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Abbreviations
The abbreviations in this study for biblical books, other ancient texts, journals, and academic
series generally follow the rules recommended by the SBL Handbook of Style, 2™ edition
(Atlanta: SBL Press, 2014) with a few exceptions. The SBL Handbook of Style provides the
standard abbreviations for Philo’s works. The abbreviations for Gregory’s works follow the list
provided by the Brill Dictionary of Gregory of Nyssa (Leiden: Brill, 2010). When ancient texts
were not included in the SBL Handbook of Style, 1 consulted the list of abbreviations in the
Oxford Classical Dictionary, 4" edition (Oxford: Oxford Classical Press, 2012) and Lampe’s
Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961). As the two primary authors of this
study, the abbreviations for Philo and Gregory have been gathered below for easy access for the

reader in addition to the abbrevations for secondary texts.
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Abstract

Philo of Alexandria and Gregory of Nyssa each composed a two-volume work entitled
the Life of Moses. While a few scholarly treatments have been written on how these two treatises
have retold the story of Moses as depicted in scripture, a full analysis has yet to appear that
investigates how they use the art of ancient paraphrase to reshape scripture. By performing a
comparative literary analysis of the two Lives of Moses, both externally with the LXX and
internally between episodes within each Life, this study sets out to examine how paraphrase
serves a mediatorial role in the interpretation of scripture in the hands of Philo and Gregory.
Building on scholarship in the fields of ancient rhetoric and biblical hermeneutics, I argue that
paraphrase serves as an interpretive mode somewhere between the literal and allegorical. Both
authors use it as a kind of interpretive bridge that mediates between the LXX and, ultimately, the
reader.

In the body of this study, I analyze episodes that appear twice in the two Lives. By
examining such episodes, we are able not only to determine how Philo and Gregory recast the
LXX depiction of Moses, but also how their initial paraphrase of events relates to the second
version of the same episode. In this way, we study how paraphrase mediates externally between
the LXX and each Life and how it mediates internally within the text itself. Moreover, by
performing such an analysis on both Lives, we are able to determine the influence that Philo’s
treatise and his method had on Gregory’s own Life.

This study has implications well beyond a better understanding of each individual Life. In
addition, the results of the inquiry provide a better understanding for how biblical hermeneutics

operate in the ancient world. While paraphrase is often perceived as a literal form of exegesis, |
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demonstrate that the paraphrase actually stands between the literal and the allegorical as it

mediates between reader and text.
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Chapter 1
General Introduction
1.1 Introduction to the Task at Hand

This project began with a simple intent. I wanted to study how Gregory shaped the LXX
account in Book 1 of his Life of Moses through paraphrase in such a way that the allegorical
readings of scripture in Book 2 were already subtly present in the narrative in Book 1. The
motivating idea behind this was to determine whether Book 1 provided simply a “literal” reading
of scripture—as is often stated in scholarship—or also allegorical, less literal ones. It soon
became clear that such a study would need to take account of Philo of Alexandria’s own Life of
Moses due to the influence that Philo had on Gregory. As the project progressed, I came to
realize that it held more significant implications for a better understanding of biblical exegesis
than I initially thought. For this reason, I undertook a thorough analysis of how both Philo and
Gregory recast the biblical narrative in their Lives.

Through a comparative analysis of both Lives with the LXX account, my analysis
revealed that Philo and Gregory use paraphrase as a way to mediate the LXX text. As a
composition positioned between the reader and scripture itself, the biblical paraphrase becomes a
vehicle that can convey allegorical readings under the form of the literal text of scripture. While
paraphrase has this mediatory role in the hands of both Philo and Gregory, each exegete makes
use of the method for different ends and in different ways. It is this question of how paraphrase
functions to mediate the meaning of the biblical text that the following chapters seek to answer.

In those chapters, I shall lead the reader through a comparative analysis of the two Lives
on both external and internal levels. On the one hand, I shall compare the LXX with Philo’s and

Gregory’s paraphrase in order to determine how each one shapes and focuses the biblical account
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by responding to certain significant questions they have.! On the other hand, I shall study
internal relationships within the two Lives between episodes that appear twice in order to
investigate how the initial mediation of scripture functions internally within the works.

In both works, certain episodes appear twice in the final book or section of the treatise. In
the case of Philo, only four such episodes appear in the final section of Book 2. In the case of
Gregory, every episode appears a second time in Book 2. Because both texts contain such double
episodes, we have a unique opportunity not only to determine how they modify the meaning of
scripture by retelling it but also how that meaning functions internally within the works. Many
other examples of biblical paraphrase or rewritten scripture do not contain such double episodes.
By undertaking such a internal comparative analysis, we shall answer questions such as how
Philo and Gregory pivot from the initial paraphrastic mediation of scripture to capitalizing upon
it later in the account, what role the initial paraphrase plays internally, and do the readings found
in the initial appear again the second time around. Most crucial of all, this internal comparison
allows us to answer how the mediation of scripture operates in both works. Does it function as an
intermediary vehicle of meaning between the LXX and the reader directly or does it serve to
convey the meaning between the LXX and the second appearance of the events? In other words,
does the mediation of scripture operate externally toward the reader or also internally within the
treatise? Through this analysis, not only will we problematize the “literal” depiction of
paraphrase in both works, but we will also provide the realm of biblical exegesis with a better

understanding of how paraphrase serves this mediatory role.

! For more on the way that paraphrase can act as a focusing mechanism, see Margaret M.
Mitchell, Paul, the Corinthians and the Birth of Christian Hermeneutics (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2010), 109-110.
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1.2 A Brief Sketch of Philo of Alexandria and his Life of Moses

Philo of Alexandria was born in the city of Alexandria to a Jewish family in the Roman
province of Egypt around 20—-10 BCE. He came from a wealthy family from among the city’s
elite. His family’s resources allowed him to receive the best education available. It is likely that
he even had some formal philosophical training after the school of the grammarian. While other
members of his family pursued civil careers, Philo devoted himself to studying theology and
scripture. Over the course of his life, Philo penned numerous works. While not all of them have
survived, the majority—over thirty— are extant. These writings covered a wide array of topics,
ranging from the practical to the philosophical.

During Philo’s life, violent riot erupted in Alexandria against the Jewish population in 38
CE. Much has already been written on these events in efforts to clarify the background and
sequence of what occurred. Relevant for our study, after the violence in Alexandria, the emperor
summoned a delegation from the city. Philo took part in the Jewish delegation to Rome between
38 and 41 CE. It is in the context after these events that Philo wrote his Life of Moses. 1t is to the

background of this text that we now turn.”

2 For background on Philo’s life, see Maren R. Niehoff, Philo of Alexandria: An Intellectual
Biography (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018), 1-22; Daniel R. Schwartz, "Philo, His
Family, and His Times," in The Cambridge Companion to Philo, ed. Adam Kamesar
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 9-31; Torrey Seland, "Philo of Alexandria: An
Introduction," in Reading Philo: A Handbook to Philo of Alexandria, ed. Torrey Seland (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2014), 3—16.
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Philo likely composed his Life of Moses sometime between 40-49 CE? as an introduction
to his Exposition of the Laws of Moses.* The Exposition was a series that served to acquaint
unfamiliar readers with the basics of Judaism and the Mosaic law by paraphrasing key sections

of the LXX.®> As an introduction to the Exposition, the Life of Moses would have introduced

3 According to Maren Niehoff, it likely dates to some point between the start of his embassy to
Gaius in Rome (ca. 38—41 CE) and before his death (ca. 49 CE), but she believes that the period
between 40—49 is most likely (see Maren R. Niehoff, "On the Life of Moses," in Outside the
Bible: Ancient Jewish Writings Related to Scripture, ed. Louis H. Feldman, James L. Kugel, and
Lawrence H. Schiffman (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 2013), 959-960; Niehoff,
Intellectual Biography, 11, 246.; for a contrary opinion, see David Winston, The Wisdom of
Solomon, Anchor Bible 43 [Garden City: Doubleday, 1979], 20-25).
4 Erwin R. Goodenough, "Philo's Exposition of the Law and His De Vita Mosis," The Harvard
Theological Review 26, no. 2 (1933): 109—125; Jenny Morris, "The Jewish Philosopher Philo," in
The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, ed. Géza Vermes, Fergus Millar,
and Martin Goodman (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2014), 854855, 847 n.137; Albert C. Geljon,
Philonic Exegesis in Gregory of Nyssa's De Vita Moysis, Studia Philonica Monographs 5
(Providence: Brown Judaic Studies, 2002), 45; Gregory E. Sterling, ""Prolific in Expression and
Broad in Thought'": Internal References to Philo's Allegorical Commentary and Exposition of the
Law," Euphrosyne 40 (2012): 74; Gregory E. Sterling, "Philo of Alexandria’s Life of Moses: An
Introduction to the Exposition of the Law," Studia Philonica Annual 30 (2018): 31-46. See also
the suggestion in Emil Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175
B.C.-A.D. 135), Revised ed., 3 vols., ed. Geza Vermes and Fergus Millar (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1973-87), 3:855. See also Niehoff, "Life of Moses," 959. James Royse places Mos. in a
category of apologetic works that also includes Hypoth. and Contempl.
> See Peder Borgen, Philo of Alexandria: An Exegete for His Time, Supplements to Novum
Testamentum 86 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 46. Borgen argues that works from the Exposition
demonstrate features from the category of rewritten Bible. Although he draws on the criteria for
what constitutes rewritten Bible that Philip Alexander established, he critiques somewhat. Philip
Alexander had argued that examples of rewritten Bible were not theological although they may
incidentially serve theological purposes. However, Borgen demonstrates how Philo’s Exposition
follows Alexander’s criteria for rewritten Bible, yet demonstrates theological interpretation:
“The core of these treatises is a chronological sequence of events. The connection between
biblical history and law is kept by Philo, with an emphasis on an interpretive rewriting of the
Law. Theological and philosophical aims are made explicit and in this way Jewish and Greek
traditions and ideas are fused together. At places Philo relates the biblical material to his own
time” (Borgen, An Exegete, 65). Borgen thus critiques Alexander’s criteria of what constitutes
the category of rewritten Bible as too restrictive, and he broadens its definition. For him, the
category must take into account intentional interpretive aims that the act of rewriting entails
(Borgen, An Exegete, 78).
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readers to the person and work of Moses himself before they proceeded to read about the more
philosophical significance of the Mosaic law in the Exposition itself.° It is likely that in the
Exposition Philo had in mind a mixed readership consisting of both non-Jews and a Jews who

might desire a further grounding in their history.’

¢ Claude Mondésert, "Philo of Alexandria," in The Early Roman Period, ed. William Horbury,
W. D. Davies, and John Sturdy, Cambridge History of Judaism 3 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999), 881-882.

7 Scholarly opinion is divided regarding the intended audience. For arguments that it was written
to a broad audience that included Jews and non-Jews, see Ellen Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism
in Philo's Thought: Israel, Jews, and Proselytes, Studia Philonica Monographs 2 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1996), 19-20; Sarah J.K. Pearce, "King Moses: Notes on Philo's Portrait of
Moses as an Ideal Leader in the Life of Moses," Mélanges de ['Université Saint-Joseph 57
(2004): 45; Geljon, Philonic Exegesis, 40, 45. For scholars who think that it was written
primarily as an introduction to the Pentateuch and Judaism for non-Jews unfamiliar with Judaism
or that it served as a kind of apology for Judaism via Moses, see Louis Massebieau, Le
classement des ceuvres de Philon, Bibliothéque de 1'"Ecole des Hautes Etudes, Sciences
Religieuses 1 (Paris: Ernest Loroux, 1889), 38; Goodenough, "Philo's Exposition of the Law and
His De Vita Mosis," 114—125; Erwin R. Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Judaeus, 2nd ed.
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962), 33; Bernard Botte, "La vie de Moise par Philon," Cahiers
Sioniens 8 (1954): 60; Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175
B.C.-A.D. 135), 855; William J. Robbins, "A Study in Jewish and Hellenistic Legend with
Special Reference to Philo's Life of Moses" (PhD Dissertation, Brown University, 1947), 47;
Mireille Hadas-Lebel, Philo of Alexandria: A Thinker in the Jewish Diaspora, trans. Robyn
Fréchet, Studies in Philo of Alexandria 7 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 142; Burton L. Mack, "Philo
Judaeus and Exegetical Traditions in Alexandria," Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt
IT 21.1 (1984): 133; Niehoff, "Life of Moses," 959. According to Louis Feldman, “it would seem
that Mos. is an apologetic treatise addressed primarily to non-Jews [ . .. ], or that it was
addressed to wayward Jews who had imbibed Greek culture and who had raised questions about
the Bible. [ . . . ]. Rather, it appears to be an introduction to the ideals of Judaism as exemplified
by Moses” (Louis H. Feldman, Philo's Portrayal of Moses in the Context of Ancient Judaism,
Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity 15 [Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2007],
12). As Niehoff asserts, “Philo’s turn to biography and his interest in the hero’s daily life can be
explained in the context of Stoic philosophy in Rome. The Stoics differed from other Hellenistic
schools by acknowledging an impressive variety of exemplary figures as moral authorities,
including thinkers from other schools and politicians. Moral authority followed from the
usefulness of the model. Such role models were depicted in real life situations, which could
easily be identified by the reader, rather than in an idealized state. [ . . . ]. Philo echoes this
approach of Roman Stoicism when presenting heroes of the Jewish past in a highly personal
fashion. The reader experiences them in their daily lives, when they confront difficult situations

5



While Moses always held a significant position in early Judaism, it is within the matrix of
Hellenistic Judiasm that traditions about Moses take on new life. During this time, such
traditions were reworked. In recent decades, scholarship has analyzed the many ways in which
exegetes reworked narratives in this period. While examples of this include innerbiblical
exegesis, the Qumran scrolls, and the writings of the New Testament, it was in Egypt that the
figure of Moses took on particular importance. Philo represents a vital part of this dynamic
Egyptian exegetical tradition.

