmuehl,
“Natural Law,” 44: “Philo's development of natural law theory is in fact indebted...to a well-documented
and long-standing tradition within Second Temple Judaism itself.”
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SAhov duataliv apuovig kai cvugwvia).”® The world is like a city with its own
constitution, and all of these Laws “aim for the harmony of the universe” insofar as
they agree with the “Logos of eternal Nature” (t¢ Adyw tf¢ d1diov @Uoewg). The Logos
of Nature thus dictates what one should and should not do.” Adam was the first citizen
of the world, and since “every well-ordered (eGvouoc) city has a constitution,” the
world needed “the right reason of Nature, which is most suitably called...a divine Law
(vépog Betog).”™

In QF 2.42, Philo concertinas the cosmic nature of the Law into its instantiation as
Israel’s Law, only then to expand Israel into a “likeness of the world,” such that as the
Law relates to God’s people it also relates to God’s creation.” Thus, there is a discernible
“order in nature” and a “constitution that the world uses.”*® Elsewhere, Moses shows
that “the world is in accordance with the Law and the Law with the world” (to0 k6opov
T® VoUW Kal To0 VOUoL T@ KOouw cuvadovtog). The person who obeys the Law lives
with the grain of the universe, “with the intention of Nature, according to which the
whole world is regulated.”™ Thus, the world and the Law are in an inextricably close
relationship. Everything in creation is governed and regulated by the Laws of Nature, as
the Logos pervades and orders everything.

Thus, Philo unites the notions of God as creator and lawgiver by insisting that the
God who created the cosmos has put in place his Logos-Law to order all things.'” But

what is the Law of Nature? In essence, the Law of Nature is identical with the Mosaic

% Mos. 2.48-52. Bockmuehl, “Natural Law,” 43: “Creation, rightly perceived..., manifests the purposes
of God.” As Najman, Seconding Sinai, 83 states, “Philo’s interest in creation is never merely an exercise in
theoretical cosmology, but is always also practical. To understand Moses’ account of creation is at the
same time to see that God cares for the world and deserves to be obeyed.”

%7 Jos. 29.

% Opif. 142-143. Cf. D.T. Runia, “The Idea and the Reality of the City in the Thought of Philo of
Alexandria,” JHI 61 (2000): 365.

% Thus, H. Najman, “The Law of Nature and the Authority of Mosaic Law,” StPhA 11 (1999): 55 claims
Philo both “had to authorize his interpretations of the Mosaic law” and “to underwrite the authority of the
Mosaic law.” On how Philo “inscribes” Jewish culture in Nature itself, see M. Niehoff, Philo on Jewish
Identity and Culture (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 247-266.

19 Abr. 61.

1% Opif. 3.

192 cf. H.A. Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, Volume 2
(Cambridge: HUP, 1948), 189-192; V. Nikiprowetzky, Le commentaire de I'Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie
(Leiden: Brill, 1977), 117-155.
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' Those who are “enrolled in [Moses’] sacred commonwealth” are “busy with the

Law.
ordinances of Nature.”'™ The Law of Nature also binds together Moses’ roles as king,
lawgiver, prophet, and priest; accordingly, all of Moses’ acts are stamped with the “seal
of Nature” (o@payi¢ @Uoewg).'” And Moses portrays God creating in six days and
resting on the seventh, “according to the ordinances of Nature” (katd @Ooewg
Beopong).'”

The Laws of Nature manifest and govern the order of creation and establish the way
humans should act.'” The Law “is laid down” so that humans might “pursue what is
just in a just manner” - “justice and every virtue with their corresponding actions”
(tdoav dpetrv toi¢ ovyyevéowv €pyorc avthc).'”® The Ten Commandments direct
humanity towards the virtues,'” and the whole Law anoints people for the height of
virtue."® Nature has placed hope as the “gatekeeper” of the virtues; therefore,
lawgivers seek to fill human souls with hope.'" The Mosaic Law is identical to the Laws
of Nature, because the former is the latter’s visual representation."” Yet the Law of
Nature is an esoteric form of Law, unknowable to most humans. Importantly, then,

Philo relates the Law of Nature to other forms of Law—most curiously, the Patriarchs.

103 cf, Koester, “NOMOX ®YZEQE,” 537-540; Bockmuehl, “Natural Law,” 40. The relation between
written and unwritten Law in Philo is important, but we cannot examine it here. In my opinion, Najman
handles the issue the best: H. Najman, “A Written Copy of the Law of Nature: An Unthinkable Paradox?,”
StPhA 15 (2003): 54-63; Najman, “Law of Nature.” On the relation of particular to universal, see P. Borgen,
Philo of Alexandria: An Exegete for His Time (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 146-148. See also Anderson, Physical World,
140 who draws attention to Spec. 3.136, which seems to question the harmony between the Laws of
Nature and Moses.

1% Mos, 2.211. Cf, Ebr. 37. Termini, “Philo’s Thought,” 113: Philo displays the “tendency to project the
validity of the Sinaitic Torah backward, to the time of creation.”

1% Mos. 2.4-14. Cf. differently Prob. 30.

19 Spec. 2.57-59. Cf. Opif. 13-14.

197 Cf, Mos. 2.48-52. See also Spec. 4.232; Prov. 2.23.

1% Det, 18. Cf. Somn. 2.175-176.

19 Spec. 4.133-134.

11 Spec. 4.179. Cf, Spec. 2.13; 1.305-306.

11 Abr, 15-16.

"2 Thus, H. Najman, “Cain and Abel as Character Traits: A Study in the Allegorical Typology of Philo
of Alexandria,” in Eve’s Children (ed. G.P. Luttikhuizen; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 118 speaks of “the intimate
relationship between cosmic structures and Mosaic laws, which both stem from a single creator and from
a perfect paradigm.”
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According to Philo, the Patriarchs lived “blamelessly and well” according to the Law
of Nature.'” They are “embodied and rational Laws” (éuuyot kal Aoyikoi véuot),
highlighted by Moses for two reasons: first, to show that Moses’ commands are not “out
of tune” with Nature; and second, to demonstrate that living according to the Law is

" Having no one to teach

not impossible, for these men did it without written Laws.
them, these men were “self-taught” (abtouabeic), for they “embraced following
Nature” and made themselves Laws. Philo notices that in Gen 26.5 God says, “Abraham
did all of my Law,” before the written Law existed."” Where the LXX reads, “Abraham
obeyed my voice...my decrees...my commandments...my requirements...my laws,” Philo
subsumes each term under “all of my Law,” which is explicated as the “divine Logos”
that superintends human activity. Concluding his treatise on Abraham, Philo returns to
Gen 26.5, stating, “this man did all of the divine Law and the divine decrees,” having
been taught not by written documents but by “unwritten Nature.”''* Consequently,
Abraham is an “unwritten Law and ordinance.” Likewise, as Moses was chosen to be the
lawgiver (vouo6étnc), he also providentially became an “embodied and rational Law.”""
Indeed, Moses could compile the written Laws because the Laws were within himself."®

Since the role of the king is to command what ought to be done, as the Law does, the

' In Prob. 62, Philo lays out the hallmarks of these men as: 1) outdoing their contemporaries in
virtue, 2) having God alone as guide, and 3) living according to Law, the right reason of Nature. Cf, the
counterexample of Gaius in Legat. 119.

" Abr. 4-6. A. Mendelson, Secular Education in Philo of Alexandria (Cincinnati: HUC Press, 1982), 62
notes that Philo places the Patriarchs at “the center of an education system which places a premium on
imitation.” Cf. E.R. Goodenough, “Philo’s Exposition of the Law and His De Vita Mosis,” HTR 26 (1933):
111-112 puts it, “Moses did not write history...for the entertainment of his readers.”

5 Migr. 130; cf. also QG 4.184. On Abraham as “exemplar,” see A.Y. Reed, “The Construction and
Subversion of Patriarchal Perfection: Abraham and Exemplarity in Philo, Josephus, and the Testament of
Abraham,” JSJ 40 (2009): 186-195. As M. Bohm, “Abraham und die Erzviter bei Philo. Uberlegungen zur
Exegese und Hermeneutik im frithen Judentum,” in Philo und das Neue Testament: Wechselseitige
Wahrnehmungen, I Internationales Symposium zum Corpus Judeo-Hellenisticum (ed. R. Deines and K.-W.
Niebuhr; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 386 puts it, “Abraham wird von Philo sowohl auf der historisch-
konkreten wie auf der universal-allgemeingiiltigen Interpretationsebene immer in einer dreifachen
inhaltlichen Beziehungs-struktur gesehen.”

¢ Abr. 275-276.

"7 Mos. 1.162.

18 Cf. Mos. 2.11ff, D. Winston, “Sage and Super-sage in Philo of Alexandria,” in Pomegranates and
Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom (ed.
D.P. Wright; Ann Arbor: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 816: “Philo’s man of perfection is in need of no external
authority but always acts spontaneously and unbidden out of his own inner resources.”
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king is the Law. Thus, Moses is king, and the king an embodied Law, and the Law a just
king."” Both Abraham and Moses are &uvuyxot véuot, but Moses is so par excellence.

The relation between the Law of Nature and the patriarchs as embodied Laws is not
complicated in itself. The Law is not a perishable Law written on anything material, but
is rather formed “by immortal Nature in the immortal Mind.”*** Both the Law of Nature
and the Logos are, by nature, unwritten. Accordingly, the Patriarchs followed only the
unwritten Law, before any of the particular Laws were written down, and became
themselves “unwritten Law.”*?' The first volume of the Pentateuch is dedicated to the
Patriarchs, and their memories are inscribed not primarily in written records but in
immortal nature itself (v d0avdtw tf @Uoet).'”” Since the Patriarchs “were zealous for

virtue,” they hold a special place in Philo’s worldview.'”

2.4 Conclusion: The Moral Fabric of the Cosmos

In this first section I have explored Philo’s understanding of God’s wise ordering of the
world through Nature, Logos, and Law. We see where humans are located and begin to
see with what God has equipped humans for the possibility of living virtuously. What is
important for us, as Martens notes, is that the “world, its physical and ethical
components, is one.”* God’s first and greatest gift is a moral cosmos, generously
ordered. Everything God does in relation to the world aims at harmony between the

' Accordingly, Philo exhorts each person to “repudiate

different aspects of creation.
self-love” and instead to seek to please “God, the world, Nature, the Laws, and wise
men” (0e®, kKOoUw, PUGEL, VOUO1G, 60@oi¢ avdpdot).””® Excluding God and the Laws, the
other terms could seem out of place; but our investigation has detailed the coherence

between each.

"2 Mos. 2.4. See esp. R. Barraclough, “Philo’s Politics. Roman Rule and Hellenistic Judaism,” in ANRW
2.21, 487-491. and E.R. Goodenough, “The Political Philosophy of Hellenistic Kingship,” Yale Classical
Studies 1 (1928): 55-102.

12 Prob. 46.

2LCt, Abr. 5, 16, 276; Virt. 194; Spec. 4.149-150; Decal. 1.

22 Abr. 11; 16.

'2 Virt. 194; cf. Spec. 1.324; Mos. 2.11. Cher. 40; Abr. 4-6, 60, and 11.

124 Martens, One God, One Law, 76.

1% Cf, e.g. Spec. 4.187; Post. 14; Cher. 110-112,

126 Spec. 4.131. Thus, cf. Anderson, Physical World, 146: “Whether as @Uo1¢ or véuoc @Vosws” - and, 1
might add, Adyog @Uoewg - “this cosmic order leads ultimately to virtue and knowledge of God.”
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This deep cosmological-ethical coherence is significant, because it constitutes the
matrix in which humans may become virtuous; and virtue is what establishes a person
as worthy to receive divine gifts. Accordingly, Nature, Logos, and Law not only order
the cosmos but also the human: virtue is found in the congruence between cosmology
and anthropology. Nature is not only the beneficent ordering of the world, but also that
which forms individual human natures so that they can partake of virtue; the Logos is
not only the instrument by which God orders and governs the world, but also the
instrument, the divinely-inspired reasoning power, by which virtuous action occurs;'”’
and the Law not only provides ordering to the universe and external guidance for
humans, but the Patriarchs as “embodied Laws” exemplify the human natures (or soul
types) that make possible virtuous life, and these natures are granted by God. Virtue,
then, is living in accordance with the created order, for “virtue is and will be and has
been in all things.”'* To live in accordance with one - Nature, Logos, Law, virtue - is to

live in accordance with all.**’

Consequently, from cosmos to individual, Philo proclaims
a congruent moral and cosmological framework. Having set the cosmological stage, we
must now explore the makeup of its human actors, where everything converges on the
concept of virtue and its relation to the human soul. And as we might expect, for Philo,

virtues are truly nothing other than divine gifts.

3. Virtue and the Constitution of Human Worth

Philo’s aretology places a strong emphasis on protology and teleology: God is creator of
the virtues and the pinnacle of virtue is the visio Dei. Here I will focus on God’s role in
creating and bestowing virtue upon humans, how virtue relates to human nature, and
how humans through growth in virtue - living out their divinely given nature - become

worthy of divine beneficence.

127 7eller, “Life and Death,” 21: “Virtue essentially is the exercise of reason.”
12 Migr. 126.
12 Cf, Migr. 128. Cf. Anderson, Physical World, 132-133.
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3.1 God as Creator of the Virtues

“For God caused all virtue [to exist],” (tGoav yap dpetnv napéoxeto), says Philo.”* Given
Philo’s understanding of divine omni-causality, this is unsurprising; but virtue holds a
special place among God’s creation: “the complete virtues are the suitable progeny of
God.””" Humans should not then assume causation of the virtues nor attribute their
labor in virtue to themselves, because God is the source of the virtues and the one who
gives the love for virtue (6 kal tov €pwta xapioduevog).'” This two-sided relation of
God to the virtues is important for construing how divine generosity relates to human
worth in Philo’s thought. In Spec. 2.29, Philo explains the role of God as husband and
father of the virtues: the husband sows the seed of the virtues in the soul, while the
father brings forth good intentions and excellent actions.” Thus, God not only gives
virtue to humans, but ensures that growth in virtue is accomplished: “there are
particular gifts that are proper for God to give and humans to receive, and these would
be the virtues and the actions in accordance with them” (aUtot & &v eiev dpetai kai ai
Kot a0Tdag évépyetan).” If virtuous action is life according to Nature/Logos/Law, God is
the one who gives the desire for such living and brings it to fruition.

Philo reads Deut 6.11 allegorically as speaking about the virtues given to humans."
The cities and houses God provides symbolically signify the “generic and specific
virtues,” and the cisterns prepared beforehand (by God) are the rewards (d0Aa) given
to some because of their labor. They are “treasures prepared for the safekeeping of the
virtues.” Again, here God provides humans with the virtues as well as what is necessary

for growth in those virtues. Furthermore, in Genesis 18.9, when God asks Abraham,

3 Leg. 3.10. Cf. Migr. 181-183.

B! Deus 4. Cf. QG 3.1.

2 Leg. 3.136-137.

¥ Barclay, “Grace and Agency,” 144 states, commenting on Leg. 3.137, Philo “does not deny the soul
the action, but attributes the love for virtue, and the strength to achieve it, to God.” While it is true that
Philo “does not deny the soul the action,” he would still attribute it to God.

3 Ebr. 119. This connection can also be seen in Cher. 84, where God’s gifts are of a kind that produce
virtue as their fruits, as well as in Cher. 42-51 and Leg. 3.180, which discuss God’s impregnating the
matriarchs (allegorical virtues) to bring forth further offspring. Cf. C. Lévy, “Philo’s Ethics,” in The
Cambridge Companion to Philo, 153.

' Deus 93-96.



94

“Where is Sarah your wife?” Philo interprets it as God asking, “Where is virtue?”"*

Abraham wisely answers that she is “in the tent, that is, the soul.””” Abraham has
virtue for himself, and for that he is happy; but as Philo states, it is not possession of
virtue that brings happiness, but the “use and enjoyment of virtue.” For Abraham, God
has dropped the seeds of virtue from heaven to impregnate virtue, Sarah, and this
results in the birth of Isaac. But here Isaac is not a child; Isaac as e0daipovia is the “use
of perfect virtue in a perfect life.” Isaac was a generous gift to Abraham.

But how, specifically, does God give virtue to the human soul? How does the human
soul then relate to virtue? Philo’s idea of God as giver and cultivator of the virtues
receives clarity in his allegorical exposition of Genesis 2-3."*® As Satlow states, “Philo
reads the story of Genesis 2-3 not as a drama of disobedience to God, sin, and the loss of
immortality...but as a story of the formation of human nature.”*”

According to Leg. 1.43-73, Gen 2.8-9 describes God’s placing Adam (Mind) in Eden
(virtue)."® God set the Mind in virtue because God’s most suitable work (oikeidtatov
€pyov) was forming the human race for virtue, so that the Mind might dedicate itself to
cultivating the garden. Philo introduces here the injunction against planting groves of
Deut 16.21 to reaffirm that God plants and builds the virtues in the soul, and it is
therefore not man’s job - indeed, the attempt would place humans on par with God. As
the Garden is itself virtue, the trees God causes to grow in the garden are “the
particular virtues and the actions in accordance with them.” The tree of life is the most
“generic virtue” from which all practical virtues are derived. For this reason, it is
situated in the center of the Garden, while the location of the tree of the knowledge of

141

good and evil is less clear.'*! The four rivers of Genesis 2.10-14 are the four virtues,

3¢ cf, M.L. Satlow, “Philo on Human Perfection,” JTS 59 (2008): 510 on the wives of the patriarchs as
virtues. Cf. further Ebr. 59ff. (also Fug. 128 and Her. 57-62), Fug. 154-160, 194; Leg. 2.46-50; 3.180, 217-219,
245; Mut. 132-150; Post. 134; Sacr. 20-21; Lévy, “Philo’s Ethics,” 153-154.

7 Det. 59-61.

% A, Kovelman, “Hellenistic Judaism on the Perfection of the Human Body,” JJS 61 (2010): 216:
“...under the surface of Platonic spirituality, there is an astonishing exegetical tradition in Philo.”

% Satlow, “Human Perfection,” 502. This is an oversimplification, though, because Philo is
concerned with Adam’s disobedience; it is simply not the main focus. See below.

10 Cf, esp. T.H. Tobin, The Creation of Man: Philo and the History of Interpretation (Washington D.C.: CBAA,
1983), 134-154. See further Radice, “Philo and Stoic Ethics,” 150-151 who notes Philo’s uniqueness in
placing man within virtue, which happens because of “exegetical constraint.”

"1 As Najman, “Cain and Abel,” 117-118 notes, Cain and Abel “exemplify the ways in which the
archetypes of virtue and vice” - the two trees - “may come to leave their copies upon the human soul.”
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which come from the main river flowing from Eden, generic virtue, which is
goodness.'” Interestingly, at the beginning of the exposition, Philo explains that God
placed humans in the Garden because of the evils they encounter. The Garden faces the
rising sun because right reason never sets, and virtue, like the sun, illuminates all
things and dispels the darkness.'”

In Opif. 153-160, somewhat differently, God plants trees (virtues) in the Garden,
which is understood as the “ruling power of the soul” (t0 tfig Yuxfic nysuovikdv).* The
tree of life is the “greatest of the virtues, godliness.” The Serpent is “pleasure”* that
lures the woman (Sense Perception) into wickedness, dragging along also the man
(Mind). As a result, God banishes them from the Garden, and thus they miss their
chance to have the “consummation of virtue” and an immortal, happy life. Instead,
they now live through a “time of demonic evil,” being constantly tempted and pulled
down by wickedness rather than living purely in relation to virtue. The Serpent
“altered the boundaries of the soul” by placing in it the tree of death, thus making the
soul a lover of the passions rather than of virtue (&vti iAapérov @ironaddi)."* The soul
has three parts: reason in the head; passion in the chest; and desire in the stomach.'”
The soul is in harmony when this order is maintained. But passion and desire can
overthrow reason like an unskilled charioteer, if one gives into vice or wickedness.'*®

7% and seeks to

Pleasure “encloses itself around all of the irrational parts of the soul
upset this critical balance, by steering humans away from the path of virtue. Created
naked, Adam and Eve were created without either virtue or vice, which are likened to

robes that cover the body."”® The woman (Sense Perception) was created to be a helper

2 Leg. 1.63-73.

% Leg. 1.45-46, Cf, Plant. 27-32; Kovelman, “Hellenistic Judaism,” 213-216.

" As C. Markschies, “Die Platonische Metapher vom ‘Inneren Menschen’: Eine Briicke zwischen
antiker Philosophie und altchristlicher Theologie,” ICT 1 (1995): 8 notes, “Philon bezeichnet den von
Gott geschaffenen ‘verniinftigen’ Seelenteil gelegentlich einfach als ‘Menschen.””

5 On Philo’s link between pleasure and evil, see A.P. Booth, “The Voice of the Serpent: Philo’s
Epicureanism,” in Hellenization Revisited: Shaping a Christian Response Within the Greco-Roman World (ed. W.E.
Helleman; Lanham: University Press of America, 1994), 163-164.

"¢ Leg. 3.107. Cf. Termini, “Philo’s Thought,” 105-106 for a brief discussion of how Philo’s
understanding of Adam and sin relates to other Jewish readings (e.g. Jubilees, 4 Ezra).

" cf. e.g. Conf. 21; Leg. 1.70-71.

8 Leg. 1.72-73.

9 Leg. 2.75.

%% Leg. 2.53; on which, cf., Termini, “Philo’s Thought,” 104; F. Calabi, God’s Acting, Man’s Acting:
Tradition and Philosophy in Philo of Alexandria (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 128-130.
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for the man (Mind)."”! The Serpent (Pleasure), however, brings these two together into
a mutual relationship, to perceive external sense objects.”” The “Fall” in the Garden,
consequently, has a real, but not irreparable, effect on the human soul.” Additionally,
Philo argues that “the everlasting fountains of God’s gifts have been held back” (ai
Gévaotl tnyal t@v tol 000 xapitwv éneoxédnoav) precisely so that the unworthy might
not receive them (iva un w¢ dvaéioic xopny@owv).” There existed originally a more
perfect relationship between God and humanity where gifts where given excessively
because there was no unworthiness, but such a relationship has been forfeited.

Yet, however it is construed, Philo believes that God plants virtues in the soul as a
gift along with their corresponding actions and the motivation to act them out.™ In his
hortatory mode of speech, Philo understands that, given the delicate constitution of
the human soul and its tendency to be ordered improperly, living virtuously is
complex. As Radice states, “every kind of man, through God’s grace, is originally in
Paradise: but staying there depends on him and the choice he makes.”"*® Remaining in
the Garden is not a matter of self-achievement but of profitably enjoying God’s gifts
rather than rejecting them. God’s giving the virtues is thus the starting point, but the
picture is incomplete without an understanding of how human nature exists between

virtue and vice—how humans can overcome the passions to live worthily of God’s gifts.

1 Cf. e.g. Leg. 2.24. Unsurprisingly, Philo is often charged with misogyny; cf. e.g. W.A. Meeks, “The
Image of the Androgyne: Some Uses of a Symbol in Earliest Christianity,” HR 13 (1974): 176-177; D.
Boyarin, Carnal Israel: Reading Sex in Talmudic Culture (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 30-35;
D. Sly, Philo’s Perception of Women (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 58. For a response, that Philo was
“androcentric” but not entirely misogynistic, see D. Winston, “Philo and the Rabbis on Sex and the
Body,” Poetics Today 19 (1998): 41-62. See also the nuanced feminist critique of S.L. Mattila, “Wisdom,
Sense Perception, Nature, and Philo’s Gender Gradient,” HTR 89 (1996): 103-29.

%2 Leg. 2.71-75. Cf. Tobin, Creation of Man, 146. On the Mind/Sense Perception-Male/Female relation,
see A. van den Hoek, “Endowed with Reason or Glued to the Sense: Philo’s Thoughts on Adam and Eve,”
in The Creation of Man and Woman. Interpretations of the Biblical Narratives in Jewish and Christian Traditions
(ed. G.P. Luttikhuizen; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 63-75.

3 Thus, to borrow a phrase from J. Glucker, “Critolaus’ Scale and Philo,” CQ 42 (1992): 144, there is a
“frailty of virtue” in human life. Among others, Glucker points to Sacr. 122; Post. 100; Migr. 148; Mos. 2.228,
248; Mut. 185. See also P. Graffigna, “The Stability of Perfection: The Image of the Scales in Philo of
Alexandria,” in Italian Studies on Philo of Alexandria (ed. F. Calabi; Boston: Brill, 2003), 131-46.

154 Opif. 168.

155 Cf. Plant. 37. Wolfson, Philo Vol. 2, 205-208 explains that this distinction between “the possession
(ktfioig) of virtue and its use (xpfioig)” is Aristotelian in origin.

136 Radice, “Philo and Stoic Ethics,” 158.
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3.2 Virtue and the Defeat of Vice

As Zeller states, “Philo rules out the idea of a neutral soul; the decay of virtue means
the acquisition of wickedness.”*’ For Philo, humans have the appropriate knowledge to
choose to live virtuously or wickedly."”® Humans have received the most excellent gifts
of mind and thought, and God has “loosened the bonds of necessity,” giving the “most
suitable and appropriate possession,” which is voluntary will. Man thus acts of his own

accord and receives the due recompense:

For he made him unrestrained and free, able to use his energies voluntarily
and intentionally...so that, knowing anew both good and evil and...those
things that proceed from virtue and wickedness, he might choose the better
things and avoid their opposites.”’

The implication, besides the fact that humans choose their actions, is that humans
should advance towards virtue; good actions should be natural. Thus, speaking about
Noah’s contemporaries, Philo claims that God was angry because they were wicked
when they ought to have pursued virtue.'® Even after the expulsion from the Garden,
virtue is to be expected, though it is certainly not the norm - a point Philo saw proved
daily by his Egyptian neighbors.' Yet, as I have already argued, we cannot attribute to
Philo an “absolute free will” (so Wolfson); rather, the extent of a human’s free will is his
ability either to reject God’s gifts and be dragged into wickedness or to enjoy God’s gifts
and be swept towards virtue. The latter can be attributed to man; the former must be
attributed to God.

The man devoted to pleasure suffers from the evils that plagued the Serpent:
difficulty raising the head, being weighed and pulled down by intemperance.'** He feeds
not on heavenly wisdom but on what the earth provides, which leads to drunkenness

and gluttony. However, God helps humans overcome the passions and their disastrous

157 zeller, “Life and Death,” 22. Cf, Mendelson, Secular Education, 48-51 for a typology of three types of
humans (cf. Leg. 1.92-94; Her. 45-45). The perfect individual by nature does what is good; those in the
middle can choose virtue or vice, acknowledging that there “can be no progress without the active aid of
God” (59); and wicked humans are dragged down into evil without hope of escape.

'8 Deus 45-50.

' Deus 49. Cf, Praem. 62.

1% Abr. 41 (cf. 37-47).

161 See S, Pearce, “Belonging and Not Belonging: Local Perspectives in Philo of Alexandria,” in Jewish
Local Patriotism and Self-Identification in the Graeco-Roman Period (ed. S. Jones; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1998); S. Pearce, The Land of the Body: Studies in Philo’s Representation of Egypt (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2007).

162 Opif. 157-162,
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consequences.'® To begin, Philo states that the ability of man to clean out the belly, the
home of the desires, is a “sufficient gift from God to the lover of virtue” (ikavr] y&p kai
avtn mapd 000 T® Phapétw dwped). Furthermore, God descends - without changing
place - to lead suppliant souls from the “Hades of the passions to the Olympian ground
of virtue.”*** God gives to and helps those who desire to live virtuously, enabling them
to do what they could not without his care.

What God provides to humans for their struggle with the passions are,
unsurprisingly, Logos, Law, and virtue itself. Thus, Philo can say, if “any of the charms
of pleasure call out to you,” the soul should turn itself away and look only at the “pure
beauty of virtue.”'® The virtues should lure people away from vice by the sheer fact of
their existence. And whereas the kingly mind is guided by right reason, the “tyrannical
mind” acts according to vice and indulges in the passions.'® Likewise, the Law supposes
that all who adhere to it should be free from every irrational passion.'”’

In Exod 15, Moses praises God for throwing the “horse and his rider into the sea,”
which means Moses praises God for throwing the four passions and their rider, the
miserable mind, into the bottomless pit.'"® God gives victory over the passions. For
Philo, this is the point of the song to which all the parts refer, because “if freedom from
the passions occupies the soul, it will be perfectly happy.”'® Humans are responsible
for their actions, whether virtuous or otherwise, and thus receive rewards or judgment;
but the praise for living virtuously must be given to God, because God has given the

means and empowerment for such living, and indeed, caused it."”°

¢ Cf. D.C. Aune, “Mastery of the Passions: Philo, 4 Maccabbes and Earliest Christianity,” in
Hellenization Revisited: Shaping a Christian Response Within the Greco-Roman World (ed. W.E. Helleman;
Lanham: University Press of America, 1994), 125-58. Philo believed in the possibility of human
repentance for evil (cf. e.g. Virt. 175-185). Thus, Moses being a “lover of virtue” and “humanity” sets forth
“great rewards for those who repent” (0o TpoT10eis...ueydAa T0ig petavoodot; Virt. 175).

164 post. 30-31; cf. Somn. 1.173.

195 Gig. 44,

1% Leg. 3.80

167 Spec. 4.55.

'8 Leg. 2.102. Cf. Migr. 62-63. Zeller, Charis, 75; “Philon gibt der Exodustat eine allgemein-menschliche
Bedeutung.”

19 Cf, also Her. 70.

70 Cf. A. Mendelson, “Philo’s Dialectic of Reward and Punishment,” StPhA 9 (1997): 105: “A person
achieves virtue only by the grace of God.” Mendelson is speaking specifically about Virt., but the
statement is applicable here as well. Mendelson argues that in Virt. and Praem. Philo has a
deuteronomistic concept of justice, a quid pro quo where God rewards the virtuous and punishes the
wicked. By contrast, particularly in the “Cain Trilogy,” Philo questions rather than simply affirms the
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In the quest for virtuous living, the Patriarchs are exemplars. Moses is the
inimitable, perfect example, while Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are allegories for the

virtuous natures that God gives to humanity."”*

3.3 Moses, the Patriarchs, and the Road to Perfection

Moses was the “greatest and most perfect” and the “most pious” human to live."
Although Abraham is wonderful, his journey towards perfection ends where Moses’
begins: “this highest wisdom [of Abraham] is the first training of Moses.”"”* This division
between perfection and those advancing towards perfection is a key tenet."”

In Leg. 140-147, Philo directs his reader to observe the difference between the
perfect man (téAelog) and the man who is progressing (mpokdéntwv) towards
perfection.”” The perfect man, Moses, is able to “cut off the whole passion of the
quarrelsome soul” and to make it submissive and peaceable. Thus, Moses has been
“thoroughly cleansed and has shaken off the pleasures;” his soul is offered to God
without blemish. As Philo points out, Moses did not cut out the body part capable of
passion, the belly; rather, Moses purifies the belly and is so contemptuous of passion
that it is not an issue. This purification itself is a gift from God to the lover of virtue.
Furthermore, Moses washes his feet, that which supports pleasure. Accordingly, in
Leviticus 19 Moses commands those who are progressing to “wash the bowels and
feet,” yet not the belly, because the one who is progressing is incapable of outright
denial of the passions. The virtuous man moves towards virtue and its appropriate
actions of his own inclination (tov téAetov €€ €avtol KiveioBat TpOG TAG KAT APETNV
gvepyelac), whereas the one who is progressing is under the guidance and command of

reason. The former has overcome the passions; the latter is struggling to do so.

deuteronomistic concept. Instead of postulating a development in Philo’s thought, Mendelson views
these two positions as a “dialectic,” where “either one element or the other dominates, depending on
contingencies” relevant to the context (125).

YL cf. Zeller, Charis, 59: “Dabei werden heilsgeschichtliche Themen allegorisch auf die Ebene des
Einzelnen transponiert.”

72 Mos. 1.1; 2.9-11, 192; Det. 132; Praem. 52-56.

17 Post. 174.

174 Cf. Anderson, Physical World, 164: “Most people reside in this land of progress, and Philo directs his
attention to helping them improve.”

175 Leg. 3.140.
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Thus, the difference consists in how each relates to their passions; and this has

1.7° God is Lord and Master (k0Op1o¢ kai

implications for how God relates to the individua
deomdng) of evil humans,'” seeking to strike terror in them about their way of life. To
those who are progressing, God is God, the beneficent power, who helps them progress
towards perfection by receiving benefactions (Um0 0ol elepyeteiofor Snwg taig
gonoliaig teAeidtntog é@ikntar). For the perfect person God is both Lord and God,
because such a person is worthy to relate to God as he fully is toward humanity.'”®
Furthermore, perfect people receive perfect gifts from God, while those who are
progressing receive less perfect, or temporary, gifts."”” Accordingly, Moses is God'® to
Pharaoh because the perfect man is neither God nor man."*" Attaining a likeness to God

182

is the proper goal of humanity."” Thus, if perfection is found in no created thing but

'® Moses is a unique recipient of God’s gifts,

appears at times because of God’s grace,
existing in a sublime reciprocal state of being perfect through God’s gifting and
receiving gifts from God for being perfect.'* However, such a status is unattainable for
the rest of humanity, for whom Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are the models for how one

progresses towards perfection.'®

¢ For this idea, see esp. Mut. 19-24,

7 E.g. Pharaoh.

78 Thus, Termini, “Philo’s Thought,” 101 states, “the powers foster progress in one’s knowledge of
God, beginning from fear and moving toward friendly commerce, offered by God Himself as a gift.”

7% Leg. 3.196.

180 Cf, Sacr. 8-9; Det. 161; QE 2.29. On the issue of calling Moses “God,” Runia, “God and Man,” 73 notes
that Philo can approach the question in two ways. Theologically, since no name is “indicative of [God’s]
essence,” to call Moses “God” is not a claim about divinization but a relational claim. Philosophically,
because the Logos indwells humans, it is difficult for Philo “to give a clear indication of where God’s true
divinity ends and man’s derived divinity starts.” See also V. Nikiprowetzky, “‘Moyses Palpans Vel
Liniens’: On Some Explanations of the Name of Moses in Philo of Alexandria,” in Nourished with Peace:
Studies in Hellenistic Judaism in Memory of Samuel Sandmel (ed. F.E. Greenspahn; Chico: Scholars Press, 1984),
126-128; Richard Bauckham, “Moses as ‘God’ in Philo of Alexandria: A Precedent for Christology?,” in The
Spirit and Christ in the New Testament and Christian Theology: Essays in Honor of Max Turner (eds. L.H. Marshall,
V. Rabers, and C. Bennema; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 246-65.

11 Somn. 2.234.

182 Opif. 144.

'® Plant. 93. Cf. Mos. 2.288.

'8 H. Najman, Past Renewals: Interpretative Authority, Renewed Revelation, and the Quest for Perfection in
Jewish Antiquity (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 226-228 argues that it is possible for all humans, like Moses, “to be
liberated through death.”

18 Cf, Satlow, “Human Perfection,” 508. On the Patriarchs in Philo, see esp. M. Bdhm, Rezeption und
Funktion der Vitererzdhlungen bei Philo von Alexandria: Zum Zusammenhang von Kontext, Hermeneutik und
Exegese im friihen Judentum (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2005).
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Therefore, properly, has [Moses] joined together the kinship of these three,
who are nominally men, but are in truth...virtues: nature, instruction, and
practice, which men call by another name, the three Graces, either from
God’s giving to our race the three powers that lead towards perfection of life
or because they have given themselves to the rational soul, a perfect and
most beautiful gift..."*

God is the “God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob.” But God has not attached himself to
mere men but to these virtues, which are the natures, or soul-types, that God gifts to
humans for the pursuit of virtue.

Each Patriarch is different, yet each is pressing towards the same end—perfection.'”
None is named for having one of the natures/powers alone; rather, each receives his
name from the power that “increases according to mastery.”'* As Philo argues,
instruction cannot be perfected without nature or practice, nor nature without
instruction and practice, and so forth." There is an essential congruence (oike1dtr()
between the three. But Philo still distinguishes and prioritizes between the types. For
example, Philo groups Abraham and Jacob as more practical types, and Isaac (and by
extension Moses) as theoretical. As instruction, Abraham has to learn many things,
some of which are “genuine according to understanding” while others are “illegitimate
principles according to encyclical instruction.” Abraham’s learning takes him from
astronomical speculation to the knowledge of God, for which he is dependent on God’s
revelation of himself."” Thus, it is not that Abraham “sees God” but that “God appeared
to the wise man.” Jacob, who is made perfect by practice, relies on exercises consisting
in doctrines of different qualities. Although the Jacob-soul toils, he receives the
“portion of Isaac” and thus “by necessity puts away labor” because of the “excesses of
things prepared” and the “good things” which are the “causes of non-exertion.”
Naturally, the “fountain from which these good things rain is the presence of the
bountiful God,” who promises, “I will be with you.”*** Accordingly, when Jacob declares,

“God has taken mercy on me, and all things are mine” (Gen 33.11), this is an instructive

18 Abr. 54.

87 Abr. 49,

'8 7, Dillon, The Middle Platonists: A Study of Platonism, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220 (ithaca: Cornell UP, 1977), 152:
“If any of these conditions be lacking, perfect virtue will not be achieved.”

189 cf, Bshm, “Abraham und die Erzviter,” 386: Abraham “steht...immer in einem Verhiltnis zu Isaak
und Jakob...”

190 Cf. Abr. 79-80. As the one who achieves virtue through instruction, Abraham is the model for all
proselytes; see Zeller, Charis, 86-87.

1 Migr. 30.
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doctrine because in this utterance he “anchors all things in the mercy of God.”"”

Finally, Isaac, a member of the self-taught race (t6 avtouadg yévog), is not in need of
practice or instruction, for he does not need the “concubine sciences” or illegitimate
doctrines."” Isaac has received a pure and unmixed nature from God, as God showered
upon Isaac the virtues of being self-taught (a0todidaktov).” Philo can even interpret
Isaac’s birth to mean that “God is the father of perfect nature.”" Isaac thus attains
196

To be avtopadr|q is to be taught by God, enjoying the virtuous
soul with which God has benefitted the individual."”’

virtue without labor.

As Satlow notes, “Philo identifies philosophy and practice as the two paths to
human perfection. Philosophy seems to be the superior path, as it involves an
ontological change in the way that the soul deals with the passions. Practice is less
certain.”*”® There is certainly subordination within the unity of the three patriarchs,
but the point is this: one takes the way of Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob - or rather, a mix of

all three - to become Moses-like.'”’

One receives their particular human nature from
God and should seek to allow God to work through it to bring the individual to
perfection. As Anderson states, “@Uo1g as intrinsic character is...very positive” in this
regard for Philo, as “it effortlessly leads a person to perfection, because God works
through it.”*® Thus, Philo plunders the stories of the Patriarchs for clues about how
humans live to please God.”! As Philo reads it, “there were men long ago who surpassed
their contemporaries in virtue, who took God alone as guide and lived according to the

Law, the right reason of nature” and were not only free themselves, but also instilled

% Sacr. 42.

' Thus, Isaac is the only patriarch to have one wife and no concubines. P. Borgen, Bread from Heaven:
An Exegetical Study of the Concept of Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings of Philo (Leiden: Brill, 1965),
119 notes that the one who is self-taught by Nature refers to “the one who is the object of divine grace.”

1% See Anderson, Physical World, 116-118.

1% Leg. 3.219.

1% Congr. 34-38.

7 As Billings, Platonism of Philo, 82 puts it, Isaac is a “spontaneously virtuous man.” Cf, Hadas-Lebel,
Philo of Alexandria, 136.

%8 satlow, “Human Perfection,” 515.

99 Cf, also Abr. 25-26. Abraham’s story in Genesis is fertile ground for Philo, because he can allegorize
Abraham’s migration as his relationship with God. Cf. 0. McFarland, “Whose Abraham, Which Promise?
Genesis 15.6 in Philo’s De Virtutibus and Romans 4,” JSNT 35 (2012): 109-114.

% Anderson, Physical World, 118. Cf. esp. Fug. 168-172.

1 Cf, A. Kamesar, “Biblical Interpretation in Philo,” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo, 85-86.
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2 God gives these virtuous human natures to individuals, and “God

freedom in others.
alone, the most perfect nature, is able to bring one to the heights of perfection.”*” It
should not be surprising that Philo can identify the Patriarchs not only with virtues
given to humans as human natures, but also as the Graces. Thus, the “friend of virtue” -
the one who is properly disposed to receive - should pray for all good things to be
implanted in him: learning, progress, perfection (s0udfeia, mpokont], teAerdtng).”
Accordingly, Barclay states, “Philo’s theology of grace thus extends across the whole
human journey, from creation to perfection.”” The virtuous man is made to

participate in the utter tranquility and firmness of God’s perfect nature - and this only

by God’s power.”*

3.4 Conclusion: The Gift of Virtue

For Philo, humans are gifted with all of the resources necessary for being virtuous,
where being virtuous is having a properly ordered soul by controlling or defeating the
passions. An ordered soul in an ordered universe - all in line with God’s creative
purposes. As Zeller states, it is clear “daR bei Philon Ontologie und Soteriologie
ineinander tibergehen.””” What is important for our purposes is that being virtuous is
what constitutes a person as worthy to receive gifts from God: living in accordance
with God’s gifts enables one to receive other gifts. And as should be clear, being
virtuous is nothing other than a gift from God, for God causes all good things. The one
who seeks perfection through learning achieves it only through God’s revelation of
himself; the one who practices is made to rest in God’s tranquility; and the one blessed
with the nature of being self-taught is spontaneously virtuous. Consequently, the soul

cannot attribute virtue to itself but must attribute the “labor in behalf of virtue” to

%2 Prob. 62.

% Fug. 172. Anderson, Physical World, 118 rightly notes that “conceptually ¢Uoic and God are
equivalent means for attaining virtue, but Philo is reticent to make that link explicit.”

2% Agr. 168; Fug. 137-139. As Zeller, Charis, 83 states: “...Tugend immer schon durch das géttliche
Element im Menschen ermdglicht ist.” Cf. Mut. 258-260.

?% Barclay, “Grace and Agency,” 147. Further: “It would be hard to find stronger expressions of the
priority of divine grace: any hint that human activity was a prior cause of virtue or spiritual vision would
suggest to Philo the grossest impiety.”

%% post, 28. Philo is interpreting Deut 5.31: “And you yourself, stand with me.” Anderson, Physical
World, 118 states that “God imparts virtue, even if phenomenologically it appears to come entirely
naturally from within a person.”

27 7eller, Charis, 72.
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God;*® for God alone leads the soul out of Egypt, “quickly taking pity” on the tempted
soul, which he causes to love labor in virtue while also making the “rough and steep
way” level and easy;” thus, those who desire virtue “disregard their strength,” trusting
God to raise the fruits of virtue like produce from a field.*** Such examples could be
multiplied ad nauseam: Philo believes that God, in every respect, causes virtue; humans

must only not reject God’s gifts.

4. God’s Generosity to the Worthy

We now return to where this chapter began: the concept of worth. While in one respect
virtue and worth are two sides of the same coin, it is more correct to say that Philo’s
virtue-spectrum unpacks the category of worth. That is, the binary categories of
unworthy and worthy translate into the categories of evil, those who are progressing -
from those with only a scrap of virtue yet with desire to grow, all the way through to
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob - and perfect. Worth, then, encompasses this wide spectrum
of progressing to perfect. Consequently, being worthy of divine gifts is not the result of
struggling to please God but rather of not rejecting God’s gifts and of attributing all
growth in virtue to God. This last section will fill out the picture and confirm what has
come before, demonstrating the various ways Philo talks about God’s giving to the
virtuous and the worthy. But, crucially, what I have argued so far should put these texts
in a different light: an understanding that virtue and worth is not something
accomplished by humans, but is a gift from God. One is worthy because God gives
virtue, impels virtuous living, and sees such living achieved in those who desire it.
Since all growth in virtue must be attributed to God, only rejection of God’s gifts can be
attributed to the human.

We will first explore the way Philo speaks of God’s generosity to the virtuous, and
then God’s giving to the worthy. The worthy are virtuous, but God’s giving to the

virtuous is what makes them worthy.

% Leg. 3.136.
29 post, 154-157.
20 Det, 114.
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4.1 Gifts to the Virtuous and the Constitution of Worth

Since God gives people what they need to live virtuously, God has different gift-giving
relations with different people, both rewarding them based on their use of those gifts
and giving further to aid their progress. Thus, when Philo distinguishes between “gifts”
and “offerings” in his interpretation of Numbers 28.2, gifts are the perfect good things
God gives to the perfect while offerings are lesser gifts given to those who are
advancing in virtue.”"" As stated above, God relates to those progressing only as God the
gracious power, so that through God’s benefactions the person might become perfect;
by contrast, the perfect person is ruled by the Lord and benefited by God, and as such
he is unchangeable, wholly a man of God.*"* All who are progressing - who have set
their face towards virtue, not rejecting God’s gifts - are supplicants; and God gives
unstintingly to all supplicants, and even if there is only a glimmer of virtue (t0
Bpaxvtatov dpetfic) God will still give for the purpose of making the recipient resemble
himself. Philo employs an analogy of fire: if the smallest spark is ignited, a fire can grow
and give light to all around it. In the same way, the person with only a hint of virtue
receives from God in order to improve and give light through a virtuous life to all those
around. God gives so people may become perfect, and living perfectly is living in
accordance with nature (t0 GkoAoUBwg tfj @Uoet {fjv), achieved by walking the path of
virtue (gig trv dpetfic dtpandv ¢AOWV), in the footsteps of right reason (kat’ Txvog
0pBolb Adyov), and keeping God’s commandments.”””> God gives to the just person
because he prays to receive from God whatever he lacks, not because he already has
what he needs. Thus, God’s gifts to the virtuous show the individual’s dependence on
God. Consequently, one does not have to be perfect to be worthy of divine gifting. The
only condition is that one longs for virtue; and yet, that longing is also given by God.
Interpreting Exodus 16.4, God’s declaration that he will rain down bread on Israel
from heaven, Philo states that this bread is actually heavenly wisdom, which is not

rained down on everyone but upon “those souls that have a longing for virtue.”** This

! Leg. 3.196.

2 Mut. 24; cf. 18-19. However, the godless person stands under judgment and does not receive any
assistance in his endeavors, in order that he might fail; cf. Det. 114.