The Life of Moses contains a paraphrase of Moses’s life, from his birth to his death, by
taking the LXX as its primary model. Unlike his other extant biographical works (i.e., Life of
Moses, Life of Abraham, and Life of Joseph), the Life of Moses breaks up Moses’s life into a two-
volume structure. Within these two volumes Philo treats the events of Moses’s life under four
headings, namely, philosopher-king, legislator, priest, and prophet. While the Life of Abraham
contained instances where an event from Abraham’s life was narrated followed by an articulation
of the allegorical meaning of those events, Philo’s Life of Abraham is almost exclusively
paraphrase, with very little sections where he lays out a clear explanation for events already
paraphrased. However, the Life of Moses is unique in that four events, contained in the section on
prophecy, occur for a second time. Whether or not Philo is inspired by his prior method in
Abraham and provides allegorical meanings of events in this prophetic section remains to be

determined.

and make good use of opportunities that offer themselves. Much like their Stoic counterparts,
Philo’s biblical heroes are ‘socially embedded.” Their virtues consist in a proper mediation of
social roles, political responsibilities, and moral convictions. This philosophical background
prompts Philo to indulge in anecdotes as a key to understanding the moral character of his
heroes” (Nichoff, "Life of Moses," 959-960).
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In the preface to Book 1, Philo provides a rhetorical self-presentation of how the reader
should approach the treatise. According to him, he seeks to compose a more accurate portrayal of
Moses’s life than any of his predecessors had done. He states that he will do so by weaving
together (cuvOeawvov) things from scripture (BifAwv tdv iep®dv) with traditions from some of the
Jewish elders (rapd tivov and tod £0voug npesPutépnv).® Because he entwines scripture and
tradition, Philo acknowledges that his paraphrase interprets events in the very act of retelling
them.” He leaves his reader wondering, however, about the places where he thought his
predecessors were not accurate and why he believed this. One also wonders how his retelling of

scripture serves to create a more accurate depiction.

1.3 The Role of Prophecy in Philo’s Life

Because Philo’s second telling of events occurs in a section that explores Moses as a
prophet, we must define what he regards prophecy as. For Philo, prophecy is above all related to
scripture’s inspired composition and interpretation. Just as Moses received inspiration for the
composition of scripture, so the exegete must be inspired to interpret it correctly. According to
Robert Grant, interpreters like Philo believed that meaning laid hidden within scripture, and it

needed to be found through prophetic inspiration: “ultimately Philo regards his own exegesis as

8 Philo, Mos. 1.4: pqvico pabov avtd kék BiPAmv tdv iepdv, d¢ Bavpdoio pvnueia thg avtod
cooiag dmolélone, Kol Tapd Tvav Ard Tod E0voug mpesPutépwv: T Yap AeyOpEVa TOIG
AVaYIVOOKOUEVOLS AEL GLVVPALVOV Kol 010 ToDT E60&a LaALOV ETépV TA TTEPT TOV Plov
axpipdoat. Daniélou suggests that some of these prior traditions could have included other
scriptural texts beyond the Pentateuch (Jean Daniélou, Philon d’Alexandrie [Paris: Fayard,
1958], 121).
? Prior authors had adopted this language in order to describe the literary act of composition (see,
for example, Homer, Od. 13.303; Plato, Pol. 305¢; Rhet. Alex. 1439a31; Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Comp. 23).
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inspired. A spiritual gift is necessary for the understanding of an inspired text.”! Because of the
significance that inspiration had for proper exegesis, Philo saw a close link between it and
allegorical interpretation: “a prophet does not declare anything that is entirely his own. But he is
an interpreter while another suggests everything that he proclaims, all the while he is inspired.”!!
Above all, a prophet for Philo is one who is divinely inspired. This inspiration makes one an
interpreter, either an interpreter of the will of God in the act of composition or an interpreter of
the meaning of divinely inspired scripture. As such, it is only through prophetic inspiration that
one uncovers hidden symbolic meanings and allegories in scripture.

Philo devotes the final section of his Life to an exploration of how Moses acted in his role
as prophet. According to Philo, everything in scripture is a divine oracle delivered through
Moses.!? However, he identifies three ways in which these oracles are delivered by Moses, as a
prophet who acts as an interpreter for God who speaks, as a prophet who asks questions of God
who responds, and as a prophet who under inspiration foretells future events. It is this third
category that is most characteristic of Moses, according to Philo.!?

Philo spends his section on prophecy analyzing eight events. Four of them demonstrate
how Moses functioned as a prophet who asked questions of God while God responded. Four of
them show how Moses was a prophet who proclaimed things while under inspiration. In this

latter section, the four events Philo explores are all episodes that have already appeared once in

the Life: the crossing of the Red Sea (Exod 14), the descent of the manna (Exod 16), the forging

19 Robert M. Grant, The Letter and the Spirit New York: Macmillan, 1957), 34.

1 Philo, Spec. 4.49 (CW 5.219.22-24): mpoentng pév yap oddev 1dov dmogaivetot 1o mopdmay,
aAL” Eotv Epunvedc VoPaAlovtog £Tépov Tavl” doa mpopépetal, kb’ Ov ypdvov EvBovaid.

12 Philo, Mos. 2.188 (CW 4.244.9-10): mavt’ eici ypnopoi, doa év taic iepaic Bifroig
avayéypamtat, xpnodévieg 61” avtod.

13 Philo, Mos. 2.190.



and destruction of the golden calf (Exod 32), and the rebellion by Korah in the desert (Num 16).
Because Philo elsewhere associates divine inspiration with an understanding of God’s will in
either the composition or interpretation of scripture, it is particularly noteworthy that he gives a
second account of these events in this section. It poses in the mind of the reader the question of
how Philo uses this section that reexamines events in order to discover their deeper symbolic

meanings.

1.4 An Overview of Scholarship on Philo’s Life

Leopold Cohn and Paul Wendland prepared the way for the modern era of scholarship on
Philo with the publication in 1896 of the first volume of their critical edition,'* which remains
the standard. The introduction of a critical text facilitated the translation of Philo into multiple
modern langauges, including German between 1909-1964,'> English in the Loeb Classical
Library series between 1929-196216 that replaced an older one by C. D. Yonge from 1854-55,'7

French beginning in 1961,'¥ Spanish in 1975-1976,'° and Italian beginning in 1978.2° While

14 Leopold Cohn et al., eds., Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt, 7 vols. (Berlin: Reimer,
1896-1930).
15 Leopold Cohn et al., eds., Die Werke Philos von Alexandria in deutscher Ubersetzung, 7 vols.
(Breslau: M & H Marcus, 1909-1964).
1 Philo: with an English Translation, trans. F. H. Colson and George Herbert Whitaker, 12 vols.,
Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1929-1962).
7 The Works of Philo Judaeus, The Contemporary of Josephus, trans. C. D. Yonge, 4 vols.
(London: H. G. Bohn, 1854—1855).
18 Roger Arnaldez, Jean Pouilloux, and Claude Mondésert, eds., Les oeuvres de Philon
d’Alexandrie (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1961-).
9 Obras completas de Filon de Alejandria, trans. José Maria Trivifio, 5 vols., Coleccion Valores
en el tiempo (Buenos Aires: Acervo Cultural, 1975-1976).
20 Filone di Alexxandria, Classici del pensiero: sezione 1 Filosofia classica e tardo-antica
(Milan: Rusconi, 1978-).
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Cohn and Wendland’s edition opened the door for modern research, scholarship did not begin in
earnest until the introduction of the French translation of his works.

Several significant monographs on Philo had already appeared in German, English, and
French. These increased the visibility of his works among a broader community of scholarship.
Especially among the scholars in France, such as those among the ressourcement movement
interested in early biblical exegesis, there was a desire for a French translation. However, the
lack of such a translation hampered more widespread study of his texts. Because of his outsized
influence on early patristic exegesis, the Sources chrétiennes series began discussions to publish
volumes on Philo. He received relatively early inclusion in the series with the edition of the
Migration of Abraham in 1957.2! Because of its immediate popularity, an entire French
translation of his corpus was soon in progress with the first volume appearing in 1961.22
According to David Runia, these French translations “ushered in the modern period of Philonic

study.”??

21 René Cadiou, Philon d’Alexandrie: La migration d’Abraham, Sources chrétiennes 47 (Paris:
Editions du Cerf, 1957). This treatise is particularly noteworthy for the study of Philo’s
allegorical methods because it demonstrates that while Philo himself employed allegorical
interpretation, he disagreed with extreme allegorists. This becomes especially clear in Migr. 86—
93, where he addresses some exegetes who “stress the symbolic meaning and neglect the literal
observance” of the laws of Moses (Peder Borgen, "On the Migration of Abraham," in Outside
the Bible: Ancient Jewish Writings Related to Scripture, ed. Louis H. Feldman, James L. Kugel,
and Lawrence H. Schiffman [Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 2013], 951). The
work thus provided a useful entrée to the study of Philo’s use of allegory to complement the
prior patristic works in Sources chrétiennes.
22 While this series was not part of the Sources chrétiennes itself, it came about as a result of an
agreement between the University of Lyon and the Editions du Cerf under the direction of
Claude Mondésert, Roger Arnaldez, and Jean Pouilloux. As a director of Sources chrétiennes,
Mondésert represented a significant link between the two series (see Etienne Fouilloux, La
Collection "Sources chrétiennes": Editer les péres de ’eglise au XXe siécle [Paris: Editions du
Cerf, 2011], 217-218).
23 David T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, Philosophia Antiqua 44
(Leiden: Brill, 1986), 11.
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Around this same time, the Jesuit priest Jean Daniélou began to turn his attention to the
study of Philo in order to gain a better appreciation for how he influenced the patristic allegorical
tradition. In addition to his influential monograph on Philo, Philon d’Alexandrie,** Daniélou
wrote several studies on the relationship between Philo and early Christian exegetes, especially
Gregory of Nyssa.?> Although he studied several Philonic works, Daniélou showed little interest
in the Life of Moses. This was because, according to him, it contained a “tres littérale” form of
exegesis, especially compared to the Life of Abraham and the Life of Joseph.2® Because he was
interested in studying how Philo influenced the Christian allegorical tradition, the Life of Moses
held little interest for him.

Daniélou’s assertions about Philo’s Life of Moses would go on to influence how later
scholarship viewed the treatise.?’ It would take several decades, in fact, before other scholars

took up a deeper examination on the exegetical relationship between Philo’s and Gregory’s two

24 Daniélou, Philon d’Alexandrie. See also the earlier work by Vélker, which Daniélou himself
cites (Walther Volker, Fortschritt und Vollendung bei Philo von Alexandrien: Eine Studie zur
Geschichte der Frommigkeit, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen
Literatur 49 [Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1938]).
25 See, for example, Jean Daniélou, "Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," Cahiers
Sioniens 8 (1954): 385-400; Daniélou, Philon d’Alexandrie; Jean Daniélou, "Philon et Grégoire
de Nysse," in Philon d'Alexandrie. Lyon, 11—-15 septembre 1966: colloques nationaux du Centre
National de la Recherche Scientifique (Paris: CNRS, 1967); Jean Daniélou, "Les tuniques de
peau chez Grégoire de Nysse," in Glaube, Geist, Geschichte: Festschrift fiir Ernst Benz zum 60.
Geburtstage am 17. November 1967, ed. Gerhard Miiller and Winfried Zeller (Leiden: Brill,
1967).
26 The lack of allegorical elements is especially pointed for Daniélou in relation to Philo’s Abr.
and Jos. (see Daniélou, Philon d’Alexandrie, 140). While some allegorical elements appear in the
sections on the tabernacle and the priestly vestments, Daniélou argues that these are due to
traditional Alexandrian exegesis that Philo incorporates (Daniélou, Philon d’Alexandrie, 88).
27 For the influence of Daniélou on later literature, see, for example, Ronald E. Heine, Perfection
in the Virtuous Life: A Study in the Relationship between Edification and Polemical Theology in
Gregory of Nyssa's De Vita Moysis, Patristic Monograph Series 2 (Cambridge: Philadelphia
Patristic Foundation, 1975), 1-4.
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Lives. More recent scholarship, however, has recognized that Philo’s Life contains several
allegorical elements, and it is not simply a “literal” reading of scripture. Scholars who argue this
include Peder Borgen, Brian McGing, and Finn Damgaard.?® At the same time, scholarship has
also begun more thorough analysis of the exegetical relationship between Philo’s and Gregory’s
Lives.”

Based on the current state of research on Philo’s Life of Moses, the present study sets out
to study how Philo seeks to provide a more accurate depiction of Moses’s life by paraphrasing
the LXX account. As we investigate this, we shall pay especial attention to the way that Philo
uses paraphrase to mediate the meaning of the biblical text to the reader. In addition, we will
study how that initial act of paraphrase functions in relation to the second paraphrases of the
same events. Do both paraphrases mediate scripture in the same way? Do they do so differently?
How does the first paraphrase mediate scripture both for the reader and for the second paraphrase

simultaneously? Does Philo guide the reader from scripture to the first paraphrase to the second

28 See, for example, Borgen, An Exegete, 46; Brian C. McGing, "Philo's Adaptation of the Bible
in His Life of Moses," in The Limits of Ancient Biography, ed. Brian C. McGing and Judith
Mossman (Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 2006), 118; Finn Damgaard, Recasting Moses:
The Memory of Moses in Biographical and Autobiographical Narratives in Ancient Judaism and
4th-Century Christianity, Early Christianity in the Context of Antiquity 13 (Frankfurt am Main:
Peter Lang, 2013), 66. Damgaard gives as examples the interpretation of the tabernacle (2.81—
108), the priestly vestments (2.117—-135), the blooming of Aaron’s staff (2.180—-186). Book 1
contains shorter allegories. These include the burning bush (1.67—70), Marah and Elim (1.188—
190), and the battle against Amalek (1.217-219).
29 Marguerite Harl, "Review of Gregorii Nysseni Opera (7:1): De vita Moysis, by Herbert
Musurillo," Gromon 38, no. 6 (1966): 555-557; David T. Runia, Philo in Early Christian
Literature: A Survey, Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum 3.3 (Assen: Van
Gorcum, 1993), 257; Geljon, Philonic Exegesis; Albert C. Geljon, "Philo of Alexandria and
Gregory of Nyssa on Moses at the Burning Bush," in Revelation of the Name YHWH to Moses:
Perspectives from Judaism, the Pagan Graeco-Roman World, and Early Christianity, ed. George
H. van Kooten, Themes in Biblical Narrative 9 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 225-236.