1 Mut. 120-128.

21 Mut. 259-260.
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is indicative of Philo’s understanding that God “gives a bountiful multitude of good
things” (mAfiog d@Bovov dyabdv deddpntat) to the person who has an excellent
soul.””® As Philo states, the “fountains of God’s graces are everlasting, but are not given
to all men, but rather to supplicants alone” (udvoig ikétag).”® Unsurprisingly,
supplicants are those “who love nobility of character” (ol kahokdyabiag épidvreg).”’
Beyond gifting the virtuous person’s intellect with wisdom, God also rewards the
virtuous with freedom from all diseases, because as the body is the house of the soul,
“God has thought it right to give the virtuous a reward” of a well-built house.”* The
virtuous person must then give thanks for the gifts God has given, because “the gifts
are given to the virtuous” (omovdaiw yap £860noav ai xdapiteg) and the person who
wants to receive in the future must be worthy of the gifting.*"

The pinnacle of the gifts given to the virtuous is the visio Dei, which constitutes the
individual as Israel.” Israel is God’s chosen people; but for Philo, Israel is not simply
Israel but those “who see God.”*! According to Gen 32, Jacob wrestles with God and is
given the new name Israel; he then names the place Peniel, saying, “For I have seen
God” (eidov yap 0g6v).” Jacob thus allegorically represents the person who exercises

their soul and lives prudently, with the reward of seeing the true God who manifests

5 Leg. 3.203.

?¢ On this theme, and the role of prayer in Philo, see C.W. Larson, “Prayer of Petition in Philo,” JBL 65
(1946): 185-203.

7 On supplicants, see esp. Zeller, Charis, 60-61: “Der ikétng ist der Mensch bzw. die Seele oder die
Vernunft, die zu Gott ihre Zuflucht nimmt.” Zeller draws attention specifically to Mos. 1.72.

1% Praem. 119-120.

1 Spec. 1.283-284. Cf. also Det. 114,

2 0n the question of Philo’s mysticism, see, inter alia, D. Winston, “Philo’s Mysticism,” StPhA 8 (1996):
74-82; D. Winston, “Was Philo a Mystic?,” in Studies in Jewish Mysticism (eds. J. Dan and F. Talmage;
Cambridge, MA, 1982); the classic study is Goodenough, By Light, Light. For a more recent treatment, see C.
Noack, GottesbewufStsein: Exegetische Studien zur Soteriologie und Mystik bei Philo von Alexandria (Tiibingen:
Mobhr Siebeck, 2000).

221 Cf, e.g. Conf. 56; Congr. 51; Abr. 57; Legat. 4; QE 2.51. Much scholarly attention has been devoted to
the question of Israel and Jewish identity in Philo. Philo’s allegory to some extent - but not completely
(see below) - removes the “Jewishness” of Israel such that any person can be Israel. On the issue, see esp.
E. Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism in Philo’s Thought: Israel, Jews, and Proselytes (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996);
more broadly, Niehoff, Jewish Identity; ].M.G. Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora: From Alexander to
Trajan (323 BCE - 117 CE) (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 170-180. On Philo’s terminology for Israel and the
Jewish people, see L.R. Ubigli, “The Image of Israel in the Writings of Philo of Alexandria,” in Italian
Studies on Philo of Alexandria (ed. F. Calabi; Boston: Brill, 2003), 53-59.

22 On Philo’s interpretations of Gen 32, see C.T.R. Hayward, “Philo, the Septuagint of Genesis 32:24-
32 and the Name ‘Israel’: Fighting the Passions, Inspiration and the Vision of God,” JJS 51 (2000): 209-26.
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himself to the worthy.”” Being Israel is thus not solely a Jewish distinctive but a
distinctive of the virtuous soul.””” This is because Israel is constituted by those who
voluntarily acquired virtue and are thus considered worthy of rewards and gifts
(U1o0®V kal dwpedv a€lwbévtag).” Israel is the “first-fruits” of the human race to God,
who has mercy and compassion on them.””® Thus, the visio Dei is contingent on the
cultivation of a pure soul, development in virtue.””” But “seeing God is entirely God’s
gift,” as should be clear by now, because God is the one who gives Israel eyes to see and
is the cause of all good things.””® As Philo states, it would be impossible for any person,
by himself, to comprehend the “truly living One” unless he “disclose and display
himself.””” What is necessary from humans is desire and openness to receive from
God.”

God’s relation to Israel is thus explicated in terms of a gift to the worthy. God has

“given a special gift to the race that is able to see” (xdpv €dwkag €€aipetov @

% On Jacob, cf. Migr. 201; Somn. 1.171; Praem. 44; Mut. 81; Post. 63; Fug. 208; Her. 78; Abr. 52-54. For a
discussion of what the virtuous person is actually seeing, cf. S.D. Mackie, “Seeing God in Philo of
Alexandria: The Logos, the Powers, or the Existent One?,” StPhA 21 (2009): 25-47.

 Somn. 2.173. But, rightly, G. Delling, “The ‘One Who Sees God’ in Philo,” in Nourished with Peace:
Studies in Hellenistic Judaism in Memory of Samuel Sandmel (ed. F.E. Greenspahn; Chico: Scholars Press, 1984),
35: “The gift of seeing God is bound up with the particular relationship to God that God accords the Jews,
accords them as the company which worships him, the one God.” Or, as A. Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish
Identity (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 131 notes, “Philo regarded the spiritual supremacy of his nation as
a fact of life.” Thus, while his understanding of “Israel” does have a de-particularizing tendency, we
should assume that it is not simply a de-Judaizing tendency.

2 Ebr. 94.

%26 Spec. 4.179-180. See esp. Decal. 81. Cf. on the benefaction relationship to Israel: Leg. 2.56; Sacr. 127;
Virt. 41; Mos. 2.41, among others.

7' S.D. Mackie, “Seeing God in Philo of Alexandria: Means, Methods, and Mysticism,” JSJ 43 (2012):
152-158 rightly emphasizes the presence of human agency in becoming virtuous. But he employs a
simplistic monergism/synergism distinction such that the presence of human agency can imply
synergism or human action alone. Consequently, Mackie gives insufficient weight to: 1) Philo’s
commitment to divine omni-causality; 2) Philo’s belief that humans, if they do anything good, do it by
the power of divine gifting in them; and 3) Philo’s insistence that good actions can never be attributed to
oneself but to God. Virtuous human activity is never achieved by the human alone, nor is it synergistic; it
is the proper outworking of receiving God’s gifts, of not rejecting them. That is, Mackie is unable to
contextualize human agency. However, Mackie is helpful when discussing the “means” of the visio Dei.

*% Delling, ““One Who Sees God’,” 34. Also, Barclay, “Grace and Agency,” 146: “at every stage, and in
every dimension of this soul-journey, the soul is dependent on the grace of God in revealing himself;
and...the highest or climactic reaches of this ascent always end in the ‘rest’ or inactivity of the soul,
where the soul comes to its limits and experiences the pure agency of God.”

2 Abr. 80. See also Praem. 84.

»0 ¢f. zeller, Charis, 75-79 on “die himmlische Eros” God implants in humans, which makes them
desire virtue. Mos. 2.67.
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dopatik® yéver);?' to the “pure and sure-sighted race” the “Father of the universe
gives the greatest of all gifts” (6 t@v SAwv matnp..ueylotnv mac®v xapiletal
dwpedv).”* That is, “Israel” expresses the truism that God benefits the worthy.”’
Persons who reject virtue - and thus live out of step with the cosmos - God looks upon
as enemies, while those who live virtuously receive good things from God. For Philo, it

only makes sense that the locus of such virtuous living and gift-giving would be Israel.

4.2 God’s Gifts to the Worthy

“God rejoices in giving,” Philo claims, “whenever they who receive are worthy of the
gift” (51800¢ ydp, Stav &o1 xdpitog Gorv oi AauPdvovteg).””* The bountiful God
rewards (yepaipw) people who do the Law, because of the likeness of “good things” to
God’s own self.”” Yet, being worthy is not being perfect; rather, they are worthy of his
gifts who lie anywhere on the spectrum from progressing to perfect. In the immediate
context Philo is interpreting Deut. 30.9, that God will return to and rejoice in those who
obey his Law. Philo asks, what could instill a greater desire for virtue? God’s gifts
provoke one to progress in virtue instead of solely being the reward for perfection. The
other side of Philo’s pronouncement is not that God gives unhappily to the unworthy.
For Philo, giving to the unworthy specifically entails giving to those who are incapable
of receiving because they misuse what they have already received. While I have argued
that God can give to the unworthy, since, from a certain perspective, all are unworthy,
it is more typical for Philo to say God does not give to the unworthy in the sense of
those who are willfully disobedient, who misuse God’s gifts, who face the opposite

direction from virtue.

! Her. 36.

2 Migr. 46.

3 One implication of Philo’s de-historicized and universalized interpretation of Israel is that the
concept of covenant takes on new meanings - it is de-historicized as well. If Israel is no longer strictly an
historical collective, it does not make sense that God would make agreements and promises to such a
group in history. Philo transforms the covenants into God’s generosity to worthy humans, as, for
example, the Patriarchs were allegorical representations of types of virtuous humans. Cf. Philo’s
exposition of Genesis 17 in Mut. 47-60; for the covenant with Isaac, Mut. 252-263; also Leg. 3.85. For Noah,
Somn. 2.219-225, 237.

4 Somn. 2.175-177.

3 Praem. 126.
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Those who are worthy are obedient to God. Interpreting Psalm 23.1, Philo argues
that the meaning of “The Lord is my shepherd, and he will cause me to lack nothing,” is
that God takes care of his obedient flock.”® As Philo states elsewhere, “God gives
nothing imperfect to those who are obedient” (xapiletai 8¢ 6 0e0¢ T0i¢ UTINKOOIC ATEAES
00d¢v).”” God comes near to those who are worthy of being benefitted, those who love
wisdom and knowledge: the divine riches (6elo¢ mAoGtog) are poured out upon the
worthy.”® Yet, God gives specifically according to the capacity of the recipient,
depending on where he lies on the spectrum of worthiness. One of Philo’s dictum about
giving is, “do not give as much as you are able...but as much as the recipient is able to
receive” (un Goa dVvaocar xapilov..dAN Soa ikavog O deduevdg gott dé€aobat).” God
gives not according to his own power but with a view towards what the recipient can
handle, for their betterment.?*

One could exponentially multiply example texts for this discussion, but Philo is
remarkably consistent in his understanding of God as a giver to the worthy.”* But as I
have tried to show, we must re-think what “worth” was for Philo. Worth for Philo is a
broad - and therefore, somewhat vague - category that receives definition by paying
attention to his understanding of virtue. Furthermore, another important facet of
worth is that humans must not consider themselves worthy to receive.”” Philo
discusses three errors humans often have in relation to God as Cause and Giver: first,

1:** second, some overestimate their own

due to forgetfulness, some are not thankfu
power and consider themselves the source of the good things they have;* and third,
some people consider themselves worthy to receive gifts from God because of their
manifest virtue (Gote &1o1 i Tadita kal mapd O xapitwv voulsdijvat).”” In response

to this third error, Philo quotes Deut 9.5: “Not because of your righteousness nor

¢ Mut. 115.

»7 Migr. 73.

8 Migr. 56-58 and Post. 139. Cf. Praem. 100-101; Spec. 2.218-219.

% Post. 142-145.

#9 Cf. Deus 80.

1 Cf, e.g. also Ebr. 106; Plant. 91-93; Praem. 116; Leg. 2.86; 3.163-164.

2 Cf. Her. 33.

* Deut 8.18 rights this error, as Philo says the moment that one does not forget God is whenever one
does not forget oneself. To remember oneself is to contemplate one’s own nothingness (00déveix) and
God’s exceeding greatness.

“ For the second, Moses reproves such humans in Deut 8.17: it is the “Lord God who gives strength.”

5 Sacr. 54-57.
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because of the holiness of your heart did you enter this land to inherit it,” but because
God has chosen to destroy the wickedness of the nations that inhabit them and “so that
God might establish the covenant that he swore to your fathers,” which are
symbolically God’s gifts (ai xdpite¢ avtol). Consequently, it is not one’s worth that
makes one worthy to receive from God; it is the realization of one’s God-given
worthiness, which means that, no one is worthy of their own accord.”*® Being virtuous
and thus worthy is a condition for receiving gifts from God, but that condition is itself
already a gift from God.

As we have seen in the discussion of Leg. 3.77-106 in the previous chapter, Philo can
and does press behind human acts that seem to constitute worth, as well as God’s giving
in response to human acts, to show that there always exists a prior worthy nature given
by God. Thus, Noah found grace before God not because of any prior deed (undev
npdtepov gpyacduevov) but because Noah means “rest” or “just” - he has an excellent
nature from birth. Likewise, with Abraham, Philo explains that he was given a new
homeland not because of anything he had done prior - he was a sinful Chaldean - but
rather because God birthed Abraham as a worthy figure. The other examples follow this
same basic pattern: each person did nothing to warrant their favor from God but rather
received a prior worthy and virtuous nature that constitutes them as worthy to receive.
The virtuous lives of these great biblical characters who receive many gifts from God
are simply an extension and development of that with which they had already been
gifted. Worth and virtue precede receiving from God, but God’s implanting virtue
within the soul and arousing the person towards perfection precede one’s being

virtuous and thus, worthy.

4.3 Faith and Thanksgiving

At the end of Moses’ life, he sang a “hymn of praise” to God, his “final thanksgiving”
(teAevtaiav...eOxapiotiav) in his physical body, thanking God for the “new and

unprecedented gifts” (kavaic kai o0 taig €v €0et xdpiov) God had granted him from

#¢ Thus, Zeller, Charis, 72: “Erlésung besteht letztlich, kénnte man sagen, in der dankbaren
Anerkennung des alles bewirkenden Schopfers.”
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his “birth until old age.”*” Moses sang his song before the assembly so that all might
learn to give similar thanksgivings to God. From Moses’ song, and his Law, one learns
the necessity of attributing all good things to God in faith and as thanksgiving.

Accordingly, for Philo the virtuous life is one of faith and thanksgiving; that is, the
virtuous life is one that is always directed towards God in gratitude.””® Thus, Philo can
call faith “the most perfect of the virtues” (tnv telelotdtnv dpet@v, miotiv);**
Abraham, when he came to an “unswerving and firm conception” of God as the
supreme cause, was the first to believe in God. He thus acquired faith, “the most certain
of the virtues.”” Philo interprets Deut 10.20 - “you shall cleave to him” - as referring
to faith and piety, for “these virtues adapt and unite the mind to imperishable
nature.””" Perfect piety dispels self-love and admires the true source of gifts.””” Those
who ascribe all things to divine grace are those who love virtue, being the progeny of
Seth and not Cain.”” In the end, even Abraham when he drew near to God “perceived
that he was dust and ashes.””** The human mind, then, should always seek to take leave
of itself and to fly to the “mind of the universe,” the one true cause of all things.””
Whatever stands in the way of faith that properly conceives of God as cause and in the
way of thanksgiving for his causation must be eradicated from the soul.

As Philo states, “it is the most suitable work for God to give benefits and for created
beings to give thanks” (ebepyeteiv.. evxapioteiv).”™ The faith that produces
thanksgiving is itself a virtue, and therefore a gift from God. God’s grace is all-
encompassing: God creates humans, gives virtue and causes that virtue to come to
fruition, by which they are worthy to receive from God, who loves to give; their faithful
and grateful response to God’s giving, finally, then, is nothing other than a gift. As Philo

states, gratitude is “not the work of the soul, but of the one who shines thanksgiving in

M virt. 72-74.

% On thanksgiving, see esp. J. LaPorte, Eucharistia in Philo (New York: Edwin Mellen, 1983); J.
Leonhardt, Jewish Worship in Philo of Alexandria (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 175-189; Zeller, Charis,
111-118.

° Her. 91.

0 Virt. 216. Cf. Abr. 270.

»! Migr. 132.

»2 Cf, Congr. 130.

2 Cf. Post. 35, 41-42.

4 Deus 161.

3 Leg. 3.29.

¢ Plant. 130. We will return to Philo’s understanding of thanksgiving in chapter 5.
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it.”” 1 began the first chapter by discussing how Philo’s piety centered upon
recognizing and acknowledging God as the cause of all good things. After two chapters
of putting various aspects of Philo’s theology in place we see that nothing needs to be

altered: God causes and gives all good things, without exception.

5. Conclusion

“Indeed, as the beginnings are God’s, so also the ends are God’s (Gomep ai dpxai Oeo0,
oUtwg kai ta téAn Be00).”**® Philo was a theologian of divine generosity: to explain who
God is, what God’s greatest gift is, the makeup of human ontology, or how it is
necessary to live, Philo would point to God’s acts of creative giving, which establish
order from disorder. From beginning to end, all good things are gifts from the creator
God.

In this chapter 1 have argued three main points, which fill out the grammatical
rules I proposed in chapter one and demonstrate how Philo can consider all good things
- even human action, virtue, and worth - to be God’s gifts. First, the God who causes
and creates all good things has placed humanity in a created sphere that is ordered for
their benefit. Nature, Law, and Logos not only order the world but also enable and
empower humans to live according the standards that God has built into the cosmos,
the result of which is virtue. Philo unites cosmology and ethics vis-a-vis divine gift-
giving because his beneficent God is the Creator. Second, the hyper-generous God is
also the creator and giver of the virtues: he plants virtue within the human soul and is
the cause of their growth and fruition in virtuous living. God gives the standards for
virtuous living and he is the one who brings about the fulfillment of those standards in
worthy recipients. Third, since God is a God of order, and is a supremely wise God, he
gives to those who are worthy of his gifts. However, “worth” is not the result of toil and
striving to please a hypercritical God. Rather, it is an aspect of God’s own generosity.
Thus, Philo’s view of divine grace can be summarized as cosmological and causative: God’s

grace is the cause of the creation of the cosmos and it is constitutive of all good human

*7 Leg. 1.82.
8 Her. 120.
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life and action, which is life according to the fabric of the cosmos.”’ Divine grace is
therefore prior to human worth, which is a condition, not cause, for God’s giving,.

Accordingly, when we speak about divine gifts to the “worthy,” we have to let Philo
define the concept.” Standing behind the concept of “worth” is a whole system of
thought - as detailed in these two chapters - which asserts and assumes that all good
things must be attributed to God the good cause, and therefore that humans are
incapable of good on their own. Virtuous living is an unpacking of God’s gifts, the
absence of abuse or rejection of divine generosity. Thus, I established an important
point at the beginning: even in those texts in which it seems as though humans are
striving for virtue, those who advance into the deeper mysteries learn that it is actually
all God’s doing. Perhaps paradoxically, through virtuous living one learns that
everything is God’s doing. Philo, therefore, cannot be labeled a synergist: one does not
work with God, such that the divine and human agencies are separable. One enjoys - or
rejects - God’s gifts, such that all good human actions are predicated on divine giving,
while proper use of God’s gifts must be attributed to God, not the human agent. The
only thing that humans cause is evil; everything else must be attributed to God.

Thus, worth is constituted by divine generosity; and as I argued, Philo unpacks the
binary categories of unworthy/worthy with his spectrum of evil, progressing, and
perfect. It is only those who are not progressing at all that are unworthy of divine gifting;
that is, one is unworthy through rejecting or misusing God’s generosity. There is always
an essential unfit to God’s gifts for those who are not perfect, since in relation to God all
are unworthy and the purpose of God’s gifts is the betterment of the recipient: the God
who creates makes order from disorder. In relation to God, none are perfect and
therefore none are worthy, and what divine gifts do is to increase that fit between God

and the individual, by drawing them closer to God’s own perfection.

»9 Cf. Cher. 28: humans are the “instruments” through which God the cause acts. As Dillon, Middle
Platonists, 167 states, Philo is speaking about “Joseph’s dreams, but the application extends to all human
activity.”

% This is the main issue with the treatment of Philo in D.A. Carson, “Divine Sovereignty and Human
Responsibility in Philo: Analysis and Method,” NovT 23 (1981): 148-64, who has a tendency to rush into
comparisons with Paul too quickly. Problematic also is the use of “merit” in Harrison, Grace, 114-133.



Chapter 3: The Christ-Event within the Divine Gift-Economy

Grace that is not disruptive is not grace... Grace, strictly speaking, does not mean
continuity but radical discontinuity, not reform but revolution... not the perfecting of
virtues but the forgiveness of sins, not improvement but resurrection from the dead.!

1. Introduction

Like his Alexandrian kin, Paul could argue for the gift-nature of all things: “For from
him and through him and for him are all things” (Rom 11.36; cf. 1 Cor 8.6). Asking the
Corinthians, “what do you have that you did not receive?” (1 Cor 4.7), the correct
answer for Paul would have been, “nothing.” The Corinthians received all things as a
gift in Christ: “in every way you have been made rich in him” (1 Cor 1.4-5). But this
formulation points to the divergent aspect of Paul’s gift-theology when compared to
Philo: for Philo humans have received all things as a gift because God is the creator of
all things; for Paul believers receive all things because God has given Jesus.

This first chapter on Paul will mirror the first chapter on Philo, as will the second
chapter on Paul the second on Philo. Chapter one examined in Philo who God is as
Giver, what kinds of gifts God gives, and to whom God gives; this laid the groundwork
for the argument that God for Philo is unquestionably a God who wisely and graciously
gives, specifically to the worthy. This chapter will seek to place the corresponding
focus on Paul’s understanding of grace: that God as Giver is the one who has given Jesus
Christ for the ungodly, a gift which is also given by Jesus. As the first chapter on Philo
set up the second to discuss the interrelated issues of human agency, how worth is
construed, and how one becomes able to receive gifts, this chapter will set up the
second chapter on Paul to examine more closely the problem of human unworthiness,
human agency and sin, and how one receives the gift. We cannot force Philo and Paul
into the same mold, but there is a similarity of structure to their thought that allows for
orderly comparisons.

Philo works from the preconception that everything is gift: the cosmos is God’s

primary benefaction, and the purpose of divine giving is to bring humans in line with

' G. Hunsinger, Disruptive Grace: Studies in the Theology of Karl Barth (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 16.
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the cosmic order. The purpose of this chapter is to argue that, in distinction from Philo,
Paul works from the preconception that Christ is the gift, the supreme manifestation of
divine grace, and divine giving for Paul is defined from the particularity of that event
outwards. There is a concentration of generosity in the Christ-event, the fundamental
gift within a matrix of gifts that are mutually interdependent on and related to God’s
giving of Jesus. For Paul, the Christ-gift is so revolutionary and revelatory of who God is
that, after the Christ-event, every gift is a Christ-shaped gift, and history is therefore
interpreted by Paul through this event. God is identified not primarily as the cause and
creator of all things nor by his gracious nature, but as the one who has given Jesus
Christ. Accordingly, it is central for Paul that the Christ-event is the gift that effects the
re-creation of its unworthy recipients through their reception of the Holy Spirit. God is
an incommensurate giver not primarily because of his perfection, but because he
inscrutably gives to the unworthy, and therefore without consideration of the normal
standards of worth. If Philo’s gift-theology stresses the universality of gifts, the
fittingness of the recipient, and divine rationality, Paul’s gift-theology stresses the
particularity of the gift, the recipient’s lack of fit, and divine inscrutability.

The bulk of this chapter will consist of exegesis of Paul - first Galatians, then
Romans - to explore how Paul interprets the Christ-event as gift, examining the
associations Paul makes between the Christ-event and the concept of gift, as well as
how the Christ-event is related to other gifts (e.g., the Holy Spirit, righteousness). As we
will see, Paul’s concept of divine generosity takes its shape from the particularity of the
Christ-event as a gift given for and to the unworthy, and all other aspects of his
thought on gift revolve around this point. Since this historical event is God’s grace, it is
important for speaking about who God is and for interpreting God’s actions throughout
history. Furthermore, it is equally significant that Paul situates Christ alongside God as
the gift-giver. Philo will appear throughout for comparison, and the chapter will
conclude by drawing together some points about how Paul and Philo relate on

particular themes.
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2. On Not Rejecting God’s Gift: The Christ-Gift in Galatians

Martyn has argued that Galatians answers two questions: “What time is it?” and “In
what cosmos do we actually live?” If Philo were asked these questions, he might
respond, somewhat quizzically, “today,” and “in God’s cosmos.” For Philo, the “name of
eternity is today.” Time came into existence either concurrently with, or
imperceptibly after, the creation of the world;* while the perceptible world revolves,
the “nature of time shines forth.” For God, time is neither future nor past but
immutably “now” (uévov V@éotnkev), and though humans measure time, they live in
this unending now, which is framed and ordered by the God who does not change.” By
contrast, for Paul, in Christ God has split history into two: there is a time “before faith
came” and an “after” now that faith has come (3.23-25).° For Philo, “before” and “after”
are concepts used only to understand the “now.” For Paul, “before” is the time of this
“present evil age” (1.4), when Paul persecuted the church (1.13-14) before “1” died to
the Law (2.19-20); when Gentiles lived in servitude to false gods (4.8-9) and Jews were
enslaved to the “elements of the world” (4.3); in short, the epoch during which
“scripture confined all things under sin” (3.22). There is only the “before,” from which
humans are rescued, and the “after,” when “God sent his son” at the “fullness of time”
(4.4). The Christ-event creates this disjunctive time.

If Philo’s God is beneficent in his ordering of the world and time, Paul’s God is
beneficent in his interruption of time, which recreates the world through crucifixion
(6.14). Accordingly, for Paul and Philo, humans exist in different kinds of world-time,
which is indicative of their different views of divine generosity. For Philo, the “age” of
this world is ordered, and humans are capable of living virtuously and thus worthily of

God’s gifts. For Paul, the age in which humans exist precludes the possibility of a fitting

? J.L. Martyn, Galatians: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (New Haven: Doubleday,
1997), 23. 1 am not arguing that temporal categories frame everything in Galatians; rather, Martyn’s
questions provide a way into a comparison between Paul and Philo.

® Fug. 56-57. Cf. Leg. 3.25.

* Cf. Opif. 26.

> Deus 32. See esp. S. Lauer, “Philo’s Concept of Time,” JJS 19 (1958): 39-46.

® A. Badiou, Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalism (trans. R. Brassier; Stanford: SUP, 2003), 43: “The
formula according to which God sent us his Son signifies primarily an intervention within History, one
through which it is, as Nietzsche will put it, ‘broken in two,” rather than governed by a transcendent
reckoning in conformity with the laws of an epoch.”



117

gift; the gift is inherently incongruous to its recipient because the sending of Christ is
the solution to this age, neither a fitting gift nor the fulfillment of the “before.””

Accordingly, when Paul speaks about divine xdpig in Galatians, he uses the word
with a specific content. Paul argues that the Christ-event is the singular instantiation of
God’s generosity in the cosmos and in history, and it is a gift given irrespective of
worth, thus going to unfitting recipients, both Jew and Gentile. Paul thus strikes a
Christocentric note to ensure that the Galatians understand where their allegiance
should lie: in the truth of the gospel (2.14), not in Jewish or Gentile ways of living on
their own or as a soteriological supplement to God’s act in Christ. Accordingly,
Galatians opens and closes with Christological designations of grace, with four of the
seven uses of xdpig relating to God’s gift of Christ to the undeserving (1.3-4; 2.21; 5.4; cf.
6.18).°

The Galatians receive grace and peace “from God our Father and the Lord Jesus
Christ.” The single &mé designates God and Jesus as the united source. God is the one
who “raised [Jesus] from the dead” (1.1),” while Jesus is the one who “gave himself (to0
dévtog gavutdv) for our sins,” to “rescue” humans from this “evil age” (1.4). Galatians
1.1-4 thus presents a compact description of divine gift by defining who the Givers are
and the need of the recipients: God who raises the crucified Jesus; Jesus who gave
himself; and sinful humans. Hence, Paul begins to associate xdpig with the Christ-event
that saves from sin and an evil age.'” As de Boer states, the “remainder of the
letter...may be read as Paul’s unpacking of this encapsulation of the gospel for the

Galatians.”"

7 On Paul’s anthropology in relation to other Second-Temple Jewish authors, see T. Laato, Paul and
Judaism: An Anthological Approach (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995). I take Philo to be an example of the
anthropological optimism Laato argues is characteristic of Judaism. Cf. also S. Westerholm, “Paul’s
Anthropological ‘Pessimism’ in Its Jewish Context,” in Divine and Human Agency in Paul and His Cultural
Environment (ed. J.M.G. Barclay and S.J. Gathercole; London; T&T Clark, 2008), 71-98.

® For the other three references (1.6, 15; 2.9), see next chapter.

° Thus, Martyn, Galatians, 85: “this one God has now identified himself by his act in Jesus Christ,
making that act, indeed, the primal mark of his identity.”

M. Winger, “From Grace to Sin: Names and Abstractions in Paul’s Letters,” NovT 41 (1999): 153-154
claims that the introductory formulas convey a general sense of favor, but that since “the immediate
contexts do not refer to any particular way in which this favor might be manifested, there is apparently
no criterion of identity for this xdpig.” If this were true of any letter, it is not true of Galatians.

" M.C. de Boer, Galatians: A Commentary (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2011), 28.
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In 2.15 Paul differentiates Jews “by nature” from Gentile “sinners.” Unlike most
Jewish authors, Philo theoretically could not make this distinction.'” He could see the
sinfulness of the Egyptians or Chaldeans, and therefore make a distinction, but his
anthropology is universal: all are constructed the same way, all can live virtuously.
Consequently, the way Paul removes the distinction also would not satisfy Philo: that
no person (o0 dvBpwmnog) is justified by “works of the Law” (2.16). Although Philo did
not use dikatéw like Paul,” Philo could neither say that all stand in need of justification
nor that €pya vouov would not achieve it. Though Philo’s wording is different, he uses
similar phrases - for similar purposes - and remains a largely untapped comparison.

As Philo notes, “good people” (&vBpwmor ayadoi) accomplish the Laws “by works”
(tovg véuoug €pyorg émteAovvtwv), which are brought to perfection by God’s grace, of
course (teheopopnOroecbat xdpiti)."* God rewards “good things” for their similarity to
himself.” Thus, Noah found favor before God because he rested from injustice and sin
(&diknua, audptnua).’® Quoting Deut 16.20, Philo says that the Law has been given so
that we might “pursue what is just in a just manner” (ikaiwg to dikatov dukerv; cf.
Deut 16.20; 1 Kings 8.32), to cultivate dikatooUvnV kal oAV GPETAV TOIC CLYYEVESLY
€pyolg avtii¢ — and not opposite actions.” One hears the Law, but the ears cannot be
trusted;" it must be stamped on “the ruling part” and put into action by the hands
without delay." It is God’s judgment (ikaiwoavtog O=00) that effects the destruction of
the ungodly (mpo¢ v katd t@V doefdv dnAsiav),” while God has “thought fit” to
reward the virtuous (¢dikaiwoe yap 6 0e0¢ yépag t@ omovdaiw mapaocyeiv).” What

happens to those who transgress the Laws? Curses. While God gladly welcomes and

'2Cf. e.g. Spec. 1.54, where it is “some from the Gentiles” who do not honor God properly.

" Philo can use dikaidw with véuog as subject, concerning what the Law deems fit for human life; cf.
e.g. Spec. 1.298; 2.213; 3.180.

' Praem. 126. Cf. Det. 68.

> Accordingly, the “only just God” (Somn. 2.194) is the “defender and champion of the just” (Abr.
232).

% Leg.3.77.

' Det. 18. Cf. Spec. 2.13.

' cf. Gal 3.1-5; Rom 10.17!

' Spec. 4.137-138.

%% Mos. 1.94-96.

! Praem. 120. See also Somn. 2.174.
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rewards the proselyte who comes to God willingly, the noble born who lives contrary to
virtue (and therefore, Law) is dragged down into Tartarus, to be an example.”

How, for Philo, is one worthy before God? No other Jew stressed divine grace more
than Philo, but the answer would still be: by doing £€pya véuov, virtuous actions, the
virtue itself traceable to God’s grace - a point that should be clear from the previous
chapters. Philo never uses this precise phrase, but making exact phrasing a necessity only
obscures the similarity of content: the one who receives God’s grace is the one who
does the Law, who becomes a fitting recipient through the use of God’s gifts. The
problem, for Paul, is that if God operated this way, he could give gifts to no one.

Paul makes clear that €pya vouov both cannot justify and are what set Jews apart
from Gentiles: a disastrous combination.” Rather, justification is by faith in Christ.”
The contrast between 2.15-16 not only signals that the Jew-Gentile distinction is
invalid, but it also links Jews with Gentiles as sinners who need to be justified. Jews are
now identified with that “fundamental sinfulness” that is “characteristic of Gentiles,””
for all exist in this present evil age, under the power of the flesh. Justification by faith
problematizes ethnic distinctions because justification reveals the problem of all
humans to be sin.”® In 2.17 Paul further undercuts any distinction, saying “we” were
found to be sinners in seeking to be justified in Christ, where “we” are Jewish

Christians.” Without the hamartiological distinction, there is no reason to deny table

* Praem. 126, 152.

2 As G. Stanton, “The Law of Moses and the Law of Christ - Galatians 3.1-6.2,” in Paul and the Mosaic
Law (ed. J.D.G. Dunn; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 103-104 argues, “Paul’s first use of the phrase
‘works of the law’ in 2:16a is triggered by the issues which dominate the preceding discussion in Gal 2,
circumcision and food laws. But as the initial listeners heard the argument of the following verses unfold,
they were left in no doubt that Paul was concerned about far more than these ‘test cases of Jewish
distinctiveness over against Gentiles.”

* The phrase niotig Xpiotod is an exegetical hornets’ nest, and we need not enter into the debate
here. To start, see the debate between R.B. Hays and J.D.G Dunn in R.B. Hays, The Faith of Jesus Christ: The
Narrative Substructure of Galatians 3:1-4:11 (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 249-298; the recent
collection of essays in M.F. Bird and P.M. Sprinkle, eds., The Faith of Jesus Christ: Exegetical, Biblical, and
Theological Studies (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2010); and, to show my cards, R.B. Matlock, “The Rhetoric of
Miotig in Paul: Galatians 2.16, 3.22, Romans 3.22, and Philippians 3.9,” JSNT 30 (2007): 173-102,

»J. Lambrecht, “Paul’s Reasoning in Galatians 2:11-21,” in Paul and the Mosaic Law, 58.

* Cf. T.G. Gombis, “The ‘Transgressor’ and the ‘Curse of the Law”: The Logic of Paul’s Argument in
Galatians 2-3,” NTS 53 (2007): 87: “Jews must locate themselves alongside gentiles in seeking justification,
and are therefore forced to fellowship along with these ‘sinners’ in the newly constituted people of God.”

71 view 2.17 as a realis. As D. Hunn, “Christ Versus the Law: Issues in Galatians 2:17-18,” CBQ 72
(2010): 539-540 argues, Paul uses quaptwoi in 2.15 and 17 in the same way; i.e., sin in 2,17 is not post-
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tellowship. Furthermore, this fellowship does not make Christ a minister of sin; rather,
the issue is that rebuilding the Law makes one a transgressor: “by returning to the law
at mealtimes, they rebuild what they once destroyed, the very system that handed
them the guilty verdict.””

In 2.19-20, death to and through the Law occurs through co-crucifixion with Christ.
The “1” dies to the Law with Christ,” in whose death the Law participated by cursing
him (3.10-14).° Only death with Christ to the Law makes life to God possible; the Law,
again, has no power to make one worthy before God, or alive (cf. 3.21). In 2.20 Paul
affirms that as faith in Christ results in death through the Law, so living to God is a new
life in which the subject is reconstituted dialectically: I no longer live, but Christ lives in
me, and the life I now live is one of faith in the self-giving of Christ.’* That is, life is now
constituted in Christ and directed towards Christ in faith; it is cruciform and
Christocentric. Paul’s definition of this subject-object figure is paramount: the Christ
who lives in Paul and in whom Paul places his trust is “the son of God who loved me and
gave himself for me” (to0 viol t00 000 T00 dyanroavtdg pe Kol TapaddvTog ExvTov
Umep €uod). Thus, in 2.15-20, faith in Christ is faith in this Christ who lovingly gave
himself, and it is by faith that one identifies with Christ’s self-giving and the unworthy
individual is reconstituted (that is, justified) to live to God in Christ.*

In 2.21 Paul draws the argument of 2.15-20 to a conclusion. As commentators often

note, for Paul’s challengers - as with Philo - the Law would be a constitutive element of

conversion failure to do the law. For the alternative argument, see ].D.G. Dunn, The Epistle to The Galatians
(London: A&C Black, 1993), 141.

® Hunn, “Christ Versus the Law,” 546. On the logic that the Law judges those whom it cannot justify,
see 542, M. Bachmann, Siinder oder Ubertreter. Studien zur Argumentation in Gal 2,15ff. (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1992), 73-77 and J. Lambrecht, “Transgressors by Nullifying God’s Grace,” Bib 72 (1991): 235
argue that transgression refers to God’s will; showing oneself to be a transgressor (2.18) parallels
rejecting God’s grace (2.20). This is not fully persuasive, but the connection is suggestive.

» Cf. Martin Luther, Lectures on Galatians, 1535, Chapters 1-4 (LW 26; St. Louis: Concordia, 1963), 157: “He
does not say: ‘I am free of, or liberated from, the Law for a while’ or ‘I am the lord of the Law.” All he says
is: ‘I have died to the Law.”

*® Pace de Boer, Galatians, 160. Cf, Martyn, Galatians, 257; Gombis, “Logic of Paul’s Argument,” 90.

*! On the relationship between justification and participation in this text, see esp. S. Chester, “It Is No
Longer I Who Live: Justification by Faith and Participation in Christ in Martin Luther’s Exegesis of
Galatians,” NTS 55 (2009): 315-37. Cf. S. Schauf, “Galatians 2.20 in Context,” NTS 52 (2006): 99: “crucifixion
with Christ is a common experience of Jewish and Gentile Christians, indeed, the common experience
which justifies them before God.”

% Thus, Badiou, Saint Paul, 14: “The Christian subject does not preexist the event he declares... Thus,
the extrinsic conditions of his existence or identity will be argued against.”
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God’s grace. Torah observance - and thus a Jewish lifestyle - would be a necessary
complement to faith in Christ.”® Paul would not need to argue that God gives gifts;
probably not even that Christ is God’s grace. Rather, he must argue that Christ alone is
God’s grace, which precludes grace in or by means of the Law. Given Paul’s statement -
“I do not reject the grace of God” (tfv xdpwv to0 Be00d)* - it is likely that Paul is
responding not only to such a Law-plus-Christ position but also the claim that he skews
justification by eliding the Law from the equation. As Martyn states, “For Paul...the
locus of God’s grace is defined by the locus of God’s rectifying power.”** That power is
the Christ-event.”® If righteousness came 81 véuov, then Christ’s death would have
been “in vain” (wpedv). Since both Jews and Gentiles die “to the Law” in order to “live
to God,” it would be impossible to locate the operation of God’s grace in the Law; the
interrelated singularity (without Law) and incongruity (for sinners) of the Christ-event
leaves nothing for humans to do (or be) to make themselves worthy recipients of God’s
gift. Accordingly, the Christ-event renders all soteriological and hamartiological
distinctions between Jews and Gentiles null and void. Justification in Christ means that
living Tovdaik®¢ has no intrinsic preeminence over living é0vik@g but that everything
is measured by whether one walks in step with the truth of the gospel. Neither Law nor
the absence of Law increase the fit between the individual and God’s grace.

This association of grace, Christ, and justification also occurs in 5.4.” Paul asserts
that Christ has set believers free “for freedom” (tfj €éAevBepiq; 5.1) and that the
Galatians should not place themselves again under the “yoke of slavery.” Circumcision
makes Christ of no worth and obligates the person “to do the whole Law” and therefore
to seek to be justified in the Law (év véuw dika10000e). That person is then “estranged
from Christ” (katnpyndnte and Xpiotol) and has “fallen from grace” (tfi¢ xdpitog

¢€eméoate). Unsurprisingly, the two phrases are parallel descriptions of the

* Cf. de Boer, Galatians, 144; J.L. Martyn, “A Law-Observant Mission to Gentiles,” in Theological Issues in
the Letters of Paul (London: T&T Clark, 1997), 13: “Whatever [the Teachers] may be saying about Christ, the
Law is itself both the foundation and the essence of their good news.”

* B. Eastman, The Significance of Grace in the Letters of Paul (New York: Peter Lang, 1999), 83 labels 1
XGp1g Tod Be0d a subjective genitive; but this is too limiting.

% Martyn, Galatians, 259-260.

% Pace Dunn, Galatians, 147: Paul “has in mind ‘the grace of God’ manifested in his calling and in his
successful missionary work.”

7 On this text, see esp. J.M.G. Barclay, “Paul, the Gift and the Battle over Gentile Circumcision:
Revisiting the Logic of Galatians,” ABR 58 (2010): 36-56.
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consequences of locating justification in the Law, because doing so is a failure to
understand Christ as God’s gift which is given to the unworthy, not those who locate
worth in the Law. To reassert the position of the Law after the receipt of the Christ-gift
would effectively be a denial of one’s participation in Christ’s crucifixion - through and
to the Law - by which one lives to God as a reconstituted agent (2.19-20). Furthermore,
“in Christ Jesus” it is not only circumcision that does not matter, but also
uncircumcision (5.6). Again, neither Jewish (Torah) nor Gentile (non-Torah) ways of life
can figure an individual as a fitting recipient of the incongruously given Christ-gift.

As an appropriate capstone, the letter ends where it began: “the grace of our Lord
Jesus Christ...” (] xdp1g To0 kvpiov UGV 'Incod Xpiotod; 6.18).

In Galatians, nothing instigates the giving of the Christ-gift, establishing progress or
fit between the “before” of enslaving sin and the “now” of the life-giving gift in the
Spirit.”® Abraham believes and is justified because scripture “pre-proclaimed the good
news” (mposvunyeAioato; 3.6-9), just as the promises were given to Abraham and to his
seed, Christ (3.15-18).” Abraham thus stands in relation to the gift, believing in the
promise;”® and the Law does not intervene between the giving of the promise to
Abraham and its fulfillment in Christ. Rather, “God has given to Abraham through the
promise” (3.18). Likewise, Israel was not progressing in worthiness before God; she, like
the Gentiles, was enslaved (4.3). Accordingly, when Christ is sent at the fullness of time,
Israel is redeemed and receives her adoption (vioBeoia). Accordingly, history does not
provide a foundation for the Christ-gift, in which individual and cosmos are crucified
and new creation established (6.14-15).”" This newness of the Christ-gift is an aspect of

its incongruity: the gift supports no systems of worth - Jewish or Gentile - because it is

% Cf. K. Tanner, Jesus, Humanity and The Trinity: A Brief Systematic Theology (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
2001), 6: “New levels of God’s gifts are not predictable from previous ones - for example, God’s
incarnation is not predictable from God’s gift of existence to creatures in creating them or from God’s
gift of covenant fellowship with Israel.”

** Badiou, Saint Paul, 103; “Abraham...anticipates what could be called a universalism of the Jewish
site; in other words, he anticipates Paul.”

0 Cf. J.C. Beker, Paul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life and Thought (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1980),
97: “In Galatians 3 the actual content of the promise is Christ (v. 19b)...” For other possibilities, see S.K.
Williams, “Promise in Galatians: A Reading of Paul’s Reading of Scripture,” JBL 107 (1988): 709-20.

*! Cf. Barclay, “Logic of Galatians,” 53: Paul “does not find any historical sequence of ‘believers’ from
Abraham onwards, and the only continuity he traces before Christ is the continuity of the divine
promise, not a covenant continuity stretching through Israel’s history.” Cf. S. Grindheim, “Not Salvation
History, but Salvation Territory: The Main Subject Matter of Galatians,” NTS 59 (2013): 101.
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not given as the fulfillment of any cultural system or trajectories but as an
unconditionally fulfilled promise for those who believe.

If for Philo, doing the Law constitutes one as righteous (i.e. virtuous), and divine
gifts are what enable such works, for Paul, works of the Law cannot justify sinful
humans. Indeed, the Law (rightly) curses those sinners who transgress it. Similarly, for
Philo the playing field for Jews and Gentiles is level; all can be virtuous, all can be
“Israel.” For Paul, the playing field is level because all are sinners in need. Accordingly,
in Galatians we find a strong identification of God’s grace as the Christ-event, the
unfitting gift, that justifies Jews and Gentiles by reconstituting them as new creation.”
Jesus gave himself for our sins and to rescue humanity from the present evil age and the
Law with its curse. Consequently, inherent to the association between Christology and
gift is the incongruity of the gift, which does not invite Gentile sinners to a Jewish party
but addresses the problem of universal sin. All whom “scripture confined under sin”

(3.22) may receive the gift by faith from the God of the Christ-event.

3. The Gift of God in Romans

Turning from Galatians to Romans, one can note “a dramatic difference between the
christocentrism of Galatians and the theocentrism of Romans.”” But although Paul
speaks in a “theocentric” register in Romans, his understanding of divine gift remains
remarkably Christological. One event in history is where Paul locates God’s grace, and
he understands all other points in history from the vantage point of this event, from
the reality it both creates and reveals. We must pay attention again to how Paul
identifies God’s grace in relation to Jesus. As in Galatians, in Romans 3.21-26 and 5.1-21
Paul identifies divine grace as the Christ-event, given to unfitting recipients. This
Christological identification then shapes his reading of Abraham (4.1-25) and Israel’s
history (9-11).

2 That is, the gospel offers not simply a new way of life to its sinful recipients, but new life. Cf. A.
Badiou, Ethics (London: Verso, 2001), 43 who speaks of the “subject” that was “absolutely nonexistent
‘before’ the event.” See also J.L. Martyn, Theological Issues in the Letters of Paul (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1997), passim; J.L. Martyn, “Epilogue: An Essay in Pauline Meta-Ethics,” in Divine and Human Agency, 178-
183.