12



in some kind of unified way or does each paraphrase function independently? It is these

questions that we will answer in the chapter on Philo.

1.5 A Brief Sketch of Gregory of Nyssa and his Life of Moses

We now turn to the second figure of our study, Gregory of Nyssa. Gregory was born in
the 330s CE in the Roman province of Cappadocia.’’ He was born to a strong Christian family of
nine children, three of whom including Gregory became bishops. Because their family was well
off, Gregory received a first-class education. In his studies, Gregory would have learned
rhetorical techniques. While Gregory is often associated with his older brother Basil, whom he
credits with much of his education, Gregory was a strong writer and thinker in his own right. In
the year 372, Gregory was made bishop of the see of Nyssa by his brother, Basil.*! It is in this
period when Gregory serves as bishop to a congregation that his writings come. They reflect an

ecclesial context and pastoral concerns.>

30 Richard A. Norris, Jr., Gregory of Nyssa: Homilies on the Song of Songs, Writings from the
Greco-Roman World 13 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), xv.
31 Norris, Gregory of Nyssa: Homilies on the Song of Songs, Xvi.
32 For introduction to Gregory’s life, see Anthony Meredith, The Cappadocians (Crestwood: St.
Valdimir's Seminary Press, 1995); Norris, Gregory of Nyssa: Homilies on the Song of Songs,
xiii—xix; Frances M. Young and Andrew Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide to the
Literature and its Background, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2010), 135-142.
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Likely dating to some time in the last decades of his life,** Gregory pens his Life of
Moses in response to a letter asking for counsel on attaining the life perfect in virtue.>* Ronald
Heine has argued that Gregory has the priesthood in mind as his audience. It is for this reason

that Moses, a kind of priest and leader par excellence, serves as the example of the virtuous life

33 While the debate regarding the dating of Vit. Moys. is by no means settled, there are two main
groups. Following Daniélou, many date the treatise to the tail end of Gregory’s life, after around
387 when Gregory had retired from public life and devoted himself to writing. Daniélou
suggested this as the probable date of the treatise due to Gregory’s statement in Vit. Moys. 1.2
that he wrote with “grey hair” (Jean Daniélou, Grégoire de Nysse: La vie de Moise, 3rd ed.,
Sources chrétiennes 1 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1968), 15; Jean Daniélou, "From Glory to Glory:
Texts from Gregory of Nyssa's Mystical Writings," (New York: Scribner, 1961), 10; Werner
Jaeger, Two Rediscovered Works of Ancient Christian Literature: Gregory of Nyssa and
Macarius (Leiden: Brill, 1954), 118—119; J. E. Hennessy, "The Background, Sources, and
Meaning of Divine Infinity in St. Gregory of Nyssa" (PhD Dissertation, Fordham University,
1963), 23.). However, more recent scholarship has pointed out that this is a rhetorical fopos and
provides little firm basis upon which to date the treatise (see, for example, Gerhard May, "Die
Chronologie des Lebens und der Werke des Gregor von Nyssa," in Ecriture et culture
philosophique dans la pensée de Grégoire de Nyssa, ed. Marguerite Harl [Leiden: Brill, 1971],
64; Heine, Virtuous Life, 11-15; Ann Conway-Jones, Gregory of Nyssa's Tabernacle Imagery in
its Jewish and Christian Context, Oxford Early Christian Studies [Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2014], 26; Anthony Meredith, Gregory of Nyssa, Early Church Fathers [London:
Routledge, 1999], 99; Runia, Survey, 256). The topos about grey hair is also used in other works
that have been typically placed in the years prior to 387 (e.g., Eun. 2.605 [GNO 1.403.3]; Ep.
11.7 [GNO 33.42.15-16]). Heine argues that Gregory addresses contemporary theological
disputes in Vit. Moys. and suggests a probable terminus post quem sometime after the beginning
of the Eunomian controversy (Heine, Virtuous Life, 193—194). Heine himself suggests a probable
date in the mid 380s (Heine, Virtuous Life, 15). While Eunomius first publishes his works around
378, there would likely need to be a few years for the controversy to mature and for Gregory to
have time to write his treatise in response. For the dating of Eunomius’s first works, see Andrew
Radde-Gallwitz, Gregory of Nyssa’s Doctrinal Works, Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2018), 77; Raymond Winling, Grégoire de Nysse: Contre Eunome: 1,
Sources Chrétiennes 521 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 2008), 37. According to Manlio Simonetti,
“non ci sono nell’opera elementi che permettano di fissarne la datazione; ma dal punto di vista
esegetico e spirituale essa appare della piena maturita dell’autore” (Manlio Simonetti, Lettera e/o
allegoria: un contributo alla storia dell’esegesi patristica, Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum
23 [Rome: Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum, 1985], 154 n.175).
34 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.2-3, 15.
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that should be imitated.* For the priest to be virtuous, he must follow the correct orthodox
understanding of the faith, not falling into heresy or schism. According to Heine, the exegesis of
Moses’s life provides such a model in light of contemporary theological debates.?® This exegesis
occurs in two books, each of which has a different character.

Scholars have long recognized the influence that Philo’s Life of Moses had on Gregory’s

own Life of Moses. Although separated by more than three centuries, many striking similarities

35 See Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.13—15. For the argument that Gregory writes for a priest as
recipient, see Heine, Virtuous Life, 22-25; Frances M. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the
Formation of Christian Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 258-261. For
the argument that Gregory wrote to a monk, see Daniélou, "From Glory to Glory: Texts from
Gregory of Nyssa's Mystical Writings," 9-10; Manlio Simonetti, "De vita Moysis," in The Brill
Dictionary of Gregory of Nyssa, ed. Lucas Francisco Mateo-Seco and Giulio Maspero,
Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 99 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 788; Joseph W. Trigg, "Selections
from Gregory of Nyssa's Life of Moses," in The Theological Interpretation of Scripture, ed.
Stephen E. Fowl (Cambridge: Blackwell, 1997), 104; George S. Bebis, "Gregory of Nyssa's De
Vita Moysis: a Philosophical and Theological Analysis," Greek Orthodox Theological Review 12
(1967): 369.
36 See Heine, Virtuous Life, 25. Heine argues that orthodox doctrine and ethics were vital
components of this. See also Young, Biblical Exegesis, 261. For the didactic function of lives in
Late Antiquity, see Young, Biblical Exegesis, 257-263; Averil Cameron, Christianity and the
Rhetoric of Empire: The Development of Christian Discourse, Sather Classical Lectures 55
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991), 56-57; Andrea Sterk, Renouncing the World
Yet Leading the Church: The Monk-Bishop in Late Antiquity (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 2004), 62—65, 96—-118; Claudia Rapp, Holy Bishops in Late Antiquity: The Nature of
Christian Leadership in an Age of Transition (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005),
125-131; Claudia Rapp, "Comparison, Paradigm, and the Case of Moses in Panegyric and
Hagiography," in The Propaganda of Power: The Role of Panegyric in Late Antiquity, ed. Mary
Whitby (Boston: Brill, 1998), 277-298; Anna Wilson, "Biographical Models: The Constantinian
Period and Beyond," in Constantine: History, Historiography, and Legend, ed. Samuel N.C.
Lieu and Dominic Montserrat (New York: Routledge, 1998), 107-135; Michael J. Hollerich,
"The Comparison of Moses and Constantine in Eusebius of Caesarea's Life of Constantine,"
Studia Patristica 19 (1989): 80-95.
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exist between the two works,*’ including both carrying the same Latin title,*® both using Moses
as a model for the virtuous life, both giving a running paraphrase of the LXX, both interpreting
events of Moses’s life, and both dividing the treatise in a two-volume structure with an initial
preface and final conclusion. While these similarities demonstrate that Philo left an undeniable
impact on Gregory’s Life of Moses, the use of paraphrase to exegete Moses’s life within a two-
book structure is perhaps the most salient connection between the two works.

While Gregory adopts the two-book structure from Philo, the two authors arrange their
content very differently within these volumes. In the case of Gregory, each book examines the
same events from Moses’s life in a different mode of exegesis. While Book 1 paraphrases
Moses’s life, Book 2 explains the significance of those events. In this way, all the events of
Moses’s life appear twice, once in Book 1 and once in Book 2. In the case of Philo, it is thematic
concerns that distinguish the two books from one another while paraphrase dominates throughout
the whole of the two books. While Book 1 depicts Moses in the position of philosopher-king,
Book 2 represents him in the roles of legislator, priest, and prophet. Because of this different
arrangement of materials, only four events appear twice, namely the crossing of the Red Sea

(Exod 14), the descent of the manna (Exod 16), the golden calf incident (Exod 32), and the

37 For literature on Philo’s influence on Gregory’s Vit. Moys., see Runia, Survey, 243-260,
especially 256-261; Geljon, Philonic Exegesis, 51-53; Daniélou, Vie de Moise, 16-25; Daniélou,
"Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," 385—400; Daniélou, "Philon et Grégoire,"
333-345; Jean Daniélou, L'étre et le temps chez Grégoire de Nysse (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 85-93;
Manlio Simonetti, La vita di Mose (Milan: Fondazione Lorenzo Valla, 1984), xxvi—xxxvi.
38 According to David Runia, Gregory’s Vit. Moys. “is the only patristic work to carry the same
Latin title as a Philonic work” (David T. Runia, "Philo and the Early Christian Fathers," in The
Cambridge Companion to Philo, ed. Adam Kamesar (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2009), 222). Moreover, in some of the Greek manuscripts, the two treatises have remarkably
similar titles (Runia, Survey, 256 n.106). See the reference to Runia’s Survey for an analysis of
the titles of Gregory’s manuscripts.
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rebellion in the desert (Num 16). For Philo, these events are ideally suited to depict Moses in two
of his functions simultaneously. Therefore, while they appear in prior thematic sections of the
treatise, each of these four events also occurs in the final section of the treatise, where Philo
explores their deeper prophetic significance.

This two-book format is one of the most defining characteristics of Gregory’s Life of
Moses. His first book, known as the historia (ictopia),*® contains a paraphrase of Moses’s life
based primarily on the LXX version of scripture.*® Here, Gregory provides a running paraphrase
of the events of Moses’s life in which individual episodes occur in roughly chronological order
from his birth to his death, largely following the arrangement of Exodus, Numbers, and the end
of Deuteronomy.*! His second book, the theoria (Oswpin),*? repeats the same order of events
while this time giving explicit literal and allegorical interpretations of them. Gregory creates a
strong parallelism between the two volumes due to the fact that every incident in Book 2 already
appeared in Book 1.*3 In effect, he constructs a literary diptych with two facing icons of Moses’s

life. While each icon represents the same events of Moses’s life, they employ different

39 While Book 1 has traditionally been referred to as the Aistoria, most of the manuscripts do not
reflect such a title. Instead, they typically give a title for the entire work while referring to the
number of volumes in the treatise—either introducing the current volume one or speaking of the
entire two volumes (see the critical note in GNO 25.1Tit. The one manuscript that does use the
verb iotopéw in the title of Book 1 (Vat 444) is included among the “mixed or contaminated”
manuscripts by Musurillo, who notes that Daniélou included it within his original critical
apparatus of the Sources chrétiennes. See also the minor mention of the Aistoria in the title of
Book 2 in the note for GNO 25.33.Tit).
40T am here using LXX to refer to the Greek Pentateuch.
41 See Daniélou, Vie de Moise, 16; Abraham J. Malherbe and Everett Ferguson, Gregory of
Nyssa: The Life of Moses, Classics of Western Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 1978), 5;
Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 171; Manlio Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in
the Early Church: An Historical Introduction to Patristic Exegesis (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1994), 66.
42 Most manuscripts refer to Book 2 as the theoria (see the apparatus criticus at GNO 25.33.Tit).
43 See Geljon, Philonic Exegesis, 65.
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iconographic media to do so (e.g., one side contains an encaustic icon while the other a mosaic
icon), thus necessitating different constraints and techniques. Gregory himself describes his two-
step exegetical procedure in the work’s preface.

According to Gregory, the two books represent two steps of a single exegetical process,
in which Book 2 builds upon Book 1. While Book 1 recounts Moses’s life in summary, Book 2
investigates the inner meaning (diévoiwa) of those events:

We shall first recount (d1eAB06vteq) his life in a summary (€v émdpopty), as we

have learned it from scripture, then we shall investigate the inner meaning

(d14vora)* suitable for the historia (ictopia) as counsel with virtue.*
Because of his use of certain terms popular in fourth century exegesis, scholarship has taken
Gregory’s depiction here at relative face value. According to the scholarly consensus, Book 1
contains the “literal sense” of scripture (ioctopia) while Book 2 gives the allegorical sense
(01é4voro/Bewpia). Things are not quite so simple, however.

According to his own words, Book 1 will recount (d1épyopar) Moses’s life in a summary
(év émdpopi)). At the conclusion of Book 1, he looks back and uses strikingly similar language:
“we have narrated (dmynodpeda) for you in a summary (€v émdpopty) the things that we have
learned from the Zistoria at hand of the man.”*® By using the verbs diépyopat (“to recount™) in

1.15 and dmyéopon (“to narrate”) in 1.77, Gregory draws on the language of narrative. The use of

this language suggests that he views his composition not as a simple unbiased statement of facts

4 For this meaning of dianoia, see LG, s.v. “divowa” IL.B: “Gedanke, Sinn, Bedeutung von
Gesprochenem, Geschriebenem, von Worten, Begr.”; LSJ, s.v. “diGvoia” A.IV: “thought
expressed, meaning”; see also GE, s.v. A: “significance, sense.”
45 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.15 (GNO 25.6.25-7.2): o0 tov Biov mpdtov &v émdpou
deABvTeg kaBmg mapd thg Oelag Ypaetic pepadnkapey, obto TV TPOSEOPOV Tij iocTopiy
dtvolav gig peThig VoMKV AvalnTNoWLEY.
46 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.77 (GNO 25.33.3-4): tadto pév dco &k tii¢ mpoyeipov tod
avopog iotopiag uabopey, v Emdpouti oot dmynodpeda.
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but rather as a selective narration of past events.*’ In conjunction with the noun émdpopr|, which
typically denotes a kind of abridged summary or synopsis of a longer work,*® Gregory portrays
his treatise as a selectively abridged narrative of Moses’s life as depicted in the LXX. But
Gregory states that he will do more than merely abridge the biblical account of Moses’s life. At
the conclusion of Book 1, Gregory states that the subject of his treatise often compelled him to
amplify the biblical account:

We have narrated (dmynodueba) for you in a summary (€v €émdpout)) the things

that we have learned from the historia at hand of the man, although there are

certain ways in which the subject*” has amplified® the account out of necessity.>!

In other words, Gregory states that he both abbreviates and amplifies the account of

Moses’s life according to his exegetical aim.

47 See LSJ, s.v. “diépyopar” A.6: “go through in detail, recount”; GE, s.v. “8iépyopar” B:
“narrate, expound, recount”; LG, s.v. “diépyopor” 2.c (in relation to a text, representation, or
undertaking): “durchgehen, durcharbeiten, durchlesen, erzihlen, vortragen.” The entry in LG
provides similar uses of the verb in Gregory’s corpus, including a noteworthy parallel in
Gregory’s Inscr. There, Gregory states that David discusses things already recounted (d1€pyopiar)
by way of a summary (dvaxepaiainotg) (Gregory of Nyssa, Inscr. GNO 21.62.7-11). See also
LSJ, s.v. “Omyéopar” A: “set out in detail, describe”; GE, s.v. “dmyéopar” “to expound in detail,
narrate, describe”; LG, s.v. A.1: “4. 1 etw. erzdhlen, berichten von.” Such a narrative often
occurs in the context of judicial proceedings where an advocate selectively recounts and shapes a
presentation of the facts in order to focus on a specific version of events.
4 See LSJ, s.v. “émdpoun” A.2: “brief notice, summary”; GE, s.v. “mdpour)”: “quick mention,
allusion, summary”; LG, s.v. “émdpoun” 2.c: “fliichtig, gerafft, (die einzelnen Punkte)
zusammenfassend, kursorisch.” The term émdpopn was often employed for a synopsis of an
earlier, longer work (see, for example, Diogenes Laertius, 7.48).
49 See LSJ, s.v. “ondfecic” AIL3: “subject of a poem or treatise”; GE, s.v. “Ono0eo1g” C:
“matter, subject”; LG, s.v. “Omo0ec1g” 2: “der Stoff, das Thema, der Gegenstand - (als Grundlage
einer Rede, eines Dramas, eines Festes).”
30 See LSJ, s.v. “mhatove” A.4: “amplify”; GE, s.v. “mhotove” 1: “amplify”; LG, s.v.
“mAatove” 2.a: “eine Untersuchung verbreitern, erweitern, weiter ausdehnen.”
I Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.77 (GNO 25.33.3-6): todta pév 6ca £k tfig mpoyeipov tod
avdpoc iotopiog énddopey, &v Emdpopd| oot dmynodpuedo, &i koi mog 1 Vrdesic E6TIv &v 0ic TOV
Adyov avoykoimg EMAATLVE.
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It is these very moves for which the art of paraphrase provides Gregory the tools. With
paraphrase, exegetes learned how to recast ancient texts in new ways. According to Quintilian,
abbreviation and amplification were two significant features of the paraphrastic art. Moreover,
ancient examples of biblical paraphrase demonstrate how abbreviation and amplification often
went hand-in-hand>? as exegetes made use of the paraphrastic techniques of addition, omission,
substitution, and rearrangement. While Gregory likely learned such skills in his grammatical
education, he now uses these techniques himself in order to paraphrase the LXX text for his own

rhetorical ends.

1.6 The Role of Allegory in Gregory’s Life

Gregory’s Book 2 is titled the Oewpia of the text, but what implications does this hold for
Gregory. While patristic exegetes use Oewpia to refer to the allegorical sense of the text,
Gregory’s concept of Bewpia is more complex. In the preface of his Commentary on the Song of
Songs, he argues that the Oswpia of a text can lie either in its literal or allegorical sense.
According to him, if the literal sense is beneficial to the reader, then that is the text’s inner
meaning. However, if the literal sense is of no value, then the exegete must look deeper. That
deeper meaning serves as the text’s Oewpia. Since Book 2 is identified as the Oewpia, one might
expect it to contain only allegorical readings and to have exclusive rights to them. However, this
is not the case.

In actuality, Book 2 contains a mixture of literal and allegorical readings. In many cases,

Gregory first provides a small summary paraphrase of the events as a way to remind the reader

52 See Quintilian, Inst. 10.5.4. See also Michael Roberts, Biblical Epic and Rhetorical
Paraphrase in Late Antiquity (Liverpool: F. Cairns, 1985), 164-165, 172, 185.
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of his presentation in Book 1. He then often gives a more literal interpretation of events before
finally giving his fully articulated allegorical reading. By giving the fully articulated allegory
last, the arrangement of material indicates that Gregory intends that to be his ultimate aim. While
Gregory might ultimately intend to provide fully fleshed out allegorical interpretations for the
events of Moses’s life, because Book 2 contains both literal and allegorical aspects, the title of
Bewpio for Book 2 is misleading.

What we wish to consider in this study is whether a similar problematization of Book 1 is
also in order. While Gregory refers to Book 1 as the iotopia of the treatise, does it contain a
similar mixture of literal and allegorical readings? The term ictopia actually holds a fair bit of
complexity, since it can signify the text itself, the text’s literal meaning, the events narrated in
the text, or—in the case of Gregory’s Life—the contents of Book 1.°* Gregory himself uses the
term in all of these senses. In many places, he uses the term multiple times with ambiguity about
what meaning he intends. This is likely a deliberate move on Gregory’s part. Does this ambiguity
of the term iotopia suggest that Book 1 provides something more complex than a simple “literal

sense of scripture,” as is often asserted? Has the title of Aistoria obscured the possibility that both

53 Historia can refer to the very text of scripture, the text’s literal meaning, the events narrated in
the text, or—traditionally, in the case of Vit. Moys.—the text of Book 1 itself. LG, s.v. “ictopia”
II: “Bericht, Darstellung, Erzédhlung, Geschichte” (and see especially under I1.B.1); PGL, s.v.
“lotopia” A.II: “narrative, history” (but see also the more narrow definition as the “/iteral sense
of scripture [v. dvaywyn, Oewpia]” [C.3]. It then goes on to list Gregory’s Vit. Moys. as one
example [C.3.b]); GE, s.v. “iotopia” C: “telling, exposition, account, history,” with the
additional sense of “literal sense, of Sacred Scriptures” (with Gregory’s Vit. Moys. as the explicit
example with the Bswpia the stated opposite); LSJ, s.v. “iotopia” A.Il: “narrative, history” and
“generally, story, account”; Giulio Maspero, "History," in The Brill Dictionary of Gregory of
Nyssa, ed. Giulio Maspero and Lucas F. Seco (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 390-396; Giulio Maspero,
"®EOAOI'TA, OIKONOMIA e IZTOPIA: La teologia della storia di Gregorio di Nissa,"
Excerpta e dissertationibus in Sacra Theologia 45 (2003): 383—450.
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literal and allegorical readings may exist side-by-side like in Book 2? Are both halves of the

treatise far more complex than the simple Aistoria (literal)/theoria (allegorical) dichotomy?

1.7 An Overview of Scholarship on Gregory’s Life

Although Maximus the Confessor (mid seventh century) praised him as “teacher of the
world,”* the Second Council of Nicaea (787) hailed him as “father of fathers,”> and Nicephorus
Callistus Xanthopulus (early fourteenth century) acclaimed him as “star of the Nyssaeans,”°
Gregory of Nyssa’s works fell into relative neglect during much of the second millennium CE.

However, scholarly interest in Gregory witnessed a dramatic resurgence over the course of the

twentieth century.’” While Werner Jaeger initiated the modern study of Gregory with the

>4 Maximus the Confessor, Opusc. 15 (PG 91.161A): 'O 8¢ tobtov dudvopog tfic Nuoscasmv
YEVOLUEVOG KaONYNTAG, LOAAOV O¢ THG oikovpévng dddokarog. For the probable dating of this
treatise, see Marek Jankowiak and Phil Booth, "A New Date-List of the Works of Maximus the
Confessor," in Oxford Handbook of Maximus the Confessor, ed. Pauline Allen and Bronwen Neil
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 80. John Chrysostom had used the same epithet for
Paul almost sixty times in his corpus (see, for example, Margaret M. Mitchell, The Heavenly
Trumpet: John Chrysostom and the Art of Pauline Interpretation [Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 2002], 383; David Rylaarsdam, John Chrysostom on Divine Pedagogy: The Coherence of
His Theology and Preaching, Oxford Early Christian Studies [Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2014], 159-166; Benjamin A. Edsall, The Reception of Paul and Early Christian Initiation:
History and Hermeneutics [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019], 182—-196).

33 Nicaea II, Act 6 (ACO 2/3.708.33): 0 matp matépov.

36 Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus, H.E. 11.19 (PG 146.628B): 6 t®v Nvccoéwv ¢wotip. For
the dating of the work, see Giinter Gentz, Die Kirchengeschichte des Nicephorus Callistus
Xanthopulus und ihre Quellen, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen
Literatur 98 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1966).

37 See, for example, Harold F. Cherniss, The Platonism of Gregory of Nyssa (Berkeley: The
University of California Press, 1930); Endre von Ivanka, "Von Platonismus zur Theorie der
Mystik (Zur Erkenntnislehre Gregors von Nyssa)," Scholastik 11 (1936): 163—195; Anselme
Stolz, Théologie de la mystique (Chevetogne: Editions des Bédédictines d’Amay, 1939); Jean
Daniélou, "L'Apocatastase chez Saint Grégoire de Nysse," Recherches de science religieuse 30
(1940): 328-347; Jean Daniélou, Platonisme et théologie mystique: essai sur la doctrine
spirituelle de Saint Grégoire de Nysse (Paris: Editions Montaigne, 1944); Jean Daniélou,
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publication of the first volume of the Gregorii Nysseni Opera in 1921, it was thanks in large
part to the efforts of the group of Jesuit scholars in Lyon-Fourviére, France, led by Jean
Daniélou, Henri de Lubac, and Claude Mondésert, that scholarship on Gregory proliferated as

rapidly as it did. As part of the ressourcement movement, they sought to return to patristic

"Akolouthia chez Grégoire de Nysse," Revue des sciences religieuses 27 (1953): 219-249; Jean
Daniélou, "La typologie biblique de Gregoire de Nysse," Studi e materiali di storia delle
religioni 38 (1967): 185-196; Hans Urs von Balthasar, Présence et pensée: Essai sur la
philosophie religieuse de Grégoire de Nysse (Paris: Editions Beauchesne, 1942); Walther
Volker, Gregor von Myssa als Mystiker (Wiesbaden: Steiner, 1955); Heine, Virtuous Life; Paulos
Mar Gregorios, Cosmic Man: The Divine Presence: The Theology of St. Gregory of Nyssa (New
York: Paragon House, 1988); Meredith, Gregory of Nyssa; Michel R. Barnes, The Power of God:
Advoypug in Gregory of Nyssa's Trinitarian Theology (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 2001); Re-thinking Gregory of Nyssa (Oxford: Blackwell, 2003); Martin S. Laird,
Gregory of Nyssa and the Grasp of Faith: Union, Knowledge, and Divine Presence, Oxford
Early Christian Studies (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); Morwenna Ludlow, Gregory
of Nyssa: Ancient and (Post)modern (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007); Gregory of
Nyssa: Contra Eunomium I1. An English Version with Supporting Studies, Supplements to
Vigiliae Christianae 82 (Leiden: Brill, 2007); The Brill Dictionary of Gregory of Nyssa,
Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 99 (Leiden: Brill, 2010); Conway-Jones, Tabernacle
Imagery; Gregory of Nyssa: Contra Eunomium III. An English Translation with Commentary
and Supporting Studies, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 124 (Leiden: Brill, 2014); Gregory
of Nyssa: Contra Eunomium 1. An English Translation with Supporting Studies, Supplements to
Vigiliae Christianae 148 (Leiden: Brill, 2018). For an overview of modern scholarship, see
Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 165.
>8 This began with the publication of Eun. as the first volume of the Gregorii Nysseni Opera
(GNO) series in 1921. The GNO and the Lexicon Gregorianum (LG) are among the greatest
testaments to twentieth-century scholarship on Gregory. While each of these contain ten volumes
in print, they have now appeared in an online format. In the present study, all citations from
Gregory’s works are taken from the GNO online edition. I have two primary reasons for making
this decision. First, the online edition provides a modern, readily accessible way to access
Gregory’s works. It is searchable and allows cross-reference to the online LG. Second, the
editors of the online edition have assigned each work an individual number, from 1-60. This
provides greater efficiency and clarity for citations than the print volumes. While each work is
individually numbered in the online format, the pagination and line numbering remain consistent
between online and print editions. Therefore, while the online version represents a significant
step forward in terms of the organization of Gregory’s corpus, it still allows relatively easy cross-
reference between print and online formats. Moreover, resources exist for scholars who use one
or the other format to find a citation made in the other (e.g., the preliminary material in the Brill
Dictionary of Gregory of Nyssa and the online LG).
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sources of theology and exegesis.’” Because of their interest in the Alexandrian tradition of
allegory, their research focused primarily on biblical exegetes such as Philo of Alexandria,
Origen, Clement of Alexandria, Gregory of Nyssa, Pseudo-Dionysius, and Maximus the
Confessor.%°

The significance that Gregory of Nyssa would hold for this circle of scholars—especially
for Daniélou himself—cannot be overemphasized. His works provided fertile ground for a rich
examination of patristic exegetical methods, especially on the topic of allegory. His Life of
Moses soon attracted considerable scholarly attention since it contains what is arguably his most
sophisticated allegorical treatment of the biblical text.%! Signaling the significance of Gregory’s
allegorical method for these patristic scholars, Daniélou selected his Life of Moses to inaugurate

the Sources chrétiennes series in 1942.%2 While Daniélou made several subsequent investigations

39 See Michel Fédou, "Sources chrétiennes: Patristique et renaissance de la théologie,"
Gregorianum 92, no. 4 (2011): 787-796.