* B.R. Gaventa, “The Singularity of the Gospel: A Reading of Galatians,” in Pauline Theology, Volume I
(ed. JM. Bassler; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 150.
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3.1 Romans 3.21-26: The Christ-Gift within the Theatre of Sin

For Philo the xdopog is the “first and greatest and most perfect” of God’s works,
structured immutably by God’s Law according to which one may become virtuous.*
When we turn to Romans 3, we see Paul using these concepts differently: the Law (0
véuoc) speaks so that “the whole world” (ndg 6 kdouog) might be accountable to God
(3.19), for no one is righteous, no one seeks for God. Rather than providing a way for
humans to be worthy before God, the Law displays that all are sinners. Since God’s
judgment is just, he gives to all what they deserve: wrath and anger to those who do
evil (2.8; cf. 2.2; 1.28-32), and glory, honor, and immortality to those who seek eternal
life (2.7).” God “will render to each according to his works.” The problem, however, is
that “none are righteous” (3.10), and therefore all should come to ruin on the day of
God’s judgment (2.16). Consequently, after letting scripture detail the fact that “both
Jews and Gentiles are all under sin” (3.9-20), Paul interjects: “But now.” For Philo, as we
saw above, vuvi 8¢ would be an assertion of the immutable present. For Paul, the vovi
d¢ that opens 3.21-26 marks the intervention of divine grace into sin-caused
hopelessness, pointing to the “impossible possibility” of the justification of sinners, a
gift given to the unworthy.*

Paul’s summary statement in 3.23 that “all have sinned and lack the glory of God” is
paralleled by the dense response that all are “justified freely in his grace (that is)
through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus” (SikaioOuevot dwpeav tfj adTod Xdpitt
d1d ¢ amoAvTpwoew( T €v Xp1ot® ‘Inood; 3.24)."” Paul thus speaks of justification as
occurring as a gift and in the gift: “justified as a gift in his grace” (3.24). What is the
relationship between dwpedv and tfj abtoU xdpit vis-a-vis “being justified”?

Bultmann argued that dwpedv “emphasizes the gift-character of grace” such that

the “divine deed of grace is...a gift of grace.” If “grace” is the Christ-event - “God’s

* Cf. Deus 106-108.

* On Romans 2, see esp. J.A. Linebaugh, God, Grace, and Righteousness in Wisdom of Solomon and Paul’s
Letter to the Romans: Texts in Conversation (Leiden: Brill, forthcoming), chap. 5.

** K. Barth, The Epistle to the Romans (trans. E.C. Hoskyns; 6th ed.; Oxford: OUP, 1968), 92.

*” This righteousness is, as J.R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 223 calls it, “novel,” or in the helpful term of S. Westerholm, Perspectives Old and New
on Paul: The “Lutheran” Paul and His Critics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004), 273, “extraordinary.” That is, it
defies the normal means by which one would be righteous. The relationship between righteousness and
grace in 3.24 is similar to what we will see in 5.15.
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eschatological deed” by which he judges and therefore justifies sinners - then dwpedv
clarifies that this gift comes “without price.”*® In response, Doughty argued that the
“real significance of the phrase...is precisely the reverse.”* That is, dwpedv shows the
“grace-character of the gift.””® Doughty thus agrees with Reumann that dwpedv is
essentially emphatic redundancy.” Yet such assumed redundancy would not make
sense in Paul’s context; no one would assume that saying a gift is given “as a gift” would
mean it is given “freely,” that is, to the unworthy, without preconditions, etc.”

Philo rarely uses the adverb dwpedv, but one of his uses is instructive. In los. 249,
Philo describes the kindness of Joseph towards his brothers. Joseph not only did not kill
them, but he also provided food for them “as a gift” (dwpedv) as though they were
“worthy of the gift” (b xdpitog dioig).” Joseph’s brothers, of course, did not deserve
Joseph'’s gift; but in giving to them Joseph acted as though they did. For Philo, then,
dwpedv describes gifts given to those who are worthy of it. If something is given “in the
manner of a gift,” it is given to a fitting recipient.

Thus, as above, if Philo said justification were given “as a gift,” it would be katd
véuov or according to the person’s &&iwua. Justification would still be a gift, yet the
manner of its giving would be conditioned according to Philo’s construction of worth
vis-a-vis the divine Giver. Oppositely, for Paul, “being justified” is a result of the
revelation of God’s righteousness in the Christ-event xwpig véuov and it is given to
sinners, those who have no &&iwua, whether katd véuov or otherwise. Of course, Paul’s
distinction in 3.21 between God’s righteousness being revealed xwpig vouov yet being
testified to OO to0 vépov would be nonsensical to Philo. As Linebaugh argues, it is

unlikely that the referent of vépog is the same in the two phrases: “Paul is...saying that

* R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, Volume 1 (trans. K. Grobel; London: SCM Press, 1956),
289-290.

“DJ. Doughty, “The Priority of XAPIZ,” NTS 19 (1973): 169.

> Doughty, “Priority,” 170.

> J. Reumann, “The Gospel of the Righteousness of God,” Interp 20 (1966): 441. Cf. ].D.G. Dunn, Romans
1-8 (Dallas: Word, 1988), 168; E. Kdsemann, Commentary on Romans (trans. G.W. Bromiley; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1994), 96.

*? Pace Harrison, Grace, 224 n.44 who claims that Swpedv was “standard benefaction parlance” for the
“free gift.” What a “free gift” would be in the Greco-Roman benefaction system is, I think, different from
what the “free gift” is in Paul. As D.A. DeSilva, “Patronage and Reciprocity: The Context of Grace in the
New Testament,” ATJ 31 (1999): 53 rightly states, “what is surprising about God's grace...is not that God
gives ‘freely and uncoerced’: every benefactor, in theory at least, did this.” What makes Paul unique is his
belief not in God’s uncoerced giving, but his giving to the unworthy.

> See also Her. 78-80; Legat. 339-343.
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the entire sacred corpus, including the Pentateuch (véuog), witnesses to the revelation
of God’s righteousness apart from the law given at Sinai (véuoc).”* Scripture witnesses
to God’s act in Christ (cf. 1 Cor 15.3-4), but God’s righteousness is revealed apart from
the Law.” This affirmation is fundamental for Paul - it grounds God’s grace as given to
unfitting recipients - but it is unthinkable for Philo. For Philo, the Law both declares
what virtue is (and righteousness is a key virtue)*® and also displays how one becomes
virtuous.”” Accordingly, for Philo gifts are given kata vouov and thus to the worthy,
while for Paul justification occurs xwpig vopov and dwpedv, thus given to all without
distinction (3.22-23).”® Paul’s use of dwpedv, then, is idiosyncratic. To say that sinners
are justified “as a gift” (dwpedv) means that they receive justification precisely as
unfitting recipients.*

Justification “as a gift” occurs specifically tf] a0tod x&priti, which denotes the gift as
the location of justification: righteousness “has its origin in God’s grace—i.e. in His act

of grace accomplished in Christ.”®

Jewett argues that tf] avtod xdpitt denotes the
means by which humans are set right, while 81 tfj¢ drnoAvtpoewg denotes the agency
through which humans are set right.”® Redemption, then, is a specification or
explication of what the gift is. That is, both tf] a0tod xdpitt and i tfig droAvTpwoewg
g €v Xprot® 'Inood interpret the same event because the latter is the content of the
former: sinful humans are justified as an unfitting gift in God’s grace, that is, through
the redemption which is in Christ Jesus.

As we will see in 5.15-17, the relationship in 3.24 between the gift of righteousness

and the Christ-event shows justification to be a gift given to humans by faith. One

qualification in the present text, however, is that the Christ-gift effects both the

> J.A. Linebaugh, “Debating Diagonal Aikaioo0vn: The Epistle of Enoch and Paul in Theological
Conversation,” EC 1 (2010): 121 n.43. Contrast R.B. Hays, “Three Dramatic Roles: The Law in Romans 3-4,”
in Paul and the Mosaic Law (ed. ].D.G. Dunn; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 151-64, for whom ¢ vduoc
always designates the “same collection of texts” but from different “hermeneutical perspectives,” as
needed by Paul.

%% cf. Harrison, Grace, 224.

*¢Cfe.g. Leg. 1.72; 3.150; Post. 93, 128; Agr. 18.

*" Det. 18. Cf. Somn. 2.175-176; Spec. 4.133-134, 179; 2.13; 1.305-306.

%8 cf. Badiou, Saint Paul, 77: “There is for Paul an essential link between the ‘for all’ of the universal
and the ‘without cause.’ ... Only what is absolutely gratuitous can be addressed to all.”

> Cf. T. Engberg-Pedersen, “Gift-Giving and Friendship: Seneca and Paul in Romans 1-8 on the Logic
of God’s Xdpic and Its Human Response,” HTR 101 (2008): 25-26.

€ Bultmann, New Testament, 284.

°' R, Jewett, Romans (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 2006), 282,
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justification of sinners and the justification of God. The vuvi &¢ of 3.21 anticipates €v t®
VOV Ka1p@® in 3.26, as the time when God’s righteousness is manifested apart from the
Law in God’s putting forth Jesus as iAaotrprov (3.25).”” This event - the gift through
redemption - is the “proof” of God’s righteousness (¢vdeiig; 3.25, 26) in the present
time, which results in God’s being &ikaio¢ and 6 diko@v (3.26; cf. 4.5, 8.33). God’s
righteousness is revealed in the gospel (1.17; 3.21-26), with the gift of Christ being
precisely that revelation which justifies God in his words (3.4) and justifies sinful
humans as an unfitting gift (3.24). Accordingly, God’s righteousness here is both God’s
acting for salvation according to his righteous nature and the gift of that salvation, as
the gift of “being justified” is the enactment of God’s righteousness in the
eschatological “now” by the Christ-gift.”’ Paul locates divine and human righteousness
in the singular event of Christ, for God is shown to be just in his judgment - and
justification - of sinners.*

In summary, in 3.21-26 grace is the Christ-event by which God and humans are
justified. Accordingly, this single event is the reestablishment of the proper divine-
human relationship as a divine gift to unworthy recipients (e.g. 3.23). The
Christological focus of this passage is emphatic: God’s grace is defined by the Christ-
event and this gift is specified as the manifestation, proof, and establishment of God’s
righteousness. God’s righteousness given as a gift in Jesus lacks the correspondence
between giver and fitting recipient because such correspondence is impossible for Paul;

the gift itself is justification in Christ, which no one deserves.

3.2 Romans 5.1-11: The Gift and Christian Hope

In Romans 5.1-11 Paul clarifies and expands his understanding of gift in three ways.
First, Paul uses an intriguing metaphor of believers “standing in grace” to describe the

eschatological position of those for whom Christ has died. Second, Paul gives an

2 On the meaning of iAactriplov, see esp. D.P. Bailey, “Jesus as Mercy Seat” (PhD, University of
Cambridge, 1999).

% Cf. Westerholm, Perspectives Old and New, 284-286. Pace Kdsemann, Romans, 96. See now also D. Burk,
“The Righteousness of God (Dikaiosuné Theou) and Verbal Genitives: A Grammatical Clarification,” JSNT
34 (2012): 346-60.

* ML.A. Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness: Paul’s Theology of Justification (Downers Grove: InterVarsity
Press, 2000), 66: “In faith, one takes the side of God in his claim against oneself, giving God justice.”
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expansive description of divine love as Christ’s death for unworthy humans. Third, Paul

introduces the role of the Holy Spirit in gift-giving.

3.2.1 Romans 5.2: Living in the Christ-Gift

In Romans 5.1-11 Paul discusses the gift within his already/not-yet scheme. Believers
have been justified in Christ but await final salvation (5.1, 9-10). Therefore, a central
theme is hope: God’s gift of justification in the Christ-event is the basis for the hope
believers direct towards God’s eschatological rescue from final wrath. It is only “in
grace” that one awaits salvation.

Summarizing 3.21-4.25,” Paul states, “Therefore, being justified by faith, we have
peace with God.” Justification occurs in Christ’s blood (5.9), and it is through Christ
that believers “have access into this grace in which we stand” (v mpocaywynv
éoxrkauev [t miotel] eig v xdp1v TavTnV v 1] éotrkapev). As Dunn claims, “The use
of xdpig here...is a quite natural extension of its more normal Pauline sense.”” The
presence of the pronoun tavtnyv signals that a specific gift is in view, and this gift-
location is explicated in 5.5b-8. 5.9-11 describe the relation between the now of the gift
and the to-be of salvation, while 3-5a describe the reality of believers’ lives in the
eschatological now. The already/not-yet of 3-5a and 9-11 thus puts the stress on the
ground for hope in 5-8, which is itself an explication of 5.1-2a and a springboard into
the gift-language in 5.12-21.

Cranfield is correct that kavyxdueba én’ éAntidr is parallel to €xouev mpog tov Beodv
and not syntactically subordinate to €i¢ thv xdptv tavtnv &v 1 £otfkauev.”® However,
5.2b-5.5a is logically dependent on 5.1-5.2a. The state of affairs described in 5.1-2a is the
eschatological “already” of 5.9-11: believers are justified by faith, stand in God’s grace,

and are at peace with God. 5.2b-5.5a sets forth the way humans exist “between the

® On the connections between 3.21-4.25 and 5.1-11, see P.M. McDonald, “Romans 5.1-11 as a
Rhetorical Bridge,” JSNT 40 (1990): 81-87.

%1 still follow the indicative reading of £xw in 5.1 because, among other reasons, I believe it fits best
with 5.11. The possible parallel with 2 Cor 5-6 - that Paul could tell the Corinthians to “be reconciled to
God” (2 Cor 5.20) after stating that “God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself” (5.19) - does not
seem legitimate since 2 Cor 5-6 is itself an appeal and Rom 5 is not (even under the subjunctive reading).

 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 248.

% C.E.B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1975), 259.
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times” as those who are in grace but must endure OAiyng. Believers boast not only in
God’s glory, but in their present afflictions, which produce hope. It is this hope that
“does not put to shame” (5.5a). The reason for this steadfast hope is elaborated in 5.5b:
“the love of God” (1] &ydr to0 Be00) given through the Holy Spirit. Hope is unswerving
in the midst of suffering because it is anchored in God’s love, which is not a timeless,
abstract love, but a love historically enacted. This love is elaborated in 5.6-8 as the
Christ-event, which unpacks the present reality of “being justified by faith” and
“standing in grace.”®” Accordingly, to “stand in grace” speaks of the grounding of
Christian hope in the eschatological “already,” in the justifying event of Christ’s death

and resurrection, which determines one’s life towards final salvation.

3.2.2 Romans 5.6-8: The Christ-Gift as God’s Love

Thus, in Rom 5.6-8 Paul explicates the “grace-site” of 5.2 by stressing that Christ’s
death, which is for the ungodly, defines divine grace.” As Hays states, “These
verses...reveal some of the deep presuppositional structures of Paul's soteriology. They
answer the implicit question, ‘What do you mean by ‘God's love” and on what basis do
you claim to have received it?”""*

The ydp of 5.6 signals that what follows explicates 1 &ydrnn to0 0e00.”” The double
€11, however, is not so clear. Kdsemann seems correct to argue that the first €t1 ydp
modifies the genitive absolute (8vtwv qu@v dobsv@v) and the second &t1 modifies the
verb (anébavev).” Thus, “while we were still weak, yet at that time Christ died for the
ungodly.” This awkward construction emphatically marks the paradoxical time (kata

ka1pdv) in which Christ died: €1 Svtwv qu@v dobev@v. The first €n1 signals the ka1pdg

of universal sinfulness into which Christ came (cf. 5.12ff.), while the second marks the

% Cf. Barth, Romans, 152; “Ilive, yet not I. This is the grace in which Paul stands.”

® The links between “grace” and “love” in 5.2-8 should be clear; cf. J.D.G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul
the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 320.

' R.B. Hays, “Christ Died for the Ungodly: Narrative Soteriology in Paul?,” HBT 26 (2004): 58.

72 As Kdsemann, Romans, 135 notes, verses 6-8 “make it clear that &ydnn toG 000 is not an objective
genitive,” as argued by Augustine, Luther, and, surprisingly, N.T. Wright, The Letter to the Romans
(Nashville: Abingdon, 2002), 517. Nearly all commentators, Wright excluded, take the genitive as
subjective.

® Kdsemann, Romans, 137.
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nature of his death for the unworthy.” The Christ-gift was given at a counterintuitive
time to those who did not deserve it.

Even though Paul tries to underscore the incomprehensible nature of Christ’s death
for the ungodly, a comparison with Philo can sharpen this emphasis. For Philo, the
“lover of pleasure” who lives contrary to virtue is ungodly (&oefrig);” and a few
examples of God’s dealings with the ungodly will suffice. First, Cain, who “through one
action” left “nothing of ungodliness” (00d¢v t@V...doep&V) neglected, is deserving not
of a single death - a punishment devised by human reason - but to “live while always
dying,” a punishment fitting of the “divine lawcourt.””® Second, thunderbolts burnt up
the ungodly of Sodom and Gomorrah with an “inexpressible” destruction. Accordingly,
the “ungodly” (&oeprig) were punished for their actions and the virtuous received their
deserving reward (&0Aov).” God sets the proper punishments for the ungodly.” Third,
against the Egyptians the “elements of the universe” (ta otoixeia to0 mavtdg) were
made hostile to “destroy the land of the ungodly” (trjv doefdv xwpav @Oapiivai).” The
God who created the elements can use them “when he wants” to destroy the ungodly.
God is a distance removed from the ungodly but walks with the virtuous.”

Consequently, the genealogical section of Moses’ writings can be divided between
the accounts of the punishments of the ungodly (mepi koAdoewg doefdv) and the
honors of the just (repi Tiufi¢ dikaiwv). For Philo, it is better to die with the pious than
cavort with the ungodly, for the former will receive undying life (1] d0dvatoc (wn),
while the latter will receive eternal death (6 &i810¢ 8dvatog).” It is key that none of this

violates God’s graciousness; rather, this logic only upholds the fact that God is

™ Although &oBevri¢ and doePric are not synonyms, T.W. Martin, “The Good as God (Romans 5.7),”
JSNT 25 (2002): 58 wrongly argues that Paul “refrains in v. 6 from directly admitting [the Roman
Christians] are ungodly. Instead, he describes Christians as weak when Christ died for the ungodly.”

7 Sacr. 32.

7® Praem. 68-70.

7" Mos. 2.56-57.

78 Cf. Ebr. 223.

7 Mos. 1.96.

% Mut. 265, interpreting Num 14.9.

¥ Post. 39. Cf. Congr. 87.
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rationally gracious. Those who refuse his gifts must deal no longer with the God who
gives but the Lord who punishes.*

Paul understands that Christ’s death for the ungodly is absurd - and he celebrates
that fact (cf. 1 Cor 1.21-25). In 5.7 Paul digresses from 5.6 to set up an antithesis with 5.8
to underscore further the illogicality (i.e. incongruity) of Christ’s death for the
ungodly.” As Paul states, “for in behalf of a righteous person (Onep dikaiov) one would
hardly die,” which is modified by Paul’s next statement that one might “perhaps dare
to die for a good person (Omep yap to0 dyadod).” Paul acknowledges that sacrifice for a
person of particularly high quality is certainly possible, just as one would rightly give a
gift to a fitting recipient. But for the ungodly? As above, Philo illustrates the received
wisdom, that fathers should not even die for their sons, but those who have done things
“worthy of death” (t@v &&ix Oavdtov dedpakdtwv) should be put to death by
themselves.” God prefers the smallest group of good people to countless ungodly
people (t0 ondviov ayabov mpd uvpiwv &dikwv).* If dying for another person, one
would want to ensure that the character of the “other” was worthy of such self-giving.”
Accordingly, 5.6 describes the Christ-event as an unfitting gift, and 5.7 provides a

counterexample of a fitting gift. The Christ-gift is “unmotivated love” because “there is

% For close attention to Philo’s thought on divine punishment, see A, Mendelson, “Philo’s Dialectic of
Reward and Punishment,” StPhA 9 (1997): 104-25.

% Cf. Kdsemann, Romans, 137: “The point is that Christ did his saving work at an unexpected and,
morally considered, even inappropriate moment. Unworthy, genuinely ungodly people benefitted from
it.” See also M. Winninge, Sinners and the Righteous: A Comparative Study of the Psalms of Solomon and Paul’s
Letters (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1995), 306-307.

* It seems unlikely to me that Paul makes a strong distinction between dikaio¢ and dyab4g; cf. F.
Wisse, “The Righteous Man and the Good Man in Romans V.7,” NTS 19 (1973): 91-93; for distinction, see
A.D. Clarke, “The Good and the Just in Romans 5.7,” TynB 41 (1990): 128-32, With Clarke, Harrison, Grace,
225 sees 0 ayabd¢ as a reference to a benefactor. More interesting is the argument of Martin, “Good as
God,” that God is 6 dyafdc.

% Spec. 3.153. Cf. Somn. 2.282: what is better than for “the good to live and the wicked to die?”

% Migr. 61.

%7 As Philo goes on to explain in Spec. 3.154-155, the commandment that fathers should not even die
for their sons is given for those who out of excessive goodwill would give themselves for the guilty so
that they would not be punished. But, as Philo says, to such a person one must explain, “there is no time
for your goodwill” (i ebvoiax Du®v ovk et kapdv); and those actions that are done out of their proper
time are blameworthy. It is only right to love those who are worthy to attract love (xpr| pévror @iAeiv
toug &€& giag Spwvrac), and no wicked people truly have friends. Accordingly, to die for the
unworthy is not only nonsensical but also morally reprehensible, contrary to the commandment.
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in the object to which it is directed nothing at all to which appeal can be made to
explain this love.”®

With an adversative 8¢,” 5.8 reaffirms that Christ did not give himself for the
dikatog or dyafdc. Instead, “while we were still sinners, Christ died for us” (¢t
QUAPTWADV SVIWV HUOV Xp1oTog OTEp MUV anébavev). As Keck states, “This is Paul’s
Christology in a nutshell.”” Paul makes the radical claim that the Christ-event is the
demonstration of God’s love for all unfitting recipients: “but God has demonstrated his
love for us” (cuviotnowv 8¢ thv £avtod aydnnv ei¢ fudg O 0e6g).” This statement
mirrors 5.5b, clarifying that 1| &dydnn to0 0e00 poured into human hearts by the Spirit
can only be understood “from the perspective of Jesus’ passion.”” Jesus’ death is the
particular, historical instantiation of God’s love. Thus Nygren: “Nowhere else is there a
revelation of God’s love like Christ’s death on the cross. There, and there alone, we
learn to know the deepest meaning of God’s love.”” Since God’s love is concretely
demonstrated in Christ’s death - against all human logic - for the ungodly, it is clear
that 1 éAntic o0 katatoyOvel.

Thus, 5.6-8 sets forth the objects of God’s actions in Christ as &ofevrig, doePrig, and
quaptwAdg, who thus receive the Christ-gift as nothing but unfitting recipients. As
Barth states, “In the death of Christ God has intervened on our behalf in the
‘nevertheless’ of His free grace.”” Barth’s “nevertheless” captures the incongruity of

the Christ-gift, just like Paul’s “but now” (3.21). The gift is without pre-condition since

% A. Nygren, Commentary on Romans (London: Bloomsbury, 1958), 201. Cf, also A.J. Hultgren, Paul’s
Letter to the Romans: A Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2011), 211; “Christ’s dying for the weak and
ungodly demonstrates a love that surpasses normal human experience. God’s love in Christ is not based
on the worthiness of the object loved, but on the character of the one who loves. It is God’s nature so to
love.” Thesis 28 of Luther’s Heidelberg Disputation seems to stand behind Hultgren’s statement
(appropriately so): “The love of God does not find, but creates, that which is pleasing to it. The love of
man comes into being through that which is pleasing to it.”

¥ F. Godet, Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans (ed. T.W. Chambers; Grand Rapids: Kregel,
1977), 194.

*° L.E. Keck, Romans (Nashville: Abingdon, 2005), 139.