60 On the initial choice of texts, see Fouilloux, La Collection "Sources chrétiennes”: Editer les
peres de [’eglise au XXe siecle, 22-24. On the importance of this Alexandrian exegetical
tradition, see Grant, The Letter and the Spirit, 85—104; Henri de Lubac, History and Spirit: The
Understanding of Scripture according to Origen, trans. Anne Englund Nash (San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 2007); Malherbe and Ferguson, Life of Moses, 3-9; Henri Crouzel, "Grégoire de
Nysse, est-il le fondateur de la théologie mystique?," Revue d’ascétique et de mystique 33
(1957): 189-202; Andrew Louth, The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition from Plato to
Denys (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981). In addition to the works on Gregory mentioned
above, works on other Alexandrian authors also proliferated, for example, Claude Mondésert,
Clément d’Alexandrie: Introduction a l’étude de sa pensée religieuse a partir de l’écriture
(Paris: Aubier, 1944); Jean Daniélou, Origene (Paris: La Table Ronde, 1948); Daniélou, Philon
d’Alexandrie; Henri de Lubac, Histoire et esprit: L’ intelligence de I’écriture d'apres Origene
(Paris: Editions Montaigne, 1950).

! Daniélou, "From Glory to Glory: Texts from Gregory of Nyssa's Mystical Writings," 9-10;
Malherbe and Ferguson, Life of Moses, 5-9. His Cant. is typically regarded as the other highly
significant allegorical treatise (see, for example, Heine, Virtuous Life, 4).

%2 The volume on Vit. Moys. has a complex publication history. Due to the fact that World War IT
was taking place, Dani¢lou was only able to publish a translation in the initial 1942 edition. The
second edition of 1955 reprinted this translation along with a critical Greek text by Danié¢lou. A
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on Gregory’s exegesis in the following years, he would often return to the Life of Moses.5?
According to him, since work came at the end of Gregory’s life, it represented the zenith of his
exegetical ability.

Prior scholarship on the Life of Moses has focused almost exclusively on the allegorical
exegesis of Book 2% while largely neglecting the substantial exegetical work done via

paraphrase in Book 1. Scholars such as Daniélou and de Lubac, who had a significant impact on

third edition appeared in 1968, which contained a revision of the text. For some history on the
beginning of the Sources chrétiennes and the Lyon-Fourviére Jesuits in Lyons, see Fouilloux, La
Collection "Sources chrétiennes": Editer les péres de I’eglise au XXe siécle; Paolo Prosperi,
"The Birth of Sources Chrétiennes and the Return to the Fathers," Communio 39 (2012); Bernard
Pottier, "Daniélou and the Twentieth-Century Patristic Renewal," in Ressourcement.: A
Movement for Renewal in Twentieth-Century Catholic Theology, ed. Gabriel Flynn and Paul D.
Murray (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 250-262; Jon Kirwan, An Avant-garde
Theological Generation: The Nouvelle Théologie and the French Crisis of Modernity (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2018); Hans Boersma, Nouvelle Théologie and Sacramental Ontology:
A Return to Mystery (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009); Fédou, "Sources chrétiennes:
Patristique et renaissance de la théologie," 781-796. See also Daniélou’s own programmatic
essay for the “ressourcement” movement in Jean Daniélou, "Les orientations présentes de la
pensée religieuse," Etudes 249 (1946): 5-21.
63 See, for example, Daniélou, Platonisme et théologie mystique: essai sur la doctrine spirituelle
de Saint Grégoire de Nysse; Daniélou, "Akolouthia chez Grégoire de Nysse," 219-249; Jean
Daniélou, "La résurrection des corps chez Grégoire de Nysse," Vigiliae Christianae 7, no. 3
(1953): 154-170; Daniélou, "Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," 385—400; Jean
Daniélou, "Chronologie des sermons de Grégoire de Nysse," Revue des sciences religieuses 29,
no. 4 (1955): 346-372; Jean Daniélou, "La chronologie des oeuvres de Grégoire de Nysse,"
Studia Patristica 7 (1966); Jean Daniélou, "L’adversus Arium et Sabellium de Grégoire de
Nysse et I’origénisme cappadocien," Recherches de science religieuse 54 (1966); Daniélou, "La
typologie biblique de Gregoire de Nysse."; Daniélou, L étre; Jean Daniélou, "La Bewpio chez
Grégoire de Nysse," Studia Patristica 11 (1972).
64 See, for example, the comments and analysis in Herbert Musurillo, From Glory to Glory:
Texts from Gregory of Nyssa's Mystical Writings (New York: Scribner, 1961), 289 n.281; Bebis,
"Gregory of Nyssa's De vita moysis," 369-393; Everett Ferguson, "God’s Infinity and Man’s
Mutability: Perpetual Progress according to Gregory of Nyssa," The Greek Orthodox
Theological Review 18 (1973): 59-78; Patrick F. O'Connell, "The Double Journey in Saint
Gregory of Nyssa: The Life of Moses," Greek Orthodox Theological Review 28 (1983): 301—
324; Philip Kariatlis, "‘Dazzling Darkness’: The Mystical or Theophanic Theology of St Gregory
of Nyssa," Phronema 27, no. 2 (2012): 99-123.
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later scholarship, were interested in investigating Gregory’s use of allegory. As a result, they
examined Book 2 in the belief that all the real exegetical potential laid there. To the extent that
they did examine Book 1, they did so in order to investigate the historical grounding of typology.
Following their lead, later scholars have tended to focus on Book 2 at the expense of Book 1

1. When these modern studies

while continuing the assumption that Book 1 is primarily litera
call Book 1 literal, it has less to do with its mode of exegesis than it does with a perceived
contrast with Book 2. In comparison with Book 2, Book 1 is not allegorical like Book 2. In other
words, Gregory closely imitates his biblical source material in Book 1 in contrast to Book 2.5 As
a result, the exegesis of Book 1 has received far less investigation than it warrants in the work as
a whole. Upon closer inspection to the preface, Gregory’s exegetical method proves far more

complex than simple literal (ictopia)/allegorical (Bewpia/SiGvoia) schema.®’

65 Scholars logically turn to Book 2 when wanting to investigate Gregory’s allegorical exegetical
method, where he provides a ready-at-hand allegorical presentation of the biblical material, while
at the same time mostly overlooking Book 1. See, for example, Simonetti, who asserts that
“Gregorio ha voluto rilevare che I'adozione del modulo ermeneutico alessandrino non ha
significato per lui il sacrificio della lettera del testo sacro. Percio, dopo una programmatica
introduzione sul tema della perfezione cristiana, prima di illustrare il tema mediante 1'esempio di
Mose, presenta secondo la lettera la storia del personaggio, perche nessuno gli potesse obiettare
di averne sacrificato la realta storica a beneficio della simbologia. Ma ovviamente ¢ questa che
sta a cuore al Nisseno, si che, dopo questa prima, piu breve parte, egli riespone uno per uno gli
stessi fatti or ora narrati e li interpreta allegoricamente” (Simonetti, Lettera e/o allegoria: un
contributo alla storia dell’esegesi patristica, 155).
% That is, the imitation of the biblical text’s basic episodes, sequence, and plot rather than to an
exegetical method per se. Even when scholars refer to a literal interpretation or sense, it is
unclear if they mean exegesis in the strict understanding of the term. See, for example, the
statement made by Malherbe and Ferguson that the historia is the “simple account of the facts, or
literal sense” (Malherbe and Ferguson, Life of Moses, 7).
7 For the significance of Sidvoia in exegesis, see, for example, Young, Biblical Exegesis, 29-45;
Grant, The Letter and the Spirit, 125—126; Simonetti, "Exegesis," 333; Mariette Canévet,
Grégoire de Nysse et I'herméneutique biblique: étude des rapports entre le langage et la
connaissance de Dieu (Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1983), 42; Manlio Simonetti, "La tecnica
esegetica di Gregorio di Nissa nella Vita di Mose," Studi storico-religiosi 6 (1982): 401-418.
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We may see this dichotomy in the way most scholarship introduces the Life of Moses.
These works describe Book 1 as the “literal” or “historical” sense of scripture while Book 2 is
the allegorical or typological. In most of these classifications, it seems to be understood that the
literal sense inherently lacks exegesis while the allegorical in Book 2 contains the primary
exegetical focus of the treatise. Since this is the dominant consensus in scholarship on the Life, a
sampling of these scholarly assertions will suffice. For example, Jean Daniélou asserts that Book
1 is “une exégese littérale édifiante.”®® Charles Kannengiesser refers to it as the “summarized
literal content of the biblical narrative.”®® Malherbe and Ferguson’s introduction to their
translation calls the text “the literal treatment of Moses’s life” in contrast to Book 2 as the
“allegorical or nonliteral interpreation.”’® According to Albert Geljon, in Book 1, “Gregory
retells Moses’s life in a literal way.””! In all of these cases, Book 1 is the literal sense of
scripture, and thus often lacks exegetical meaning, while Book 2 provides the true allegorical

meaning of the text.”

8 Daniélou, Vie de Moise, 20. According to Daniélou, this literal exegesis contains features of
Jewish haggadic exegesis (see Daniélou, "Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse,"
385-394; Daniélou, Vie de Moise, 16-20.).

%9 Charles Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity,
2nd ed. (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 753. See also similar descriptions of Book 1 as a summary of the
biblical account of Moses’s life in Young and Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, 171; Malherbe
and Ferguson, Life of Moses, 5.

70 Malherbe and Ferguson, Life of Moses, 5. Malherbe and Ferguson draw on Daniélou and assert
that this literal treatment contains the features of Jewish haggada.

"I Geljon, "Burning Bush," 231. See also his earlier monograph where he classifies it as an
“historical sketch” (Geljon, Philonic Exegesis, 64.).

72 For additional examples of Book 1 as “literal” or the “literal interpretation,” see Paul M.
Blowers, "Mystics and Mountains: Comparing Origen's Exegesis of the Transfiguration and
Gregory of Nyssa's Exposition of the Sinai Theophany," Phronema 20, no. 2 (2015): 9; Kariatlis,
"Dazzling Darkness," 103. Another common way to classify Book 1 is “historical” in some way.
This follows twentieth-century studies on typological exegesis that seeks to see typology as
affirming the historical reality of the biblical account (see, for example, Jean Daniélou, The Lord
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This juxtaposition between Books 1 and 2 as the literal and allegorical interpretations of
scripture is so pervasive that we see such an assumption appear in foundational lexical tools,
including the Patristic Greek Lexicon and the Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek. Both resources
give a possible definition of ictopia as the “literal sense of scripture” in opposition to the
Bewpio. According to both lexical entries, Gregory’s Life of Moses appears as the literary
example of such a meaning. The Brill Dictionary of Gregory of Nyssa entry on “history” also
reflects a similar understanding of the treatise.”® All of these studies have in common the fact
that they consider Book 1 to correspond in purpose to the sense of the exegetical term icTopia
while Book 2 aligns with the exegetical term fswpia.

This understanding of the exegesis and structure of the treatise stems from its apparent
adoption of the language of fourth-century biblical exegesis. As has been demonstrated, the
language of iotopia and Bewpia ultimately derives from terms used by exegetes to appeal to the
literal and allegorical levels of scripture. Following the example of Paul, who distinguished

between the letter and the spirit,”* patristic exegetes often differentiated between these two

of History: Reflections on the Inner Meaning of History, trans. Nigel Abercrombie (London:
Longmans, 1958), 5-6, 140-141, 214-140; de Lubac, History and Spirit: The Understanding of
Scripture according to Origen; Henri de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis: The Four Senses of
Scripture, trans. Mark Sebanc, 3 vols. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), especially 132—-141.; see
also Daniélou’s comments that allegory no longer has any interest today while at the same time
he affirms typology in Gregory as something distinct and of value for his readers [Daniélou,
"Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," 387 n.383.]). For examples of such
assertions of Book 1 as “historical,” see, for example, Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the
Early Church: An Historical Introduction to Patristic Exegesis, 66; Conway-Jones, Tabernacle
Imagery, 27; Geljon, Philonic Exegesis, 64.
73 Maspero, "History," 390. According to Maspero, the treatise “is structurally divided into a
first, more literal, part (ictopia) and a second, centered on spiritual interpretation (Bewpia).” See
also Maspero, "La teologia della storia," 383—450.
74 See, for example, 2 Cor 3:6.
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levels. Certain constellations of vocabulary had developed, to which interpreters could appeal.”
While ictopia was associated with the literal, Oswpia and Sidvola were connected to the
allegorical. Not only do the terms ictopio and Oswpia appear for the two-part structure of the
treatise, but Gregory refers to the ictopia and the didvoua in his preface. Although this would
seem to confirm the standard scholarly judgment about the dichotomous exegesis of the treatise,
this vocabulary proves far more ambiguous in its actual usage.

A few examinations have been published that suggest that Book 1 contains more than
simply literal exegesis. The most consequential for our present study are those of Frances Young
and Anthony Meredith. Likely taking her inspiration from Daniélou, who argued that Book 1
was an edifying literal interpretation with features of Jewish haggada,’® Frances Young asserts
that in Book 1 “Gregory has summarized the story, yet amplified it to bring out its spiritual
intention.””” Young here implies that Gregory composes Book 1 with a view to his allegorical
interpretation in Book 2. But does he craft the narrative in Book 1 in such a way that he weaves
those allegories into the narrative fabric of the account itself? And if so, what method does he
use to do so? By not providing an analysis of how Gregory’s amplification functions
exegetically, Young does not demonstrate how he brings out this spiritual intention. Further, as
Gregory’s preface itself suggests, he makes use both of amplification and abbreviation in

composing Book 1. Therefore, we can advance this idea further by making more explicit the idea

75 For a non-exhaustive list, see Grant, The Letter and the Spirit, 120—142.
76 Daniélou, Vie de Moise, 17; Daniélou, "Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse,"
388.
"7 Young, Biblical Exegesis, 261. Significantly, Daniélou considered this amplified narrative part
of the inheritance from Philo’s non-allegorical, as he considered it, Mos. (Daniélou, "Moise:
exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," 388.).
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that he weaves the allegorical readings into the narrative of Book 1 while also looking for the
actual method that Gregory uses to do this weaving.

In his monograph on Gregory of Nyssa, Anthony Meredith offers another term aside from
“literal” or “historical” by which to classify Book 1. According to him, the text represents an
“expanded paraphrase” of scripture.”® While the possibility that Book 1 is a form of paraphrase
has a lot to offer, Meredith does not himself analyze Book 1 in order to demonstrate how
Gregory makes use of the techniques afforded by the art of ancient paraphrase as he recasts
scripture. This is not the purpose of Meredith’s study, which is dedicated to offering an overview
of as many of Gregory’s texts as possible in order to introduce students to a more complete
picture of him as an individual and writer. As a result, while he offers a suggestive description
for Book 1, an analysis of how it functions as has yet to be performed.”

Another scholar, Paul Blowers, has observed in the case of the Mt Sinai theophany how
“the inner sanctuary of divine initiation” (t0 &dvtov TG B€lag pvotaymyiag) in Book 1
corresponds to Moses being “initiated into the ineffable mysteries in the same inner sanctuary”
(6 &v 1@ avT® 4dVTe pondeic dndppnta) in Book 2.3° Because similar theological terms appear
in both volumes as Gregory discusses the same events, Blowers argues that “the ‘literal’ and the

‘spiritual” accounts bleed together.”®! Blowers himself is concerned with the theological

8 Meredith, Gregory of Nyssa, 100.
7 See also Margaret Beirne, "Spiritual Enrichment Through Exegesis: St Gregory of Nyssa and
the Scriptures," Phronema 27, no. 2 (2012): 90. Beirne follows Meredith in designating Book 1
as a paraphrase, but she also does not analyze Book 1 according to the theory of ancient
paraphrase.
80 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.164 (GNO 25.87.19-20).
81 Blowers, "Mystics and Mountains," 9.
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implications of this observation.®? However, we can also consider the exegetical significance for
the whole of the treatise. Moreover, by describing this as a bleeding together of the “literal” and
“spiritual” accounts, Blowers continues to affirm the traditional notion that Book 1 contains the
literal sense of scripture while Book 2 possesses the allegorical. But does the way that Gregory
interweaves allegorical elements from Book 2 into the very narrative fabric of Book 1 suggest
that Book 1 contains both literal and allegorical characteristics?

In addition, there have been no in-depth investigations into the complex exegetical
relationship between Books 1 and 2. Following Daniélou, scholars have seen Books 1 and 2 as
functioning largely independently from one another.®* According to Daniélou, the two books
offered two very different forms of exegesis. While Book 1 gave an edifying literal account,
Book 2 provided the typological exegesis.?* For Daniélou the Aistoria served as an essential base
for the theoria because it affirmed the historical reality of the typology contained therein. Even
though the historia had this significance, scholarship often pointed to scripture rather than the
historia when analyzing a specific interpretation in Book 2. But as Ellen Muehlberger has

recently stated, “if there is a central text that the Life of Moses interprets it is the ‘history’ that

82 That he is concerned with theological rather than exegetical matters is clear from the
conclusion that he draws: “It is clear to him that the Sinai theophany and lawgiving is not just a
historical narrative concerning Israel’s constitution as a people of Torah. The story must literally
be about theophany, about pious approach toward the ineffable God individually and ecclesially,
and about the sublime mysteries of theologia” (Blowers, "Mystics and Mountains," 9.
83 This is especially clear in Daniélou, "Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," 387—
400.
84 Daniélou, "Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," 387. According to Daniélou:
“Moise est considéré comme figure du Christ, et les événements de sa vie comme figures de
ceux de la rédemption.”
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forms the first one-third of the work.”®® Yet, scholarship often points to biblical parallels when
examining Gregory’s allegories in Book 2 rather than his paraphrase in Book 1. While scholars
readily acknowledge that the two volumes have a relationship to one another, how the two books
correspond exegetically remains unclear.¢ In this analysis, we will better investigate how Book
1 prepares the reader for the explicit exegesis contained in Book 2.

As a result, further questions need to be asked regarding the exegetical relationship
between the two volumes. How does the paraphrastic Aistoria in Book 1 exegetically prepare the
reader for the articulated allegories Book 2 by inscribing them in Book 1’s narrative? How does
Book 1 mediate the meaning of scripture for the reader? How does it do so for Book 2? In other
words, how does Book 1 serve narratively to tee up the allegorical explanations in Book 2. Since
prior scholarship has not fully appreciated the complex exegetical nature of Book 1 and the

relationship between the two volumes, this study will explore this new ground.

85 Ellen Muehlberger, "The Ascetic Leader in Gregory of Nyssa’s Life of Moses," in The
Christian Moses: From Philo to the Qur’an, ed. Philip Rousseau and Janet A. Timbie
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2019), 153.
8 See, for example, Meredith, Gregory of Nyssa, 100; Simonetti, "De vita Moysis," 788; Trigg,
"Selections from Gregory of Nyssa's Life of Moses," 103—113, especially 104; Musurillo, Glory
to Glory, 289-290 n.281.
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Chapter 2
Ancient Paraphrase: Responding to Problems
2.1 Introduction

Ancient exegetes were steeped in a literary culture. This was a world in which “literacy,
in public or in private, was a way of living, a way of working and a way of thinking.”! During
their education (paideia) as youth, Greeks and Romans received the skills necessary for the
reading, analysis, and composition of a variety of textual sources. A wide variety of tools were
available to ancient biblical interpreters working in Greek from the first through the fourth
centuries. Two significant tools in the toolkit of the ancient exegete were the procedures of
paraphrase and problems and solutions (mpopAnuota koi Avcelg). Because Gregory and Philo
were thoroughly enmeshed in the literary culture of their day, both exegetes would have been
well acquainted with these two methods, as well as the ways in which authors used them.

This chapter aims to root the current study in both the ancient sources and the relevant
secondary literature on these two procedures. In doing so, we will seek to do two things. First,
we shall examine how mpofAnuata kai Avoelg served as an exegetical method in the hands of
exegetes to point out and resolve various “vexing questions” (rpofAnuarta), “disputed questions”
((nmuata), and “points of perplexity” (dmopiar).? Second, we shall investigate how the art of

paraphrase functioned as one possible exegetical strategy to formulate solutions (AVceig) for

! Teresa Morgan, Literate Education in the Hellenistic and Roman Worlds (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998), 2-3.
2 Here, I have borrowed the translations for each of these key terms from Margaret M. Mitchell
to try to get at the heart of these key terms differ from one another (Margaret M. Mitchell,
"“Problems and Solutions’ in Early Christian Biblical Interpretation: A Telling Case from
Origen’s Newly Discovered Greek Homilies on the Psalms (Codex Monacensis Graecus 314),"
Adamantius 22 (2016): 40.).
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npoPAnpata/intiuata/dmopiot by reshaping the biblical narrative. By examining how biblical
exegetes made strategic use of these method, especially in concert with one another, we will
establish a basis from which to analyze how Philo and Gregory employ the art of paraphrase as a

way to resolve problems (mpopAnpato/Cntpato/dnopiot) in subsequent chapters.

2.2 Problems and Solutions

Scholars have long recognized the significance of TpofAnparto Kai Avoelg or
éportanokpioelg for the study of ancient exegesis. Problems and solutions appears as both a
distinct literary genre and an exegetical and rhetorical procedure. [IpopAnpata kol Avceig
enjoyed immense popularity in the ancient world across a long chronological span, as attested by
such works as Zeno’s IIpopAnuata Ounpwcd (fifth century BCE); Aristotle’s Amopnipata
‘Ounpika (fourth century BCE);? Heraclides Ponticus’s Avceig Ounpucai (fourth century BCE);
Ps.-Aristotle’s TIpopAnuata guoucd (first century BCE); Ps.-Heraclitus’s Ounpika mpoAnpota
(late first century CE); Seneca’s Naturales quaestiones (first century CE); Philo’s Quaestiones et
solutiones in Genesin and in Exodum (first century CE); Plutarch’s [TAatwvika {ntmuota,
Quaestiones Barbaricae, Graecae, naturales, and convivales (late first-century CE); Alexander

of Aphrodisias’s Quaestiones (early third century CE); Porphyry’s Ounpiwca {ntipata (third

3> While the Amopfjuata ‘Ounpucd is no longer extant, we know of it from Diogenes Laertius (see
Diogenes Laertius, 5.26). See Lorenzo Perrone, "Questions and Responses," in The Oxford
Handbook of Early Christian Biblical Interpretation, ed. Paul M. Blowers and Peter W. Martens
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), 198; Maren R. Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric
Scholarship in Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 9; Sean A. Adams,
"Philo's Questions and the Adaptation of Greek Philosophical Curriculum," in Second Temple
Jewish Paideia in Context, Bethefte zur Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 228
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 2017), 170.
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century CE); Eusebius of Caesarea’s Ta v 10i¢ évayyehiolg {ntipota kai AMoeig;* Diodore of
Tarsus’s series of extant {ntipota devoted to the Octateuch;® and Theodoret of Cyrrhus’s
Quaestiones ({ntpata) in Octateuchum and Quaestiones ({ntpata) in libros regnorum et
paralipomenon,® to name but a few.

While npofAiuota kai Aoeig predates Aristotle, he influenced its later development.’
The twenty-fifth chapter of his Poetics, which carries the title “On problems and solutions” (nepi
8¢ mpoPAnuatov koi Moewv),? categorizes five types of criticisms (émitipunpota) that arise from
literary analysis of a text. These include impossibilities (dd0varta), illogical actions (&Aoya),
unethical/harmful or inappropriate actions (BAafepd or dnpeneic), contradictions (Vmevovtia),

and violations of artistic standards (mapd thv 0pBoTHTO TV KOoTh TéVNV).” Later literary critics

4 Text reconstructed in Eusébe de Césarée, Questions évangéliques, ed. Claudio Zamagni,
Sources chrétiennes 523 (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 2008).

> Fragments reconstructed in Diodore de Tarse, Essai sur la chaine [’Octateuque avec une
édition des commentaires de Diodore de Tarse, ed. Joseph Deconinck, Bibliothéque de I’Ecole
des hautes études: Sciences historiques et philologiques (Paris: Librairie ancienne honoré
champion, 1912).

¢ See Theodoret of Cyrus: The Questions on the Octateuch, trans. Robert C. Hill, 2 vols., Library
of Early Christianity (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America, 2007); Natalio
Fernandez Marcos and José Ramon Busto Saiz, eds., Theodoreti Cyrensis Quaestiones in
Octateuchum, Textos y Estudios: Cardenal Cisneros 17 (Madrid: CSIC, 1979); Natalio
Fernandez Marcos and José Ramon Busto Saiz, eds., Theodoreti Cyrensis Quaestiones in Reges
et Paralipomena, Textos y Estudios: Cardenal Cisneros 32 (Madrid: CSIC, 1984). See also
Markus Dubischar, "Typology of Philological Writings," in Brill’s Companion to Ancient Greek
Scholarship, ed. Franco Montanari, Stephanos Matthaios, and Antonios Rengakos (Leiden: Brill,
2015), 564; Mitchell, "Problems and Solutions," 40—41.

7 Adams, "Philosophical Curriculum," 170.

8 Aristotle, Poet. 25 (1460b6). On this textually (and otherwise) difficult passage, see the
commentary by Donald W. Lucas, Aristotle: Poetics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 232-51.