°! That God’s love is proved in Christ’s death speaks to “a mysterious fusion of agency between
Father and Son.” R.B. Hays, “The Story of God’s Son: The Identity of Jesus in the Letters of Paul,” in
Seeking the Identity of Jesus: A Pilgrimage (ed. B.R. Gaventa and R.B. Hays; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008),
186. For a discussion of Paul’s “for us” statements, see C. Breytenbach, Grace, Reconciliation, Concord: The
Death of Christ in Graeco-Roman Metaphors (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 59-79.

2 Kdsemann, Romans, 138.

* Nygren, Romans, 200.

** K. Barth, Christ and Adam: Man and Humanity in Romans 5 (trans. T.A. Smail; Eugene: Wipf & Stock,
2004), 2.
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the recipients have no worth of which to speak; Paul’s argument precludes worth or fit.
“Here is the power of God’s grace: that Christ did not die for the righteous, for the

morally acceptable, for the noble of heart...””

3.2.3 Romans 5.5: The Role of the Holy Spirit in Gift-Giving

But how do these unworthy recipients receive the gift? What is interesting here is that
God’s love in the Christ-gift is poured out through the Holy Spirit (81 nvebuatog ayiov)
rather than the Holy Spirit being poured out as a result of the event. Indeed, the gift of
the Spirit (mveduatog ayiov tod doBévtog Nuiv) is inseparable from the Christ-gift
because the Spirit is what appropriates the past event as a present gift. The gift of the
Spirit has an integral role in the gift-event of salvation.

For Kdsemann, 1] &ydnn tod 0o could not be “God’s act of love” because “the verb
speaks against this.” That is, the perfect tense of ékxéw precludes defining God’s love
as a one-time act, the death of Christ; an aorist verb would have been used for this (5.6,
8). But as Dunn states, “The present tense [of cuviotnui] complements the perfect of v 5
and probably reflects the perspective of the preacher who referred back to the death of
Christ as a timeless proof of God’s love.” As Paul explains in Gal 3.1-5, the “hearing of
faith”* effects the receipt of the Spirit from “the One who supplies to you the Spirit.”*
It is thus only through proclamation that one receives the Spirit and thus believes -

and so is justified." If for Philo the ears are untrustworthy and no credit is due to

% ].L. Martyn, “From Paul to Flannery O’Connor with the Power of Grace,” in Theological Issues in the
Letters of Paul (London: T&T Clark, 1997), 288. Cf. Harrison, Grace, 225 for how the “unworthiness of those
who receive the benefits of Christ’s death...poses a problem for traditional benefaction ideology.”

% Kdsemann, Romans, 135.

7 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 256. For general hesitancy on reading too much into the tense-forms of the verbs
here, see S.E. Porter, “Paul’s Concept of Reconciliation, Twice More,” in Paul and His Theology (ed. S.E.
Porter; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 147.

% On this phrase, see esp. S.K. Williams, “The Hearing of Faith: AKOH IISTEQZ in Galatians 3,” NTS 35
(1989): 82-93.

> One common argument against the objective-genitive interpretation of niotig Xpioto0 is that it
makes faith a condition for God’s acting (e.g. Martyn, Theological Issues, 151). Instead, Christ’s faith is prior
to and causative of human faith. Though I am unsure to whom this critique applies, this argument is
unnecessary. With the objective genitive, faith does not become a condition for God’s acting but rather is
still the consequence of God’s act, specifically the proclamation of that act (cf. Gal 3.1-5; Rom 10.17)
which comes as a gift in the Holy Spirit. Cf. G. Friedrich, “Glaube und Verkiindigung bei Paulus,” in Glaube
im Neuen Testament (ed. F. Hahn and H. Klein; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1982), 109-110.

1% See further next chapter.
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hearing,™ for Paul it is only through hearing proclamation that one begins in the Spirit
and so receives the gift.

How does the Spirit make this gift present? Jewett gives a straightforward
interpretation: “God’s love is conveyed ‘through the Holy Spirit given to us,” whereby
the object of the preposition 14 should be understood as the agent enabling this
communication.”*” However, Wolter has opposed this line of interpretation, arguing
that an understanding of d1d as “instrumental oder kausal” leaves the Spirit’s role
unclear: it would be both “verliechenes Objekt” and “aktives, fast schon personal
aufzufassendes vermittelndes Subjekt.”'” The Spirit cannot be both gift given and
Giver. Rather, “814 can designate...the perceptible form in which the Spirit comes to
expression.”’* The Spirit becomes “eine substanzhafte Hypostase” of God’s love, its
“empirisch erfahrbare Gestalt.”'”

The problem with this view is that it depends on non-Pauline texts while stumbling
on Romans 5.5.'% Paul does not speak of a “perceptible form” of divine love but the
cross as the demonstration of God’s love. Wolter’s argument both overloads 814 and also
downgrades the Spirit’s role in the economy of salvation.'” As Wolter notes, Paul seems
to make the Holy Spirit both “Geber” and “Gabe”: and removing either of those aspects
distorts Paul’s view of the Spirit. Elsewhere Paul explains that only év mveduartt ayiw
can someone proclaim Kopiog 'Incodg (1 Cor 12.3); in 2 Cor 4.13 Paul speaks of the

77108

nvebua tiig miotewg “in and with which faith comes,”** as Paul both brought the gospel
to the Thessalonians év mvebuatt ayiw and they received it petd xapdg mvedpatog

ayiov (1 Thess 1.5-6).'” Faith comes from hearing the word (Rom 10.17; Gal 3.2) and the

191 Cf, Spec. 4.137.

192 Jewett, Romans, 357.

1% M. Wolter, Rechtfertigung und zukiinftiges Heil: Untersuchungen zu Rém 5, 1-11 (Berlin: De Gruyter,
1978), 161.

14 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 253.

1% Wolter, Rechtfertigung, 166.

19 Cf, C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (2nd ed.; London: A&C Black, 1991), 105.

' Engberg-Pedersen, “Gift-Giving and Friendship,” 35 argues that the Spirit “has no role to play...in
5:1-11.” For Engberg-Pedersen, the Spirit is a “supernumerary idea” mentioned solely in anticipation of
chapter 8 (38). By reading backwards, Engberg-Pedersen believes 1] dydnn to0 0goT also refers to human
love for God. However, the Spirit is present in 5.5 and plays a role that fits coherently with Paul’s other
statements about the Spirit, so I am reluctant both to downplay its significance and to let chapter 8
overturn the straightforward subjective genitive in 5.5.

108 f V.P. Furnish, II Corinthians (New Haven: YUP, 2005), 258.

19 cf, also 1 Cor 12.9; 2.4-5.
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word is proclaimed and received in the Spirit. Romans 5.5 is part-and-parcel of this
thought.'® The gift is given “while we were still sinners,” that is, “apart from our
capacity to receive it,”""" and therefore it is only through the gift of the Spirit that this
love is received. Furthermore, “we received...the Spirit that comes from God, so that we
might know the gifts God has given us” (éAdPopev...td nvedua 16 €k 00 O£0D, Tva
eld@uev Ta MO tod 00l xapioBévta fuiv; 1 Cor 2.12).""* God through the Spirit
“instructs” about the salvation received in Christ, as God “has revealed to us through
the Holy Spirit” the mystery of Christ crucified (1 Cor 2.10). No one knows “the things
of God, except the Spirit of God,” and therefore God gives the Spirit to make intelligible,
and effective, the Christ-gift. Consequently, the love of God in which believers have
eschatological hope is received “through the Holy Spirit,” which God gives as a “down
payment” (8e6¢, 6 dovg fuiv OV dppaPdva tol mvevpatog; 2 Cor 5.5; cf. Rom 8.9-17).
The Spirit is the agent through which the Christ-gift, that is, God’s love, is received by
the human.'”

To paraphrase the benediction of 2 Corinthians 13.13: “The gift of the Lord Jesus
Christ [which is] the love of God [received through] the participation of the Holy
Spirit.” As an historical event, the Christ-gift precedes the giving of the Spirit (e.g. Gal
3.13-14), but the Spirit appropriates the Christ-gift for the individual through faith so
that they might “stand in this grace.”

110 Cf., F. Watson, “The Triune Divine Identity: Reflections on Pauline God-Language, in Disagreement
with J.D.G. Dunn,” JSNT 80 (2000): 122: “The gift of the Spirit is not an additional divine action that can be
contrasted with the death and resurrection of Jesus, in that the latter can only be believed whereas the
former is directly experienced; it is rather the way in which the single divine action is brought to its telos,
which is our own participation in the death that Jesus died to sin and the life he lives to God (cf. Rom.
6.10).”

1 Barth, Romans, 162.

"2 Cf, G.D. Fee, God’s Empowering Presence: The Holy Spirit in the Letters of Paul (Peabody: Hendrickson,
1994), 103.

' K. Barth, Church Dogmatics, IV/2 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1958), 329: “The love of God which is in
Christ and directed to them is one event as it is gathered together in the ‘by the Holy Ghost.” Cf. C.K.
Rowe, “The Trinity in the Letters of St Paul and Hebrews,” in The Oxford Handbook of the Trinity (ed. G.
Emery and M. Levering; Oxford: OUP, 2011), 51 on the “Trinitarian pattern of speech” employed in
Romans 5. Also, G.D. Fee, Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-Theological Study (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2007),
589. On these grounds, Didymus the Blind (On the Holy Spirit, 168; cf. 166-169) speaks of a “single reception
of the Trinity.”
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3.2.3 Conclusion

This investigation of Romans 5.1-11 both confirms the interpretation of 3.21-26 while
also nuancing Paul’s understanding of gift-giving. The Christ-event is the historical
instantiation of God’s love incongruously given to unworthy humans through the
reception of the gift of the Spirit. Accordingly, this passage provides an important
foundation for Romans 5.12-21, where Paul’s gift-language is used with the most

frequency but perhaps the least explication.

3.3 Romans 5.12-21: The Macro-Structure of Paul’s Theology

In Romans 5.12-21, Paul maps human existence around two poles: every person is
determined by either Adam’s sin, leading to death, or Christ’s death, giving
righteousness and life. Here, more than elsewhere, Paul reflects on the answer to sin
through the concept of gift. While Paul’s use of gift-terms may appear to be mere
linguistic excess and rhetorical wordplay, I will argue that Paul employs a matrix of
gift-language with varied yet interdependent meanings to describe how God saves
humanity in the Christ-event.'* Here again, God’s giving is Christological, incongruous

to its recipients, and therefore drastically excessive.

3.3.15.12-14: The Problem

The basic logic of 5.12-13 is Adam introduced sin, and therefore death, to the k6opog;
every individual is caught in Adam’s problem and can expect Adam’s fate.'”® As we saw
in chapter 2, the sin of Philo’s Adam (with Eve) also had detrimental consequences: “the
everlasting fountains of God’s gifts have been held back” so that they might not be
received by the unworthy."'® Essentially, Adam creates the possibility of unworthiness;
but this is not, as it is for Paul, an inevitability.'"” Furthermore, Paul asserts that sin

existed before the Law, showing sin to be “deeper and more pervasive, infecting even

" As JR.D. Kirk, “Reconsidering ‘Dikaioma’ in Romans 5:16,” JBL 126 (2007): 789 notes, the
“unbalanced” and “unpredictable” contrasts in 5.15-17 should show that the probability lies in Paul’s
choosing words for particular purposes.

"5 F.W. Danker, “Romans V.12. Sin Under Law,” NTS 14 (1968): 427 points out that Adam is not a “new
item” but a “summary of Paul’s earlier indictment of all humanity.”

116 Opif. 168.

"7 cf, Westerholm, “Anthropological ‘Pessimism’,” 96-98.
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those who conform to the Torah.”'* Before the Law God did not charge the sins
committed against the individual."”” For Philo, nothing comes “before” the Law, because
the Law of Nature immutably orders the world itself. Paul’s statement contradicts
Philo’s cosmology. Yet for Paul, although God did not make sinners accountable before
the Law, the sin-death relationship still held true: death reigned (¢BaciAevoev 0
0&vatog). Thus, for Paul and Philo not only is the Adamic problem different, but Paul
does not view the Law as the solution.

In 5.14 Paul sets Adam and Christ into the relationship that will structure the
argument: Adam is a “type of the one to come” (t0nog tod puéAAovtog). The basis for the
positive relationship between Adam and Christ is that both are fate-defining for

humanity: Adam to death, Christ to life.

3.3.25.15-17: Adam and Christ, Gift and Trespass

In 5.15-17 Paul explores Adam and Christ’s relationship, asserting a positive formal
correspondence and a limitless material distinction.'”® Almost all interpreters construe
5.15a and 16a as contrastive declarative statements: “But the gift is not like the
trespass.” However, Caragounis has argued for viewing them as rhetorical questions:
“But is the gift not like the trespass?” '*' The implied positive answer allows 15-17 to
follow logically from 14c and the Adam-Christ relationship. In 5.15-17 Paul thus
develops the formal, typological relationship between Adam and Christ as two figures
with different effects. As Caragounis notes, Paul could have constructed a simple
contrast more straightforwardly;'* likewise, the a minori ad maius arguments (TToOAA®
uaAAov) show that formal similarity is in view. Under the traditional reading, 5.15-19 is

repetitious, even by Paul’s standards; by contrast, the positive correspondence in 5.15-

8 Jewett, Romans, 377. By contrast, see J.C. Poirier, “Romans 5:13-14 and the Universality of Law,”

NovT 38 (1996): 344-58,

19 cf. 0. Hofius, “The Adam-Christ Antithesis and the Law: Reflections on Romans 5:12-21,” in Paul
and the Mosaic Law (ed. ].D.G. Dunn; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 194-196.

120 cf, Wright, Romans, 528.

2L C.C. Caragounis, “Romans 5.15-16 in the Context of 5.15-21: Contrast or Comparison?,” NTS 31
(1985): 143. Cf. also S.E. Porter, “The Argument of Romans 5: Can a Rhetorical Question Make a
Difference?,” JBL 110 (1991): 673-674.

122 Caragounis, “Romans 5.15-16,” 144,
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17 provides 5.18-19 with something to conclude. 5.15-17 is thus an inherently

contrastive comparison.

3.3.2.15.15
“But is the gift (xdpiopa) not like the trespass (napdntwuax)?” The implied answer is
“Yes” - Adam is the tonog of Christ. Most commentators agree that mapdntwua, like
auaptia,”” designates “what Adam did.”'* Paul contrasts Adam’s mapdntwua with
Christ’s x&piopa, although one might expect Omakon or dikaiwua to parallel Adam’s
disobedience with Christ’s obedience (cf. 5.18-19)."” As Fee states, “Here is certain
evidence that [ydpioua] does not primarily mean ‘gift of the Spirit.””** This is amplified
by the fact that in non-Christian usage, xdpiopa had no special meaning beyond
“gift.”¥

5.15a is best taken as a balanced comparison:'*® as apdntwua refers to Adam’s sin,
so x&ptopa refers to Christ’s act, his self-giving (cf. 5.19)."* Similarly, in 5.18 Sikaiwua
contrasts mapdntwua, and dikaiwua there means “righteous act,” with its counterpart
vnakor in 19."”° Accordingly, dikaiwpa can help interpret xdpioua, as a different way of
saying the same thing.””' Christ’s righteous act, obediently dying on the cross - his

132

dikalwya and Onakon - is his xdpioua, his gift.”” The terms are mutually interpretive,

2 Cf, e.g. Jewett, Romans, 379; Hultgren, Romans, 226-227; Dunn, Romans 1-8, 279.

' 1A, Fitzmyer, Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (New York: Doubleday,
1992), 418.

' Cf. R.H. Gundry, “A Breaking of Expectations: The Rhetoric of Surprise in Paul’s Letter to the
Romans,” in Romans and the People of God: Essays in Honor of Gordon D. Fee on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday
(ed. S.K. Soderlund and N.T. Wright; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 257.

126 Fee, Empowering Presence, 498. Pace Jewett, Romans, 380.

27 Cf. e.g. Leg. 3.78. Cf. Harrison, Grace, 279-280: “It is likely...that Paul borrowed ydpioua from
contemporary colloquial language.”

128 Cf, D.J. Moo, The Epistle to the Romans (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 335.

2 cf. 0. Michel, Der Brief an die Rémer (14th ed.; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 189:
X&propa “bezeichnet hier den konkreten Erweis der Gnade und Giite Gottes.” With R.H. Bell, “Rom 5.18-
19 and Universal Salvation,” NTS 48 (2002): 422, it is difficult to see here a reference to Christ’s obedient
life or obedience to the law. Contra Cranfield, Romans, 289 and H. Lietzmann, An die Rémer (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1971), 64, respectively.

130 cf, Kdsemann, Romans, 156.

11 cf. Dunn, Romans 1-8, 296-297.

B2 Xdpiopa thus accentuates a particular aspect of God’s gift. Cf. J. Cambier, “Péchés des hommes et
péché d’Adam en Rom V.12,” NTS 11 (1964): 218: “L'action du Christ est exprimée par un mot central dans
notre pericope: xdpig (v. 15 (deux fois), 17, 21), et ses synonymes et precisions: xdpiopa (v. 15, 16),
dikaiwua (16, 18), Urakor (19); elle exprime le don du Pére apporté par Notre Seigneur Jésus-Christ.”
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showing Christ to be “a concrete enactment of grace.”"” The gift is like the trespass:
both speak of what the progenitors have done.

5.15b explains the effects of 15a. By Adam’s napdntwyua the many have died; yet, “if
by one man’s trespass the many died, then how much more did the grace of God (1|
X&p1g To0 0£00) and the gift in grace by the one man Jesus Christ (1] dwped év xdpitt tf
T00 €vO¢ GvOpwmnov Incol Xpiotol) abound (émepiooevoev) unto the many.” Two
questions arise here.

First, are 1 xdpic and 1} dwped the same gift or two gifts?"** Kdsemann argues that
the phrase is a hendiadys: “gracious gift of God.”"” For this interpretation, however,
one would expect anarthrous nouns. Instead, | xdpic o0 000 is God’s gift of Christ,"*
and 1 dwpea €v xdprtt is the gift of righteousness in Christ’s self-giving. As Sanday and
Headlam point out, “f] dwped is defined more fully below (ver. 17) as 1| dwped tfig
dikatoovvne...”””” The relation between 1 dwped and év ydpitt reinforces this
interpretation. As Hofius notes, 1] dwped €v xdpitt either means “the gift that consists
of the grace...of the one man” or “the gift that is granted through the grace of the one
man.”"*® With Hofius, I think the former is grammatically improbable. Rather, év xdpitt
denotes the Christ-gift as the source and location of the gift of righteousness. That is, év

Xdpttt tf] To0 £vog avBpwmov Tnood Xpiotod parallels 1y xdpic tod Beo0, because xdpig is

'3 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 279; cf. Fee, Empowering Presence, 498; B. Byrne, Romans (Collegeville: Liturgical
Press, 1996), 179.

3 Nonspecific answers are typical; cf. e.g. Moo, Romans, 335 n.96 and Jewett, Romans, 381.

% Kdsemann, Romans, 153. An interesting variation is found in Luther’s 1515-1516 Romans
commentary: “In verse 15 the Apostle connects the ‘grace of God’ with the ‘gift of grace’ as though they
were distinct from each other. He does this to stress the fact that we do not receive the grace of God by
merit, but as a free gift which the Father has given to Christ... But really the ‘grace of God’ and the ‘gift by
grace’ are one and the same thing, namely, the righteousness which God bestows upon us by grace
through Christ.” On the development of Luther’s understanding of the “grace of God” and the “gift of
grace,” see R. Schifer, “Melanchthon’s Interpretation of Romans 5.15: His Departure from the
Augustinian Concept of Grace Compared to Luther’s,” in Philip Melanchthon (1497-1560) and the Commentary
(ed. T.J. Wengert and M.P. Graham; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1997), 79-105; S. Peura, “Christ as Favor
and Gift (donum): The Challenge of Luther’s Understanding of Justification,” in Union with Christ: The New
Finnish Interpretation of Luther (ed. C.E. Braaten and R.W. Jenson; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 42-69;
S.K. Turnbull, “Grace and Gift in Luther and Paul,” W&W 24 (2004): 305-14.

86 cf, Jewett, Romans, 381.

7 W, Sanday and A.C. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1895), 140.

138 Hofius, “Adam-Christ Antithesis,” 188.
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both God’s gift and Christ’s self-gift."*” The result of xdpig is dikaiooOvn, which is in the
Christ-event (cf. 3.24; 1 Cor 1.30)."*

Second, what does it mean for a gift to “abound”? Jewett claims nepiooedw harks
back to the “idea that the future age would reinstate the plenitude of paradise,” that
“with the dawn of the new age, paradisal plenitude was flowing out into the world.”**
Philo, however, could describe God’s excessive beneficence without this implication.'*
The difference is that for Philo abounding implies an abundance of gifts, where for Paul
a singular gift abounds.'"” As Byrne puts it, “Behind the act of Christ stood the
overflowing power and generosity of the Creator.”'* Excess is primarily a result of
incongruity, a lack of fit between Giver, gift, and recipient; the gift abounds because a
righteous God gives to sinful humanity what it does not deserve (cf. 6.1)." Ideas about

eschatological fullness may lie in the background of this text, but they are unnecessary

to explain the superfluity of grace.'*

39 Cf. Hofius, “Adam-Christ Antithesis,” 188. Thus, U. Wilckens, Der Brief an die Rémer (Vol. 1;
Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1978), 327: “Christus als Ursprung der Gerechtigkeit aller Menschen ist
also gerade nicht Reprisentant der Menschen vor Gott, wie es Adam ist - in dem Sinne, dass er
reprisentiert, was sie tun und sind - sondern Reprisentant Gottes vor den Menschen.”

" Engberg-Pedersen, “Gift-Giving and Friendship,” 26: “the content of the gift was at two connected,
but distinguishable levels. Concretely, it was the Christ event, but with regard to God’s purpose of this
event, it was also its ultimate outcome: justification and life for human beings.” Similarly, Kdsemann,
Romans, 153.

"1 Jewett, Romans, 381. Cf. M. Theobald, Die iiberstrémende Gnade: Studien zu einem Paulinischen Motivfeld
(Wiirzburg, 1982), 94-96.

2 See, e.g., Leg. 1.34; 3.163.

3 J. Wobbe, Der Charis-Gedanke bei Paulus: Ein Beitrag zur neutestamentlichen Theologie (Miinster, 1932),
41 claims that Paul uses excess-terms to avoid using xdpitec. Likewise Harrison, Grace, 285 argues that
Paul’s monotheism is the “fundamental explanation” - xdpiteg “would have been all too easily confused
with the Greek goddesses.” Harrison knows that Philo used the plural and was a monotheist, but he still
finds this answer sufficient. Furthermore, it is “also likely” that the “singular xdpig” is used to emphasize
the “act of God in Christ.” It seems to me that Paul uses the singular solely because he has one xdpig in
mind.

4 Byrne, Romans, 179. Cf. Hofius, “Adam-Christ Antithesis,” 180.

"5 Cf. Badiou, Saint Paul, 78: “This is the root of the famous Pauline theme concerning the
superabundance of grace.. Evental grace governs a multiplicity in excess of itself, one that is
indescribable, superabundant...with respect to the fixed distributions of the law.”