? Perrone, "Questions and Responses," 201; Lorenzo Perrone, "Sulla preistoria delle
“quaestiones” nella letteratura patristica: Presupposti e sviluppi del genere letterario fino al IV
sec.," Annali di storia dell’esegesi 8, no. 2 (1991): 494; A. E. Johnson, "Rhetorical Criticism in
Eusebius’s Gospel Questions," Studia Patristica 18 (1985): 33-39; Lorenzo Perrone,
"‘Quaestiones et responsiones’ in Origene: Prospettive di un’analisi formale dell’argomentazione
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made use of this scheme while sometimes employing variant terminology.'® One place we see
the adoption of these methods occurs with Hellenistic scholarship on the Homeric text in the city
of Alexandria.'!

While Alexandrian academics began employing a question and answer method to resolve
perceived problems in the Homeric text, scholars soon began applying such techniques to
questions beyond the literary. The procedure was suited to address a whole host of

npoPAnpata/dropioav{ntuara, including literary, theological, ethical, philosophical, cultural,

esegetico-teologica," Cristianesimo nella storia 15 (1994): 14; Alfred Gudeman, "Avoceig,"
Paulys Real-Encyclopédie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft 13.2 (Stuttgart: Metzler, 1927),
2516-2517; Elsa Bouchard, "The Meaning of BAapepov in the Poetics," Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies 50 (2010): 309-336. Gudeman’s 1927 Paulys Real-Encyclopddie article on
Moeig helpfully categorizes these five headings according to the Aristotelian schema:
L T AdvvaTo
1. Zotikota tévNnV
2. &oti ovuPePnroc
II. 10 GAOYOL
1. Zotioia v 1) oty (historisch beglaubigt)
2. &0t 014 Qacty Koi Sokel
3. Zoti ol eivon 8¢ (Idealisierung)
L. 7o PraPepd (= 1O dnpeméc)
1. oV povov okemtéov €ig aNTO TO TEMTPAYUEVOV 1| ElpNUEVOV...AALY Kal...tpOG OV T
éte fj 61 §) o Eveka KTA.
IV. 10 Omevavtio
1. &v obtw oxomelv domep oi €v Adyolg, ELeyyot €1 1O avTd Kol TPOS TO aOTO Kol
OCOVTOG KTA.
V. PO TV OpOBOTNTA TNV KATA TEYVNV
£€oTL YA®OoO 1) petapopd
KOTO TPOS®Iiay
KT Oloipecty
gott dpgifoiia
5. xotd 10 €00¢ Thg AéEEmC
(Following Gudeman, "Avoeig," 2516-2517)
19 Gudeman, "Avoeig," 2517.
" For an excellent overview of such scholarship, see Niehoff, Homeric Scholarship, 9—12.
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natural-historical, scientific, political, rhetorical, medicinal, grammatical, legal, etc.!> Texts such
as Ps.-Aristotle’s [IpopAnpata guowd; Seneca’s Naturales quaestiones; Plutarch’s Quaestiones
Barbaricae, Graecae, naturales, and convivales; and Alexander of Aphrodisias’s Quaestiones
provide evidence of such investigations. While authors may examine a single kind of problem
within a text (e.g., Ps.-Aristotle’s [TpopAuata euowkd, Plutarch’s Quaestiones Barbaricae, or
Seneca’s Naturales quaestiones), they may also seek to investigate multiple types of problems in
a single work (e.g., Ps.-Heraclitus’s Opnpikd tpofifuata).!* The procedure thus proved quite
flexible in the hands of exegetes.

Alexandrian Jewish exegetes soon adopted the procedure from Homeric scholarship and
began applying them in their exegesis of scripture. For the Greek-speaking Jewish population of
Alexandrian, this meant applying the procedure to the LXX version of scripture, which was
believed to be divinely inspired. The earliest Jewish authors we have evidence of using the
methods of épwtamoxpioeig were Demetrius the Chronographer and Aristobulus, both of whom

probably lived sometime in the second century BCE.!* Our greatest wealth of material from a

12 For some of these many possible questions TpopAfuato koi Avceic could answer, see for,
example, Mitchell, "Problems and Solutions," 42; Yannis Papadoyannakis, "Instruction by
Question and Answer: The Case of Late Antique and Byzantine Erotapokriseis," in Greek
Literature in Late Antiquity: Dynamism, Didacticism, Classicism, ed. Scott Fitzgerald Johnson
(Burlington: Ashgate, 2006), 91-92. See also the excellent bibliographic references collected in
Mitchell, "Problems and Solutions," 41 n.48.

13 See the helpful introduction for Ps.-Heraclitus’s Ounpika tpopAfjuate in Donald A. Russell
and David Konstan, Heraclitus: Homeric Problems, Writings from the Greco-Roman World 14
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2005), xi—xxX.

14 See Demetrius, frags. 2 and 5; Aristobulus, frag. 2. See also Gregory E. Sterling, "The School
of Moses in Alexandria: An Attempt to Reconstruct the School of Philo," in Second Temple
Jewish Paideia in Context, ed. Jason M. Zurawski and Gabriecle Boccaccini, Beihefte zur
Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 228 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2017), 158; Pieter W.
van der Horst, "Philo and the Rabbis on Genesis: Similar Questions, Different Answers," in
Erotapokriseis: Early Christian Question-and-Answer Literature in Context, ed. Annelie Volgers
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Jewish author who uses both the procedure and the genre of mpofAnuata kai Aceig comes from
Philo of Alexandria, writing in the first century CE. Multiple studies in recent decades have

demonstrated how Philo uses npofAfuata kai Adoeig exegetically. !

and Claudio Zamagni, Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 37 (Leuven: Peeters,
2004), 57; Pieter W. van der Horst, "The Interpretation of the Bible by the Minor Hellenistic
Jewish Authors," in Essays on the Jewish World of Early Christianity, ed. Pieter W. van der
Horst (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1990), 196-200; Elias Bickerman, Studies in Jewish
and Christian History, 2 vols., ed. Amram Tropper, Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity 68
(Leiden: Brill, 2007), 618—630; Niehotf, Homeric Scholarship, 38—57; Borgen, An Exegete, 89.
While a third century dating for Demetrius had been traditional, and is still taken as the norm for
many scholars, Niehoff questions this consensus and dates him to the end of the second century
BCE (Niehoff, Homeric Scholarship, 38, 55). For an earlier opposing viewpoint on Aristobulus,
see see van der Horst, "Philo and the Rabbis," 58. Van der Horst observes that we do not know
of Jewish authors in the centuries between Demetrius and Philo that make use of the format;
however, “it would be unwise to assume that in these centuries no other Jewish scholar made use
of this literary form. That Philo and, after him, other exegetes make clear that they stand in a
venerable tradition makes it probable that the fact that such sources are not extant does not
necessarily imply that they did not exist. They are simply lost” (van der Horst, "Philo and the
Rabbis," 58). For additional scholarship on Aristobulus’s use and adaptation of the Septuagint,
see Nikolaus Walter, Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1964); Markus
Miilke, Aristobulos in Alexandria: Jiidische Bibelexegese zwischen Griechen und Agyptern unter
Ptolemaios VI. Philometor, Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur und Geschichte 126 (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2018).

15 See, for example, Valentin Nikiprowetzky, "L’exégése de Philon d’Alexandrie," Revue
d’histoire et de philosophie religieuses 53 (1973): 309-329; Valentin Nikiprowetzky, Le
commentaire de I’Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie (Leiden: Brill, 1977); Valentin
Nikiprowetzky, "L’exégese de Philon d’ Alexandrie dans le De Gigantibus et le Quod Deus," in
Two Treatises of Philo of Alexandria: A Commentary on De Gigantibus and Quod Deus sit
Immutabilis, ed. John Dillon and David Winston, Brown Judaic Studies 25 (Chico: Scholars
Press, 1983), 5-75; David M. Hay, ed., Both Literal and Allegorical: Studies in Philo of
Alexandria’s Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus, Brown Judaic Studies 232
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991); Sze-kar Wan, "Philo’s Quaestiones et solutiones in Genesim: A
Synoptic Approach," in Society of Biblical Literature 1993 Seminar Papers, Society of Biblical
Literature Seminar Papers 32 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1993); Peder Borgen and
Roald Skarsten, "Quaestiones et Solutiones: Some Observations on the Form of Philo's
Exegesis," Studia Philonica 4 (1976-77): 1-15; Borgen, An Exegete, 80—-101; Maren R. Niehoff,
"Questions and Answers in Philo and Genesis Rabbah," Journal for the Study of Judaism in the
Persian, Hellenistic, and Roman Periods 39 (2008): 337-366; Niehoff, Homeric Scholarship;
Maren R. Niehoff, Homer and the Bible in the Eyes of Ancient Interpreters, Jerusalem Studies in
Religion and Culture 16 (Leiden: Brill, 2012); David T. Runia, "Secondary Texts in Philo's
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Following in the footsteps of Philo, Christian exegetes also made use of mpofAnpata kol
Moeig for biblical exegesis. Abundant scholarly studies have demonstrated that early Christian
interpreters knew and used it for a range of purposes in their work.!® Although Tatian (second
century) wrote a—no longer extant—series of TpofAfuata without accompanying solutions,!” it
is Origen (third century) who gives us our first real view of a Christian exegete employing the
procedure.!® Situated in an Alexandrian context, Origen would have been familiar with both the

Homeric scholarship of Alexandria and Philo’s biblical exegesis.!? Inspired by interpreters like

Quaestiones," in Both Literal and Allegorical: Studies in Philo of Alexandria's Questions and
Answers on Genesis and Exodus, ed. David M. Hay, Brown Judaic Studies 232 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1991). It has even recently been suggested that there is evidence of lost Philonic
quaestiones et solutiones in the newly discovered Origen homilies on the Psalms (Michael B.
Cover, "A New Fragment of Philo’s Quaestiones in Exodum in Origen’s Newly Discovered
Homilies on the Psalms? A Preliminary Note," Studia Philonica Annual 30 [2018]: 15-30).

16 Gudeman, "Avoeic," 2511-2529; G. Bardy, "La littérature patristique des ‘Quaestiones et
responsiones’ sur ’Ecriture sainte," Revue biblique 41 (1932): 210-236, 341-369, 515-537; G.
Bardy, "La littérature patristique des ‘Quaestiones et responsiones’ sur I’Ecriture sainte," Revue
biblique 42 (1933): 14-30, 211-229, 328-352; Erotapokriseis: Early Christian Question-and-
Answer Literature in Context (Leuven: Peeters, 2004); Claudio Zamagni, "Une introduction
méthodologique a la littérature patristique des questions et réponses: le cas d’Eusebe de
Césarée," in Erotapokriseis: Early Christian Question-and-Answer Literature in Context, ed.
Annelie Volgers and Claudio Zamagni (Leuven: Peeters, 2004), 7-24; Papadoyannakis,
"Instruction," 91-106; Mitchell, "Problems and Solutions," 40-55; Perrone, "Preistoria," 485—
505; Lorenzo Perrone, "Il genere delle Quaestiones et responsiones nella letteratura cristiana
antica fino ad Agostino," in “De diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus,” “De diversis
quaestionibus ad Simplicianum” di Agostino D ’Ippona, ed. Lorenzo Perrone (Roma: Citta
Nuova, 1996), 11-44; Perrone, "Preistoria," 492; Robert W. Sharples, Alexander of Aphrodisias:
Supplement to On the Soul (London: Bloomsbury, 2004); Marie-Pierre Bussicres, ed., La
littérature des questions et réponses dans |’Antiquité profane et chrétienne: de |’enseignement a
[’exégese, Instrumenta patristica et mediaevalia 64 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013).

17 As such, it does not represent a true member of the problem and solution category.
Unfortunately, his text is no longer extant for our analysis (Perrone, "Questions and Responses,"
201).

18 Perrone, "Questions and Responses," 201. Although Tatian wrote this set of TpofAfuata,
since it has no solutions, it does not present a full pofAnpara Kai Avoeig procedure.

19 Zamagni, "Introduction méthodologique," 7-8; Perrone, "Preistoria," 492-496. For the
relationship between Philo and Origen, see David T. Runia, "Philo of Alexandria," in

39



Philo and Origen, subsequent Christian biblical exegetes, including Eusebius of Caesarea,
Diodore of Tarsus, and Theodoret of Cyrus, attest to the continued prevalence of problems and
solutions in the fourth century. During this time, exegetes commonly employed the procedure for
the Octateuch and the Gospels. While the genre of questions and answers became popular
beginning in the fourth century, scholars have demonstrated that early Christian exegetes used
the procedure in a wide variety of genres, including homilies, commentaries, dialogues, and
other kinds of treatises.?° The procedure thus represents a “broad and varied exegetical tradition
in antiquity.”?!

Ancient authors would use tpopAquoa/Cntpata for a number of purposes, including

apology, polemic, exegesis, philosophy, ethics, theology, and catechesis.??> While the procedure

Westminster Handbook to Origen, ed. John Anthony McGuckin (Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 2004), 169—171; Runia, Survey, 157—-183.

20 Mitchell, "Problems and Solutions," 41; Bardy, "Quaestiones," 210-236.

21 Peder Borgen, "Philo—An Interpreter of the Laws of Moses," in Reading Philo: A Handbook
to Philo of Alexandria, ed. Torrey Seland (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2014), 90. See also
Christoph Schaublin, Untersuchungen zu Methode und Herkunft der antiochenischen Exegese,
Theophaneia 23 (Cologne: Hanstein, 1974), 49-51.