¢ Likewise, T am not convinced that the reign of Augustus stands behind the text; Harrison, Grace,
227-234. However, Harrison’s discussion is interesting; e.g., Augustus was merciful to those who “were
politically astute enough to sue for peace after the battle of Actium.” By contrast, Christ reconciled
enemies.
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3.3.2.25.16

Paul asks another question: “And is the gift (to dcbpnua) not like what happened by the
one man’s sinning (8 £vog auaptrioavtog)?” The result of actions committed is
emphasized again. Insofar as 16b explicates 16a, dwpnua is interpreted as the x&piopa
that effects dikaiwua. The relationship between 16a-b emphasizes the expected result
of Adam’s sin and the unexpected answer to humanity’s sinfulness, and therefore the
shape of dWpnua as indicating a gift given without precondition. Whereas 15b and 17
are structured by moAA® udAAov, 16b is structured by an adversative 8¢. The judgment
(kpiua) that led from the one man (¢€ £v4g) results in condemnation (gi¢ katdkpiua).
Yet, counter-intuitively, the xdpiopa comes from many trespasses (ék TOAAGV
napantwudtwy) and results in a righteous decree (gic dikaiwua).'” Both kpiua and
Xdpiopa come from God, but the former is a fitting response to sin and the latter an

* The use of €k conveys that “the gracious

incongruous response to manifold sinning.
gift of God’s righteousness came not just in answer to our many transgressions, but -
strikingly and mysteriously - through them, by way of them, out of them.”** The
Christ-gift is the divine response to human sinfulness as it takes place historically
amidst that sinning.

Consequently, dwpnua - and its explication in 16b - stresses the gift’s incongruity
to its sinful recipients. What resulted 81" évog aupaptioavrog is rigidly enforced and

deserved; the dpnua, however, is an unwarranted gift given without thought for the

recipients’ worthiness - indeed, despite unworthiness."

"7 Most commentators understand dikaiwpa as justification; e.g. Barrett, Romans, 115; Kdsemann,
Romans, 154; Fitzmyer, Romans, 419; Moo, Romans, 338; Hultgren, Romans, 227. They argue that dikaiwpa
was used for homoioteleuton and concede that it has different meanings in 5.16, 18. Jewett, Romans, 382
argues that the semantic range of the term implies a translation such as “righteous decree.” As Hultgren
notes, however, this is not very different from justification. Kirk, “Reconsidering,” 787 has argued for
viewing dikaiwpa as reparation: “an action performed by a convicted person that satisfies the court and
thus justifies the defendant.” Yet would xdpiopa as Christ’s self-giving not be that act?

148 cf, Barth, Romans, 179.

2 Gundry, “Breaking of Expectations,” 259.

%% As Cranfield, Romans, 286 states, “That one single misdeed should be answered by judgment, this is
perfectly understandable: that the accumulated sins and guilt of all the ages should be answered by God's
free gift, this is the miracle of miracles, utterly beyond human comprehension.”
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3.3.3.35.17

The protasis of 17 needs little comment, as it parallels 15a and restates verses 12-14.
The apodosis of 17 reworks 15b, with the verb nepiooebw nominalized and the same gift
language retained. The presence of the repeated article points towards two gifts again;
furthermore, the parallelism and the repeated terminology justify interpreting the
language similarly. Xdpig is again the gift of Christ, and 1| dwped is explicitly
dikatoovn, which confirms the interpretation of 15b."”! Thus, as in 3.24 and 5.15, the
gift of righteousness is a result of the Christ-event. As a divine gift, those who receive
(ot AauPdvovteg)™ do so in abundance, the effect of which is the triumph of
righteousness and life over sin and death.”” From this sense of abundance, Paul
concludes in 5.18-19 that as all are condemned and made sinners in Adam, in Christ all

are justified.

3.3.4 5.20-21: The Superabundance and Reign of the Gift

In 5.20 Paul reintroduces the Law, which “slipped in” (napeiofiA@ev) so that the trespass
might increase. If Adam introduced sin, the Law makes sin worse. As Kdsemann states,
5.21 “shows that the law has no significance for the antithesis of Adam and Christ but
only for the world of Adam.”** For Philo, Moses in his Law guides humans to virtue, so
they are able to live virtuously.” But for Paul, knowledge of sin comes through the Law
(3.20), which allows sin to work death in the individual through the Law (7.5, 8-13).
Surprisingly, Paul does not specify that the Law caused sin to increase in Israel. Here, at

least, Paul narrates history without referencing Israel, as it was in the Adamic kéopog

5! As N.T. Wright, What Saint Paul Really Said: Was Paul of Tarsus the Real Founder of Christianity? (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 98 states, “Righteousness is not an object, a substance or a gas which can be
passed across the courtroom.” This claim, however, cannot mitigate the fact that Paul speaks about
righteousness as a gift received; Paul “could scarcely signal more clearly the exceptional nature of this
dikaiosness.” Cf. Westerholm, Perspectives Old and New, 274.

%2 Pace R. Bultmann, “Adam und Christus nach Rémer 5,” in Exegetica: Aufsitze zur Erforschung des
Neuen Testaments (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1967), 437, ol Aaupdvovteg does not limit the range of “all.”
Cf. W. Grundmann, “Die Ubermacht der Gnade: Eine Studie zur Theologie des Paulus,” NovT 2 (1958): 50~
72 and esp. Bell, “Universal Salvation.”

'3 On this theme, see H. Roose, “Sharing in Christ’s Rule: Tracing a Debate in Earliest Christianity,”
JSNT 27 (2004): 140-141.

134 Kidsemann, Romans, 158.

155 Cf. Mos. 2.51.
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“where sin increased” (o0 énAebvacev 1 duaptia).”*® Yet o0 defines more importantly
the location not of sin’s increase but of grace’s superabounding (Onepenepiooevoev T
X&p1g). The aorist verb form of Onepenepicosvoev - and the whole train of thought -
points to a single event in history, such that the superabounding gift is the Christ-
event. Distinct from Philo, grace for Paul does not superabound in creation or in the
giving of the Law; the gracious plenitude happens precisely and exclusively in Jesus."”
Adam’s sin, humanity’s participation in it, and the Law’s intensification of sinning
create the sphere in which God’s grace erupts. As in 3.21-26, the gift comes to “all” who
sinned and are therefore justified “as a gift” apart from the Law.

Verse 21 concludes: “so that just as sin reigned in death (¢pacilevoev 1| auaptia év
@ Bavdtw), so also grace might reign through righteousness (| xdpig faciAevon dx
dikatoovvng) for eternal life through Jesus Christ (81 "Inco® Xpiotod) our Lord.” Sin’s
reign parallels death’s reign (v. 13), just as the sting of sin is death (1 Cor 15.56); yet
God’s gift discontinues the reign of sin, as in the Christ-event grace and life triumphed
over death, thus establishing the reign of grace. Grace reigns “through righteousness,”

the gift given to sinners in the Christ-event (cf. 3.24).

3.3.5 Conclusion

In Romans 5.12-21, Paul paints the cosmological drama with only its most important
actors. Adam’s act polluted the cosmos with sin and death, which Moses’ Law
aggravated; by contrast, Christ’s act results in righteousness and life for sinners. Paul
conceptualizes his soteriology on this macro level as gift, and I have argued that Paul’s
gift terminology here stresses three aspects of divine grace.

First, the gift is Christological. Paul’s gift-terminology here never refers to anything
other than the Christ-gift and the gift of righteousness in Christ. Second, the gift is
incongruous to its unworthy recipients. Paul makes this clear in his paradoxical
assertion that Christ’s death came as a gift ¢k TOAAGV mapantwudtwy. As humanity is

marked by Adam, the gift is always incongruous; the only place for the gift to be given,

136 50 Wilckens, Rémer, 329. But cf. Hofius, “Adam-Christ Antithesis,” 203-204.

%7 J.M. Bassler, “Grace: Probing the Limits,” Interp 57 (2003): 26 argues this sense of grace abounding
incongruously is not “incomprehensible within the framework of Jewish thought.” But excessive
incongruity would be unfathomable to Philo, as it would question the rationality of both the created
order and God’s justice.
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and the site in which the gift is worked out, is where sin reigns. Third, the gift is
excessive: it is an extravagant gift that lacks any fit with the recipient.
But situated between 3.21-26 and 5.1-21 is Abraham: does a Christological

understanding of unfitting grace hold here?

3.4 Rom 4.1-25: Abraham’s Faith and the Christ-Gift

In Romans 4, there are two reasons for thinking xdpig should not be defined as
unfitting grace vis-a-vis the Christ-event: Abraham lived hundreds of years before
Christ, and 4.1-23 is ostensibly devoid of references to Christ. Yet, the phrase kata
x&prv defines both Abraham’s justification (4.3-5) and the way God gave the promise to
Abraham (4.16), which Paul sees fulfilled in Christ. The notion of justification and
reception of the promise katd xdpv - as an unfitting gift - rather than kata o@eiAnua
and &1 vépov is comprehensible only as a reading of Abraham’s story after Christ.
Accordingly, the Christ-event becomes a retroactive hermeneutic of incongruity.'
Abraham is justified and his family is constituted by Jews and Gentiles because God’s

promise has always been incongruous to its recipients and directed towards its

fulfillment in Christ.

3.4.1 The Justification of Abraham

For Paul, Abraham is set in a context of godlessness and is himself ungodly." Paul does
not describe Abraham’s godless context like Philo does,'® but Paul sees all people on

equal ground as sinners and thus objects of God’s judgment; and Abraham cannot be

¥ I borrow and adapt from Badiou, Saint Paul, 57. J.M.G. Barclay, “‘By the Grace of God I Am What I
Am’; Grace and Agency in Philo and Paul,” in Divine and Human Agency, 149 speaks of Christ as the
“particular moment when divine grace changes the history of the world, throwing all else, before and
after, into a different light.”

% S0, B. Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 345: “Nowhere does
Scripture call Abraham (anything like) ‘ungodly,’ yet it is impossible not to deduce from the apostle’s line
of thought that he de facto does so.” Impossible, yes; however, N.T. Wright, “Paul and the Patriarch: The
Role of Abraham in Romans 4,” JSNT 35 (2013): 223 argues that doef] is a collective noun for non-Jews. Cf,
S.J. Gathercole, “Justified by Faith, Justified by His Blood: The Evidence of Romans 3:21-4:25," in
Justification and Variegated Nomism. II. The Paradoxes of Paul (ed. D.A. Carson, P.T. O'Brien, and M.A. Seifrid;
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 156 on the strangeness of understanding Abraham as ungodly in a
Jewish context.

10 Cf, e.g. Virt. 212-213.
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excluded.'" Indeed, the logic of the passage demands he not be: “Abraham believed God
and it was reckoned to him for righteousness” (Gen 15.6; Rom 4.3). The one who is
reckoned righteous is the person whose faith is in “the one who justifies the ungodly”
(¢mi TOV dikarodvta oV doefi; 4.5). Since Abraham’s faith is in this God who justifies
the ungodly, the reckoning of righteousness to Abraham is the justification of one such
ungodly person. Paul’s use of LXX Psalm 31.1 clarifies this point.'** Paul links verse 5 to
6 with kaOdnep, signaling that David’s testimony about God’s non-reckoning of sin
interprets Abraham’s justification. David declares that the person whom God justifies
apart from works (Abraham; 4.2) is blessed, for God has forgiven their lawless acts,
covered their sins, and further, not reckoned sin.'* In this context, justification is - or
includes - divine acquittal of the ungodly object.'* Abraham stands before God without
works or worth, as an ungodly human whom God pardons because of his faith.'

But, Philo might ask, how can Abraham be without works or worth? For Philo
Abraham’s belief in God - his “acquiring faith” (ktnoduevog niotiv) - is the culmination
of his development in virtue.'*® Abraham “chooses faith in God as a reward” (&6Aov).""
Accordingly, the God who loves virtue (piAdpetog) honors those who are godly (tovg
gvoePeiag). That is, God reckons Abraham righteous because his faith (virtue)

corresponds to the reward; although God’s beneficence is always condescension to

161 cf, also the lexical links between Rom 1 and 4; E. Adams, “Abraham’s Faith and Gentile
Disobedience: Textual Links Between Romans 1 and 4,” JSNT 19 (1997): 48-54; O. McFarland, “Whose
Abraham, Which Promise? Genesis 15.6 in Philo’s De Virtutibus and Romans 4,” JSNT 35 (2012): 115-120.

192 Cf. 0. Hofius, “Rechtfertigung des Gottlosen’ als Thema biblischer Theologie,” in Paulusstudien
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989), 130 n.46: “Das éAoyioBn von Gen 15,6, und das Aoylontal von Ps 31,2
LXX erldutern sich gegenseitig.” Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith, 314: “David witnesses for God’s dealing with
Abraham.”

13 Cf. Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 158-159. As A.A. Das, “Paul and Works of Obedience in Second
Temple Judaism: Romans 4:4-5 as a ‘New Perspective’ Case Study,” CBQ 71 (2009): 806-807 notes, dvouia
and GuaptwAdg cannot be restricted to Gentiles.

164 Cf. Westerholm, Perspectives Old and New, 308; S.J. Gathercole, Where Is Boasting? Early Jewish
Soteriology and Paul’s Response in Romans 1-5 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 247; Schliesser, Abraham’s
Faith, 314-315.

5 As Bultmann, New Testament, 282 states, “The paradox in ‘grace’ is that it is precisely the
transgressor, the sinner, to whom it applies.” Cf. F. Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles: Beyond the New
Perspective (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), 263: “...the transition between ungodliness and blessedness
occurs through an act of forgiveness on the divine side and an act of faith on the human side.” Also,
Engberg-Pedersen, “Gift-Giving and Friendship,” 29. Wright, “Role of Abraham,” 217 claims that this
interpretation can be summarized “by saying that Abraham is justified by faith because he believes in
justification by faith (as opposed to the justification of the godly).” This is a non sequitur.

168 virt, 216. Cf. McFarland, “Whose Abraham, Which Promise?,” 111-114.

17 Praem. 27.
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human weakness, Philo views Abraham as a fitting recipient of grace. Abraham thus
becomes the “standard of nobility for all proselytes” (o0tog drmaoctv émnAvtong edysveiag
goti kKavwv);'® Abraham broke free from ungodliness in Chaldea, and Abraham’s
descendants can be virtuous if they live virtuously like Abraham. Accordingly, any
human - Jew or Gentile - can be virtuous and therefore rewarded by God. As we have
seen, worth is the condition - not cause - of divine giving, and one becomes worthy by
living virtuously. Grace cannot be split from works because Abraham’s belief is his
development in virtue.

Accordingly, Paul’s line of thought - “For if Abraham was justified by works, he has
a boast, but not with God” (4.2) - would strike Philo as odd for two reasons. How can
faith and works be split apart? Why is boasting in works excluded (3.27)? Does Paul not
understand that faith is a virtue one develops, and that by “working” one can - must -
still attribute all things to God? Does Paul believe that human good works are somehow
distinct from God’s causation?'® Paul’s argument makes sense only when justification is
Katd X&ptv, where grace is construed in light of the Christ-event.”® Emphatically,
Abraham was not justified by works so that he could boast; rather, he was justified by
faith, as the “righteousness of faith” came before he was circumcised (4.10-11). In 4.3,
Paul thus introduces a dichotomy to distinguish faith and works as well as obligation
and gift vis-a-vis God’s justification of the ungodly.

To the one who works (¢pyalouévw) the reward (u1o06¢) is reckoned according to
obligation, not grace (katd d@eiAnua, kata xdpiv). Since Abraham did not work (4.2) he
is not rewarded according to obligation. In 4.5 Paul does not continue the antithesis
straightforwardly; rather, Paul develops the antithesis in a peculiar way.'”" If one works,

one has a reward according to obligation; but to the one who does not work but believes

1 Virt, 219.

19 Cf. Das, “Paul and Works,” 797: “when Paul speaks of works in contrast to grace, he has severed
those works or ‘works of the Law’ from their gracious context in Second Temple Judaism. Paul
reconceptualizes grace in terms of Christ... Paul's critique of ethnocentrism flows out of his christological
convictions, convictions that led Paul to broader conclusions regarding the justifying inefficacy of works
in general.”

7 For Wright, “Role of Abraham,” 216, all of 4.4-8 is “simply a secondary metaphor which Paul never
employs in similar contexts elsewhere;” it “develops sideways” out of his primary argument and by
happenstance “overlap[s] with one way of expounding an ‘old perspective’ view of justification” (233). It
is telling that these verses sit uncomfortably with Wright’s proposals, which require all of the key
terms/concepts to be redefined.

I For the implied logic, see Westerholm, Perspectives Old and New, 280 n.45,
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in the God who justifies the ungodly, righteousness is reckoned, with kata xd&pv
implied. Thus, in 4.4 Paul develops his argument from Gen 15.6 by explicating the use of
AoyiCopor with standard economic terms about a worker receiving fitting
compensation.”’” Indeed, Paul constructs his argument such that working itself
precludes the possibility of gift.'” In 4.5, however, Paul speaks not only of the “the one
who does not work” but also of “the one who believes” (6 motebwv), thus assimilating
the economic within the theological. The u1606¢ drops from view, and faith is placed as
the opposite of work as gift is the opposite of pay.” There is nothing kata xdpwv for the
one who works; the reward is for the one who works, while justification is a gift to
those who believe.

Therefore, Paul argues in 4.2-5 not that Abraham simply did not work, but that
Abraham did not work yet believed; the implied logic is that as Abraham did not work,
righteousness by faith is reckoned not katd dgsiAnua but katd xdptv. Abraham has no
reason for boasting (kaVxnua) before God, which would result from being justified by

175

works as compensation, because he has been justified by faith as gift."””” Thus, €épya and
gpydlouat result in puioBog kata d@eiAnua; but obligation is a negation of gift, for Paul,
as the gift upholds no systems of worth but comes to those without worth. niotig and
motevw, however, result in justification katd xdptv. Why Paul shies away from using
uo0d¢ again is not explicit, but it is likely because it would not fit his argument: the
justification of the ungodly is not a reward for anything but is rather a gift, and Paul,
unlike Philo, seems to distinguish gift and reward, because Paul defines a gift as

something given to the unworthy, without preconditions."”® It is not surprising that

172 Jewett, Romans, 313.

'7 Badiou, Saint Paul, 77 calls this Paul’s “polemic against the ‘what is due.”

7% Wright, “Role of Abraham,” 215 argues that wio86¢ in 4.4 is picks up its use in Gen 15.1 and
therefore refers to Abraham’s promised “worldwide family.” It is striking that Paul never uses pio86¢
again after placing it on the negative side of his dichotomy. If Paul wanted to connect yuo66g with any
particularly significant referent, he did a poor job.

7 T, Engberg-Pedersen, “Gift-Giving and God’s Charis: Bourdieu, Seneca and Paul in Romans 1-8,” in
The Letter to the Romans (ed. U. Schnelle; Leuven: Peeters, 2009), 101: “Paul is very keen on emphasizing
the gift character of the Christ event, e.g. in 4,2-5, where he even brings out...the difference between
God’s act of gift and payment.”

76 The relationship between gift and pay/reward, fitting and unfitting can be configured differently,
a point which Paul and Philo make clear. For Paul a gift is unfitting and pay is fitting, and a gift is not pay;
for Philo, both gift and pay are (typically) fitting, and gift can be pay. There is no inherent and necessary
relationship between these concepts and definitions; Paul and Philo should be allowed to make their own
configurations. More could be said on this topic, but the basic point here stands.
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7 whereas he never

Paul elsewhere correlates “reward” with doing or working,"”
correlates grace and reward. Thus, in contrast to Philo, for whom faith is the
development of one’s virtue, for Paul it is antithetical to work as the recognition of
one’s status of ungodly and need for justification. God is the one who justifies the
ungodly, and to quote Moxnes, the “effect when this predication is added [to] the
antithesis between ‘work’ and ‘faith,” is that Paul put the emphasis not on ‘faith’ per se,
but rather on God, in whom one believes.”"”®

From the viewpoint of Philo, we can examine Romans 4 knowing that Paul has
“stacked the deck” by defining justification over against work or any standards of
worth:"”” Abraham is justified by faith, and God is the one who justifies the ungodly
(GoePric), precisely the one who is an undeserving recipient of the gift. This move -
making grace antithetical to work, status, virtue, etc. - has its complement in Philo in
the way he ultimately attributes all human working and virtue to God’s causation.'
But for Philo God works to create a fit between his gifts and the recipient to uphold the
moral-cosmological order and to demonstrate himself a wise God; for Paul God does not
create a fit that allows one to receive gifts. Rather, God gives despite the individual’s
incapacity, which can then produce some measure of fit (cf. e.g. Rom 6.15, 23).
Accordingly, although Paul would place Philo on the “works” side of his antithesis, this
is unfair to Philo for whom grace is not viewed through the lens of the Christ-event.

Philo would see no antithesis: God accomplishes all good things, and faith is the “most

certain of the virtues.”"™ As Philo states, “faith in God (] Ttpdg 6€dv miotig) is the only

Y7Cf.1Cor 3.8,14;9.17, 18.

78 H, Moxnes, Theology in Conflict: Studies in Paul’s Understanding of God in Romans (Leiden: Brill, 1980),
110. Cf. Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness, 68.

7% Cf. F. Watson, “Constructing an Antithesis: Pauline and Other Jewish Perspectives on Divine and
Human Agency,” in Divine and Human Agency, 108 who argues that Paul’s antithesis between salvation by
faith or works (i.e. Hab 2.4 or Lev 18.5) makes space for others to “embody the soteriological logic that
Paul strives to exclude.” Pace M. Cranford, “Abraham in Romans 4: The Father of All Who Believe,” NTS 41
(1995): 72-73 who argues that a distinction between faith and works could not be intended because it
“would be completely unintelligible to a Jewish reader.”

'8 Wright, “Role of Abraham,” 216: “the reason for the metaphor itself (‘working’ for a ‘reward’
which one is then ‘owed’) emerges not from an underlying implicit second-Temple Jewish soteriology of
‘doing good works’ to earn God’s favour, an idea for which there is scant evidence.” While Philo did not
consider himself as doing good works to earn God’s favor, he had God’s favor because by his good works
he was worthy to receive it (as a gift).

'*1virt. 216. Cf. Her. 91; Abr. 270.



149

true and certain good” because “it is supported by the cause of all things.”'® Paul could
be happy with most of that statement—but only on his terms. God justifies the ungodly
Abraham by faith, not by work; Abraham is the recipient of a gift he does not deserve.

3.4.2 A Promise According to Grace

Paul defines the nature of Abraham’s justification through his interpretation of Christ’s
death as the gift of God that justifies ungodly humans, of which Abraham is one. Re-
reading Abraham’s story this way, it would be incomprehensible to other Jewish
readers, because Abraham’s faith is specifically in the God who fulfills his promise to
Abraham in the Christ-event (4.24-25). Paul’s reading takes Gen. 15.6 in connection with
the promise of 17.5, which finds a pre-answer in the birth of Isaac read through and
pointing to the death and resurrection of Jesus, the event by which Abraham’s family is
ultimately established. As the New Perspective has rightly emphasized, a key feature of
Romans 4 is that Abraham’s family is composed of Jews and Gentiles. It is not
incidental, however, that Paul moves from God’s justification of an ungodly Abraham
(4.1-8) then to the nature of the promise as being for Jews and Gentiles by faith (4.9-23):
verse 9 is a conclusion (o0v) from 1-8." The unfitting gift establishes the inclusive
family.

That God is the justifier of the ungodly is thus key: the promise is always received
by faith. Faith itself is an act that points to God as subject,'™ where faith does not
correspond with righteousness but is directed at a subject who reckons righteousness
to the ungodly by faith as an unfitting gift. This faith exists because of God’s promise,
which both evokes faith and directs it towards what God will do and who God is.
Accordingly, God is understood inseparably from the Christ-event in Romans 4.
Abraham’s faith is in the God who “gives life to the dead and calls those who do not

exist into existence” (4.17), which signals that God is defined as the one who has acted

182 Abr. 268.

'8 Pace Cranford, “Abraham,” 81, Paul’s point is not “somewhat obscured in the metaphors and
citations of 4.4-8” but finally “made clear inv. 9.”

'8 K. Barth, Church Dogmatics, I/2 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1956), 331. Cf. also Engberg-Pedersen, “God’s
Charis,” 103: Faith “expresses an attitude towards the giver, a recognition of him as giver through the
acceptance of his gift.”



150

in Christ."™ Abraham’s faith is in the God who fulfills his promise in the death and
resurrection of Jesus (4.24-25)." The raising of Jesus, itself an act of creation, is
prefigured by the act of creation that happens in the deadness of the aged Abraham
and Sarah (4.19).'"” Thus, Abraham’s justification is tied to God’s act of creating anew in
the resurrection of Jesus (4.25), which was “for our justification” (51 tfv dikaiwotv
fU@V), as Abraham’s faith is not simply in God but in God’s promise that Abraham would
be the “father of many nations.” The fulfillment of the promise in Christ, and its
foreshadowing in the birth of Isaac from deadness (4.17-20), allows Paul to recast
Abraham’s story as a story of death and resurrection. Thus, as Gathercole argues,
“God’s declaration of Abraham as righteous was not a descriptive word but the creative
word of the God who calls ‘nonentities’ into being as entities.”**

The correlate of Abraham’s being justified while ungodly is that he was justified
before he was circumcised, i.e., before he had done anything that could make him a
fitting recipient (4.9-10). Circumcision played no factor in his being justified. Insofar as
Abraham was justified while ungodly, he is the father of all who believe. Thus, in 4.13
Paul clarifies again that the promise to Abraham and his seed was not “through Law”
(81 vépov) but through the righteousness by faith. Indeed, the Law “produces wrath” -
not worth - and accordingly the promise is by faith, so that it might be kata xdpv
(4.16). Grace in 4.16, like 4.5, retains the same shape: it is the antithesis to works and
Law. kata xdptv shows that those who receive the promise are the dead whom God
makes alive and the inexistent whom God calls into being (4.17). From Abraham to
Paul’s present, the promise is received by faith, apart from Law and works; that is, it is
always received as an unfitting gift, without works or circumcision making one worthy.

Therefore, it is received by Jews and Gentiles. If one resorts to works or the Law, one is

'8 On the way Paul’s understanding of the Christ-event shapes his God-predicates, see esp. W. Hill,
Paul and the Triune Identity (Grand Rapids; Eerdmans, forthcoming), chap. 2.

'8 Therefore, J.R.D. Kirk, Unlocking Romans: Resurrection and the Justification of God (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2008), 63: “Paul’s reinterpretation of the Abraham narrative is not based on discovering a
principle of grace but on discovering the grace of God in bringing about justification through the death
and resurrection of Jesus.”

187 Cf. Westerholm, Perspectives Old and New, 281 n.47: “Faith in God (who ‘dikaiosifies the ungodly,’
Rom 4:5) is the only possible recourse for sinners of whom dikaiosness (which they by definition do not
have) is demanded, just as it was the only recourse for a couple whose childbearing years were long past
but from whom a child nonetheless had to be born.”

'8 Gathercole, Where Is Boasting?, 243.
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not justified on those grounds; rather, faith is emptied and the promise abolished

(4.14). As Paul sees it, the only way God works is to justify those who have no worth -

because no one is worthy - and to seek worth is to reject God’s unfitting gift.
Accordingly, the Christ-event is the fulfillment of God’s promise to Abraham that

% There is no distinction

constitutes the family of Abraham as both Jew and Gentile.
between Jew and Gentile in being sinful (3.22-23), and as a result of the Christ-event -
the manifestation of God’s righteousness - righteousness is universally available by
faith in the God of the promise. For Philo, all could follow Abraham by living virtuously
and thus be rewarded by God; for Paul, all are Abrahamic heirs of the promise through

faith in the God who justifies the ungodly in the giving and raising of Jesus Christ.'”

3.4.3 Conclusion

Many interpreters construe the interpretive options of Paul’s use of Abraham in 4.1-25
such that he can be either an “example” of justification by faith or the father of Jews
and Gentiles.”" Similarly, there can be either a “covenantal and eschatological scheme”
or an “atomized system of individual sin and salvation.”*” In the preceding sections I
have argued that this is a false and misleading either/or. I have not argued for seeing
Abraham merely as an example of the mechanics of justification; but neither because
Abraham is not justified nor because those after Abraham do not “follow in Abraham’s
footsteps” (4.12). Paul insists that the promise has always been given by faith to those
who are undeserving. Thus, Paul proclaims that God has been faithful to fulfill his
promise to Abraham, which results in an inclusive family. But how? Abraham is father
of Jews and Gentiles because he, like all Jews and Gentiles, received an unfitting gift (cf.
3.21-26; 5.1-21). The justification of an ungodly Abraham and the promise going to Jews
and Gentiles are two parts of one whole. Paul has traced the nature of the unfitting gift

of Christ all the way back to the giving of the promise to Abraham, which he interprets

% Thus, Barth, Romans, 117: “If the revelation in Jesus be no more than a particular historical
happening ... its relative and incidental and particular character ought to become apparent when
contrasted with an occurrence so remote as is the story of Abraham. ..if it is not the objective link
between all then and now, and here and there; it must snap in our fingers when we say ‘Abraham.”

190 cf, Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles, 265.

Y1 cranford, “Abraham,” 88.

2 Wright, “Role of Abraham,” 236.
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through the incongruity of the Christ-event (katd x&piv)."” Thus, as Schliesser argues,
“The continuity between Abraham and the present believers is constituted and
conserved by God himself, for he is and remains one and the same, the one God, who
justifies the ungodly, who creates and gives life.”**

That Paul can interpret Abraham’s story through the Christ-event is significant for

our turn to Romans 9-11 now.

3.5 Romans 9-11: The Christ-Gift and the History of Israel

In Romans 9-11 Paul is wrestling with the disbelief of many of his fellow Jews. The
passage is stamped throughout by incongruous mercy - that nothing in the recipient or
performed by the recipient makes one fitting. ** Rather, God has always chosen Israel
by grace and the continuance of the promised people is by mercy to the exclusion of
human standards. The “pattern of incongruity” that shaped Abraham’s story is present
throughout the history of Israel; and, again, this incongruous grace and mercy is
intelligible only through a reconfiguration of divine generosity by the Christ-event.
Paul here is treading on a problem that has a complement in Philo, and a comparison

will focus our reading of Paul.

3.5.1 The Logic of Election

Paul is insistent that God’s word - his promise - has not failed (9.4-5, 6, 9); thus, Paul
traces God’s electing activity from Abraham to the present time in which both Jews and
Gentiles are saved by faith in Christ (10.9-13). Paul begins his argument with an
unsettling claim: “not all who are from Israel are Israel” (9.6). While Paul does not
dislocate ethnicity from the promise, he makes clear that election is not grounded by

ethnicity: the “children of the promise” are reckoned for offspring (9.8; cf. 9.3-5)."

' As E. Kdsemann, “The Faith of Abraham in Romans 4,” in Perspectives on Paul (London: SCM Press,
1971), 85 notes, the present tense of 4.5 demonstrates how Paul’s Christology determines the character of
the God who justifies.

¥4 schliesser, Abraham’s Faith, 405.

% On Rom 9-11 as a whole, see esp. Linebaugh, God, Grace, and Righteousness, chap. 7; S. Westerholm,
“Paul and the Law in Romans 9-11,” in Paul and the Mosaic Law, 215-37.

1% cf, Westerholm, “Paul and the Law,” 221-222.
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Descent katd odpka does not guarantee a place within the family of the promise.'”” On
what grounds does Paul distinguish, then? For Paul, it is clear that Abraham’s family
depends on and is constituted by God’s promise: “For the word of the promise
(emayyeAiag yap 6 Adyog) is this: at that time (kata tov kapov tovtov) I will come and
Sarah will have a son” (9.9). The phrase kata tov kaipdv echoes Paul’s earlier argument
that Christ’s death for the ungodly was kata kaipév (5.6), which begins to disclose
Paul’s logic. Abraham and Sarah have a child because they believe in the God who raises
the dead and who calls into existence that which does not exist (4.17); they have a child
because God’s promises are effective (9.9)."® The promise always works with a
destabilizing logic.

Philo would agree with Paul that the promise does not depend on ethnicity.'” As
Philo states, “neither are righteous parents of benefit to unrighteous offspring (oUte
101¢ &diko1g dikatot yoveic), nor are the self-controlled for the intemperate, nor are the
wholly good for the wicked.””* Indeed, “kinship is not measured by blood only,” but by
a “similarity of actions” (np&€ewv Ouordtntt).”” Those who do not live virtuously
negate their lineage and deserve punishment. Accordingly, Philo, like Paul, had to
discover other grounds by which to explain why God acts favorably to some and not
others. Thus, as we saw in chapter 1 (section 4.1), when Philo reads Gen 6.8, Philo needs
to explain why Noah found favor without any prior working (undev mpdtepov
gpyaoduevov).”” Noah had a “praiseworthy constitution and nature,” as his name
means “righteous” or “rest” (dikatog). Accordingly, he lived righteously
(¢mi...01kaoo0vy oul@vta). Noah thus received grace not because of virtuous actions,

but because of his virtuous nature, from which flowed virtuous actions. Paul, of course,

7 As S. Grindheim, The Crux of Election: Paul’s Critique of the Jewish Confidence in the Election of Israel
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 142 states, “All Israelites would agree that not all of Abraham’s and
Isaac’s children were the elect, but Paul sharpens the point.” Cf. N.T. Wright, The Climax of the Covenant:
Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 238.

1% Cf. J.M.G. Barclay, ““I Will Have Mercy on Whom I Have Mercy’: The Golden Calf and Divine Mercy
in Romans 9-11 and Second Temple Judaism,” EC 1 (2010): 99.

% As K. Haacker, “Die Geschichtstheologie von R6m 9-11 im Lichte Philonischer Schriftauslegung,”
NTS 43 (1997): 112 states, Philo’s devaluation of physical descent has “eine andere Intention, aber doch
eine vergleichbare Denkstruktur” to Paul. Cf. Virt. 207-210 with the claim that Abraham had many
children (moAvnaic) but only one heir.

20 virt. 194.

' virt. 195. See throughout 187-197.

22 But cf. the revealing phrase: §oa ye €i¢ thv fuetépav éniyvworv.
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does not use Noah, because he would not fit his argument and his promise-narrative
begins with Abraham.””

Philo similarly explains that Abraham was begotten by God with an image “worthy
of zeal” (omovdfig d€lov) and Isaac’s nature and name were “moulded and appointed
and chosen to have the best lot before birth.” By contrast, Abraham for Paul was
justified while ungodly (4.2-8), and Isaac’s existence is due solely to God’s faithfulness
to the promise (9.7-9).

How Philo and Paul handle God’s election of Jacob over Esau is the most revealing.
As both Philo and Paul know, despite the fact that Esau is older - Isaac’s rightful heir -
God chose Jacob. Why? For Philo God’s foreknowledge is crucial: God the creator knows
his works before they are finished, foreknowing their faculties, works, and passions (t&
€pya kai ddn).”** That which is a “slave by nature” (Esau) is base and irrational, but the
virtuous man is free, rational, and good. A mere “breeze of virtue” (uikpd...a0pa Tfg
&petiiq) signals whether one will be virtuous or wicked; and God chooses accordingly.
By contrast, for Paul God does not choose based on foreknowing what Jacob and Esau
will be or do; rather, God chooses before they were born precisely so that his election is
before they had “done anything good or bad” (npa&davtwv ti ayadov f @adlov; 9.11).
Indeed, God’s electing purpose (] kat’ €ékAoynv npdOeoig Tob Beod; 9.12) is dependent on
occurring “not by works but by the one who calls” (o0 €€ €pywv GAN €k t00
kaAoOvtog).”” As Gaventa argues, the language of calling here is dependent on Rom
4.17: God’s calling is a calling-into-being.”® Jacob’s election is not based on his actions,
but on the God who creates by electing. Israel is a “creatura verbi Dei.”*”

Accordingly, if Philo traces God’s rational giving back into the person’s soul-type

and thus whether they will be virtuous, Paul undercuts any such logic. Philo is

% As J.R. Wagner, Heralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul in Concert in the Letter to the Romans (Leiden:
Brill, 2002), 47 notes, this is a “highly selective and abbreviated retelling of Israel's history.”

% Leg. 3.88-89.

% The parallel with 9.11 (as well as 4.2-5 and 11.5-6) makes the claim by J.D.G. Dunn, Romans 9-16
(Waco: Word, 1988), 543 that €€ £pywv refers to “works of law” somewhat implausible. However, as
Westerholm, “Paul and the Law,” 223 states, Paul is “not polemicizing against human beings’ doing
anything” - that is, the actions themselves are not critiqued “but merely declared irrelevant in the
inscrutable selection of the objects of divine mercy.”

% B R. Gaventa, “On the Calling-Into-Being of Israel: Romans 9:6-29,” in Between Gospel and Election:
Explorations in the Interpretation of Romans 9-11 (eds. F. Wilk and J.R. Wagner; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2010), 255-69.

%7 Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness, 153.
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uncomfortable with the idea that God would give gifts arbitrarily; Paul insists that
God’s election seems nothing but arbitrary, without compliance to social, moral, or
ethnic codes. Although both ruled out ethnicity as a determinant for God’s
favor/election, Philo insists on moral standards.”®

Philo concludes that there are “two natures” created by God, one praiseworthy and
one blameworthy.”” God gives to the former, not the latter. Philo quotes Moses’ prayer
in Deut 28.12 for God to “open for us his own treasury” and to close the treasuries of
evil things. God graciously, allows for “time for repentance and the fixing of the false
step.” One can stop being wicked and act virtuously, and consequently receive God’s
favor. For Philo, the question is whether God is a wise God who gives properly to the
worthy. For Paul, the question is, since God gives without consideration of the typical
standards of worth - ethnicity, birthright, moral standing - is there &8ixia with God
(9.14)? God’s response to Moses in Exod 33.19 explains Paul’s emphatic pr| yévoiro: “I
will have mercy on whom I have mercy and I will have compassion on whom I have
compassion” (9.15). For Philo, this inexplicable #Acog is adikia; for Paul, inexplicable
g\eog is the scriptural answer to the charge of &dwikia. God is merciful, but not
according to patterns explicable by human standards.”’® The object of God’s mercy is
indeterminate; and Paul immediately presses this inscrutable logic further: everything
depends “not on the one who wills nor the one who runs, but on God who has mercy”
(tod €Ae@vtog Beol; 9.16). To the exclusion of anything inherent to the human, the
promise is dependent solely on God’s choice in his creative mercy.”"!

This counter-logic explains both the creation and continuance of historical Israel as
well as God’s calling of Gentiles in the present. Paul adapts Hosea 2.23 in 9.24-26 to
apply it to Gentiles as the counterpart to 9.12-13. Jacob’s election was dependent not on
works, but on God who calls (kaAéw), and it is Jacob “I have loved” (&dyandw). Similarly,
Paul argues that “we” whom God has “called” (kaAéw) in the present - in Christ - are

from both Jews and Gentiles. Paul reworks the verbs in his Hosea citations so that the

%% Cf, Haacker, “Geschichtstheologie von R6m 9-11,” 213.

209 Leg. 3.104-106.

19 Cf, S.G. Eastman, “Israel and the Mercy of God: A Re-reading of Galatians 6.16 and Romans 9-11,”
NTS 56 (2010): 377.

' Barclay, “Divine Mercy,” 98: “For Paul divine mercy is itself the creative agent in Israel’s history,
not its restorative assistant. Israel is not rehabilitated by mercy so much as established by it.”
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.2 “I will call (kaAéw) not my people my

language of calling and love are prominen
people, and not beloved (dyandw) beloved.” As God chose Jacob without any explicable
reason beyond God’s mercy, so God’s people, including Gentiles, are called and loved
despite their nonexistence (o0 Aadv pov) and lack of worth (o0k Ayannuévnv).””® To
unfitting objects, God promises “you are my people,” and thus “they will be called
(kaAéw) children of the living God.” Both Jews and Gentiles who receive God’s electing
mercy are called into being by that same mercy.”"*

Thus, although Gentiles did not pursue righteousness (by the Law), they have
attained righteousness by faith;** Jews, however, pursued the Law of righteousness but
did not attain it (9.30-31). Why did Jews not attain it? Because not by faith (o0k éx
niotewg) but as by works (¢€ €pywv) they stumbled over the stumbling stone, Christ
(9.32).' Whatever worth comes £€ €pywv, from “pursuing righteousness,” Paul insists
that God works in election and for salvation outside of those systems.”” If it is not by
works but by God who calls (9.12), then Israel’s pursuit of righteousness by works is
misguided. Accordingly, Gentiles, only by God’s inexplicable mercy, have attained
righteousness by faith; God has been found by those not seeking him (10.20). Israel,
then, is stumbling (9.32), seeking their own righteousness while being ignorant of God’s
righteousness (10.3), disobediently refusing God’s outstretched hand (10.21). Can it be
the case that God has rejected his people (11.1)? Of course not: Paul is counter-evidence
to this belief. There remains a remnant “in the now time” which is “according to the
election of grace” (11.5). As in 3.26, év T® vOVv kaip® is the eschatological “now” of the
Christ-event. The remnant who exists in this “now” are not those who have displayed
their worth and have thus been the objects of God’s favor; rather, existing according to

elective grace means election not £€ €pywv, for then grace would not be grace (1| xdpig

2 cf, Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles, 319-321; Wagner, Heralds, 79-81.

B f. Grindheim, Crux of Election, 149.

" On how this relates to the olive-tree metaphor in 11.16-24, see Barclay, “Divine Mercy,” 103; N,
Walter, “Zur Interpretation vom Rdmer 9-11,” ZTK 81 (1984): 177-186. For a particularly Philonic
horticultural metaphor, see Praem. 172.

1 Wagner, Heralds, 121 notes that this statement “encapsulates the point made more poetically by
Hosea” in 9.24-26.

215Cf, Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness, 156; Jewett, Romans, 611,

7 As Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles, 329 n.44 argues, in 9.30-10.5 “the emphasis is on the
praxis that corresponds to the ‘privilege’ of the vouoBeoia (9.4).”
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oUkETt yivetal xdpig; 10.6).”° God’s word of promise is never made effective by human

works - whatever they may be - or anything that could establish a human as worthy,

but because of God who calls and has mercy without thought for worth.”*’
Consequently, Paul finds the same inexplicable mercy that is operative in the

present (9.24-33; 11.1-6) at work in God’s actions in history (9.6-18).

3.5.2 The Introduction of the Disjunction

The source of Paul’s disjunctive logic - not by works, Law, ethnicity, birthright, but by
faith, grace, mercy, calling - remains his particular Christology. If when God pours his
love out it is in Christ’s death for the ungodly (5.5-8), and the revelation and proof of
his righteousness is the redemption of sinners in Jesus Christ (3.21-26), whom he gave
up for trespasses and raised for justification (4.25), for Paul this is defining of who God
is. God thus is the one who justifies the ungodly, who calls what does not exist into
existence, and has mercy. Because of the disjunctive nature of his death - for the
unworthy, the godless - Christ is the Lord of all (10.12). Salvation is thus only by faith,
which results from the proclamation of the “word of faith,” the “word of Christ” (10.8,
17). It is this assertion that grounds Paul’s antitheses in 9.32 and 11.5-6 and is displayed
in his understanding of divine election. God has “placed in Zion the stumbling stone
and rock of scandal,” and “the one who believes on him will not be put to shame”
(9.33). Jesus is the Lord in whom one believes;”*® and the one who believes will not be
put to shame (kataioyvvOrocetar; 10.11).”"" Since Christ is the téhog vduov,
righteousness is not “by works” but is to “all who believe” (10.4). In other words, Christ
is the end to the means by which one might seek to be a fitting object of God’s favor.
Thus, not righteousness by Law, but righteousness by faith (10.5-6).”*” Precisely because

¥ Eastman, “Mercy of God,” 379: “because the remnant is ‘chosen by grace’ without any recourse to
its own actions, its very existence demonstrates God’s freedom to ‘have mercy on whom I will have
mercy.”

¥ Badiou, Saint Paul, 76-77: Grace is “that which happens to everyone without an assignable reason.”

% On the identification of Jesus as k0Up1og here and the Christological implications, see C.K. Rowe,
“Romans 10:13: What Is the Name of the Lord?,” HBT 22 (2000): 135-73.

' E.E. Johnson, The Function of Apocalyptic and Wisdom Traditions in Romans 9-11 (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1989), 127-128 argues that compound verbs of aiocxOvw often refer to shame before God’s
eschatological judgment. This makes sense here and in 5.5 and 9.33.

22 That 10.5-6 are antithetically related, see P.M. Sprinkle, Law and Life: The Interpretation of Leviticus
18.5 in Early Judaism and Paul (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 170-173; also Westerholm, Perspectives Old
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God’s promise fulfilled in the Christ-gift comes regardless of ethnicity (9.7-9), works or
Law (9.11-12, 16, 30-32; 10.3-6) and thus by grace (11.5-6), Jesus is the Lord of Jews and
Gentiles - without distinction (10.12)* - and “acts richly (tAovt@v) towards all who
call upon him” (10.12).

Consequently, if the temporary hardening of Israel is for the sake of saving Gentiles,
and the grafting in of Gentiles for saving Jews, this is because “God consigned all to
disobedience, so that he might have mercy on all” (fva tov¢ ndvtag éAenon; 11.30-32).7
The duality of electing/hardening of 9.6-29 and beyond moves to a single purpose; “at
the right time Christ died for the ungodly” (5.6). Paul’s argument would seem
capricious to Philo. Paul revels in the fact that God’s election by grace is morally and
culturally inexplicable because it is dependent solely on God’s willing to be merciful.
Thus, Paul closes his argument with doxology, but Philo would have to make Paul’s
questions real questions: how unsearchable (dve€epatvnrtog) are his judgments, and how
inscrutable (dve€iyviaotog) are his ways (11.33)? Inscrutability is not a virtue for Philo:
precisely what the universe depends on is a God whose ways are scrutable and whose
judgments are searchable. If one finds divine favor precisely as one who is without
worth, the moral-cosmological order is called into question; arbitrary grace runs
counter to who God is as creator. Philo could affirm that God is the God of all, who gives
richly to those who are virtuous, and in this sense, particularly to “Israel.” His
understanding of giving differs from Paul not because God is less gracious but because
God does not give regardless of moral norms; Philo could not place a disjunction

between grace and works. For Paul, that disjunction is key to tracing the thread of

and New, 327 n.93-94, in response to R.B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: YUP,
1989), 76.

% As Rowe, “Romans 10:13,” 146 notes, the lack of distinction in 10.12 is the positive corollary of
3.22: “The correlation of the positive and negative sides of the same statement presents us with the
picture of anthropological universality we find Paul painting fully in Rom 5:12-21: all sin, and precisely so
there is no distinction; all find salvation in Christ, and precisely so there is no distinction. This
anthropological assertion finds its ground in the theological universality which it a