22 For the vast literature on the functions of TpofAfpata kai AMoeig, see Perrone, "Questions and
Responses," 199; Lorenzo Perrone, "Le Quaestiones evangelicae di Eusebio di Cesarea: Alle
origini di un genere letterario," Annali di storia dell'esegesi 7 (1990): 434—-435; Perrone,
"Preistoria," 503-504; Zamagni, "Introduction méthodologique," 13—19; Marie-Pierre Bussiéres,
"Conclusions: Questions (Encore) sans Réponses," in Erotapokriseis: Early Christian Question-
and-Answer Literature in Context, ed. Annelie Volgers and Claudio Zamagni (Leuven: Peeters,
2004), 184; Adams, "Philosophical Curriculum," 182—183; Averil Cameron, "Texts as Weapons:
Polemic in the Byzantine Dark Ages," in Literacy and Power in the Ancient World, ed. Alan K.
Bowman and Greg Woolf (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 198-215; Averil
Cameron, "Disputations, Polemical Literature, and the Formation of Opinion in the Early
Byzantine Period," in Dispute Poems and Dialogues in the Ancient and Mediaeval Near East:
Forms and Types of Literary Debates in Semitic and Related Literatures, ed. Gerrit J. Reinink
and H. L. J. Vanstiphout, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 42 (Leuven: Department
Oriéntalistiek, 1991), 91-108; Jean-Noél Guinot, "Les Questions sur [’Octateuque et les Régnes
de Théodoret de Cyr: oeuvre originale ou simple compilation?," in La littérature des questions et
réponses dans I’ Antiquité profane et chrétienne: de l’enseignement a [’exégese, ed. Marie-Pierre
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could be employed for a number of reasons, the engagement of early Christian exegetes with the
form wpoPAnpato/{ntipata was often situated within polemic or apology:

The engagement with mpofApata/Cnmuota on Scripture was situated within

“pagan” polemic against Christians and their self-contradictory scriptures, or

“heretics” who read differently (and read different books) and fellow readers who

came to different conclusions, all set within what I have termed “the agonistic

paradigm” of early Christian biblical interpretation.?®
Biblical exegetes drew on traditional collections of mpofAnpato/{ntiparta. As they did so, they
placed themselves within a tradition of biblical interpretation.?* While part of a tradition, they put
the procedure to work for creative purposes. They developed new solutions to old questions, as
well as new questions with equally new answers, as they updated mpopinuoto/Cntipata to
reflect their own contemporary circumstances. By asking new nmpofAnpata/{ntuota and
solving them, exegetes could engage with questions that reflected disputes of their own day.?

By making use of standard zetetic phraseology, exegetes introduce the questions to be

investigated and their solutions for them. Among the terms used to introduce problems are words

derived from the roots {ntem (e.g., (Ntem [“to inquire”], 10 {ntovpeov [“the object of inquiry™],

Bussiéres, Instrumenta patristica et mediaevalia 64 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 183—184; Yannis
Papadogiannakis, "Didacticism, Exegesis, and Polemics in Pseudo-Kaisarios’ Erotapokriseis," in
La littérature des questions et réponses dans I’Antiquité profane et chrétienne: de
[’enseignement a l’exégese, ed. Marie-Pierre Bussiéres, Instrumenta patristica et mediaevalia 64
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2013), 177-214. For the didactic function of the format in Philo specifically,
see Sterling, "School of Moses," 158; Gregory E. Sterling, "The School of Sacred Laws: The
Social Setting of Philo's Treatises," Vigiliae Christianae 53, no. 2 (1999): 158-160; Wan,
"Synoptic Approach," 37-38, 53.
23 Mitchell, "Problems and Solutions," 42.
24 David M. Hay, "References to Other Exegetes," in Both Literal and Allegorical: Studies in
Philo of Alexandria’s Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus, ed. David M. Hay, Brown
Judaic Studies 232 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 84—-85; Papadoyannakis, "Instruction," 95—
97.
25 Papadoyannakis, "Instruction," 95-97. As David Hay observes, Philo will refer to exegetes
from prior generations that he draws on as “fellow exegetes” (Hay, "References to Other
Exegetes," 85).
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{Moig [“an inquiry”], {mpa [“a disputed question™]), aropéw (e.g., dmopém [“to puzzle], T0
gmamopovpevov [“the object of puzzlement”], dmopia [“a point of perplexity”], and dndpnpua [“a
puzzling question”]),?® épwtan (e.g., Epwtdm [“to ask a question”],?’ épdnoig [“a questioning™],
and épdnua [“a question™]),?® in addition to TpdPAnpa (“a vexing question”) and npdtacic (“a
proposed question”).?? Moreover, the terms dnoAloyia (“defense”), &ykinua (“accusation”),
(Emuéupopan (“find fault”),*° aitiGopon (aittdopor [“accuse”]’! and aitio [“accusation”]),*? and
Katnyopém (e.g., koatnyopém [“accuse”] ** and xatnyopio [“an accusation”]), among others, have
technical senses for indicating npopfjuota.®* Typical terms for indicating solutions include words
from the roots Ao (e.g., [kKoto/d1o/ént]Adm [“to solve™], Aoig [“solution’]), drodidwiu (e.g.,
anodidwut [“to explain”]* and dmddooic [“an explanation™]),*¢ dmokpivopar (e.g., dmokpivopot

[“to answer”],*’ dnokpioig [“answer”]), and wpoteive (“propose”).’® In addition to such standard

26 See LSJ, s.v. “amopnua” A: “matter of doubt, question, puzzle.”

27 See LSJ, s.v. “Spmtan” A.

28 See LSJ, s.v. “Spmtnuo’” A: “that which is asked, question.”

29 See LSJ, s.v. “mpotacic” A.3: “question proposed, problem.”

30 See LSJ, s.v. “puéppopar” A.6: “find fault, complain.”

31 See LSJ, s.v. “aittdopon” A: “accuse, censure.”

32 See LSJ, s.v. “aitia” A: “accusation.”

33 See LSJ, s.v. “katnyopém” A.3: “allege in accusation.”

34 See Guinot, "Les Questions sur [’Octateuque et les Régnes de Théodoret de Cyr: oeuvre
originale ou simple compilation?," 196; Zamagni, "Existe-t-il une terminologie technique dans
les Questions d’Eusébe de Césarée?," 85; Perrone, "Le Quaestiones evangelicae di Eusebio di
Cesarea: Alle origini di un genere letterario," 432.

35 See LSJ, s.v. “anodidou’” A.11: “interpret, explain.”

36 See LSJ, s.v. “anddooic” A.IL3: “interpretation, explanation.”

37 See LSJ, s.v., “amokpivopar” IV: “give answer to, reply.”

38 See LSJ, s.v. “mpoteiv” A.IL4: “propose.” On this standard terminology, see Zamagni,
"Terminologie technique," 81-85; Perrone, "Le Quaestiones evangelicae di Eusebio di Cesarea:
Alle origini di un genere letterario," 432—433; Gudeman, "Avoceig," 2511-2529; James G.
Lennox, "Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics and the Aristotelian Problemata," in The Aristotelian
Problemata Physica: Philosophical and Scientific Investigations, ed. Robert Mayhew,
Philosophia Antiqua 139 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 36—60; Guinot, "Les Questions sur |’Octateuque
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language, exegetes often ask questions, which indicate how exegetes diagnose the kind or
problem they seek to investigate.

When asking such questions, interpreters draw from a standard set of interrogative
formulations, including ti (“what”), o1 ti (“why”), ndg (“how”), tic (“who”), m60ev (“from
where”), ano tivog (“from what/whom”), noiov/6moiov (“of what kind”), mod/note
(“where”/“when”). While not introducing a question, exegetes may introduce a problem with an
appeal to an interpretive tradition the phrase Tvég pacwv (“some say”).>* When the problem to be
investigated is not clearly marked with such interrogative questions, scholars have labeled these
instances of “versteckte {ntipota” (“hidden questions™).*® While the exegete still solves the
problem, the reader must imply the problem under analysis due to the lack of clear identification.
According to van der Horst, one reason to do this is that some problems are so well known that

they become unnecessary for exegetes to restate.*! In the case of a paraphrastic narrative, for

et les Regnes de Théodoret de Cyr: oeuvre originale ou simple compilation?," 187-188. Zamagni
lists other words that are more distinctly Eusebian in use, including dmooei&ig, amodeixvopu,
Epunvedom, Adyog, dapavia, and dtepovéwn (Zamagni, "Terminologie technique," 85-88).
39 Most authors will favor certain formulations to introduce their questions. The most popular
seem to be questions of cause (i t1), definition (ti), and process (n®dg). For example, Philo
prefers to ask questions like “why” (81 1) and “what is X/what does X mean” (11 éotiv) whereas
Eusebius asks questions like “why” (o1 ti) and “how” (ndg) (Hadas-Lebel, Thinker, 127;
Adams, "Philosophical Curriculum," 179; Sterling, "School of Moses," 157; Gregory E. Sterling,
"The Interpreter of Moses: Philo of Alexandria and the Biblical Text," in 4 Companion to
Biblical Interpretation in Early Judaism, ed. Matthias Henze [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012],
417; Wan, "Synoptic Approach," 33—-34; Zamagni, "Terminologie technique," 88-98; Lennox,
"Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics and the Aristotelian Problemata," 39—60; Guinot, "Les Questions
sur I’Octateuque et les Régnes de Théodoret de Cyr: oeuvre originale ou simple compilation?,"
188—-191). Wan argues that, while most authors identify the problem to be discussed, Philo will
quote the biblical lemma to be analyzed without explicitly identifying a problem. This often
leaves ambiguity about the problem (Wan, "Synoptic Approach," 33-34).
40 van der Horst, "Philo and the Rabbis," 58-59; Adam Kamesar, Jerome, Greek Scholarship,
and the Hebrew Bible: A Study of the Quaestiones Hebraicae in Genesim (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1993), 89.
4 van der Horst, "Philo and the Rabbis," 58—59.
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example, the exegete responds constantly to versteckte {ntipata due to constrictions of the
format of paraphrase. The author cannot explicitly name every {ntjuata that they wish to
answer. Instead, as they write a narrative, they respond silently to these versteckte {ntipara.

Exegetes have a variety of different strategies at their disposal to craft and argue for
solutions (Avoeic) for their proposed questions (mpofiquata/Cnmuota), including invoking a
number of hermeneutical techniques (e.g., appealing to the letter or the spirit, explaining
contradictions by appealing to specific historical circumstances or to philosophical beliefs about
the world, rewriting part of the text to show how it would have looked if their opponent was
right) .*> Several recent scholarly contributions have demonstrated how Second Temple
interpreters, including Demetrius the Chronographer and Philo of Alexandria, made innovative
use of paraphrase as a strategy to solve various kinds of questions. In the case of Demetrius and
Philo, the paraphrase of scripture often provides a solution to unexpressed questions. By
identifying technical language associated with the procedure, scholars have demonstrated how
these paraphrastic media participate in the procedure of TpofAnpata kai Avoeig by solving
various questions.*?

For Philo, scholars have argued that his Exposition uses the procedure to solve various
questions. For example, Peder Borgen has identified several passages where Philo uses technical

terminology associated with the procedure, including Opif. 72—75 and 77-88, Dec. 2—17, 3643,

42 Mitchell, Paul, the Corinthians and the Birth of Christian Hermeneutics, 18-37, especially
23-24; Adams, "Philosophical Curriculum," 170; Zamagni, "Introduction méthodologique," 9.
43 As Maren Niehoff states regarding Demetrius’s text, he “innovatively combin[es] the question
and answer style with a continuous paraphrase of Scripture” (Niehoff, Homeric Scholarship, 38—
39). In Niehoff’s analysis, she demonstrates how he uses the methods of Homeric scholarship
with problems and solutions in order to deal with the problems of contradiction and
verisimilitude in the biblical text, yet he does so by paraphrasing the biblical account (Niehoff,
Homeric Scholarship, 39-51).
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and 176-178, Mos. 2.47, and 2.215.** While scholars have recognized the way that paraphrase
can function as a solution for unexpressed questions ({ntpata), further analysis is warranted on
how Philo of Alexandria and Gregory of Nyssa each employ paraphrase as such an exegetical
strategy in their respective Lives of Moses. For this, a deeper understanding of the ancient art of

paraphrase is required first.

2.3 Paraphrase

Authors ranging from classical antiquity to the Byzantine period engaged in the ancient
art of paraphrase as a compositional procedure and a literary genre. While a distinct genre of
paraphrase appeared relatively late—around the fourth century CE—we have clear references to
a procedure of paraphrase as early as the first century BCE. However, the practice likely dates
even further back into antiquity, as evidenced by various rhetorical and scribal practices in both
classical Greece and the Ancient Near East.*> Such works as Cicero’s De oratore, Theon’s
Progymnasmata, Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria, Byzantine commentaries on Aphthonius’s
Progymnasmata, and Libanius’s Chreiai demonstrate that paraphrase constituted a significant
component of the curriculum of ancient paideia.*®

Ancient handbooks and theorists provide the same basic definition of paraphrase, namely

4 Borgen, An Exegete, 82; Borgen, "An Interpreter," 87.
45 Theon, Plutarch, and Cicero all attest to the antiquity of the practice while referencing older
authors (Theon, Prog. 1 [62—63; Patillon 4-6]; Plutarch, Dem. 8.2; Cicero, De or. 1.34.154). See
also David McLain Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005); David McLain Carr, "Torah on the Heart: Literary
Jewish Textuality Within Its Ancient Near Eastern Context," Oral Tradition 25, no. 1 (2010):
17-40.
46 See Cicero, De or. 1.34.154; Theon, Prog. 1 (62-63; Patillon 4-6), 15 (139.22-23; Patillon
107); Quintilian, Inst. 1.9.
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that it consists of a compositional method by which one retells one or more prior texts by varying
its style while retaining the meaning of the original. For example, Theon states that paraphrase

47 while Quintilian defines

entails “changing the form of expression while keeping the thoughts,
it as a procedure “by which it is permitted to abbreviate (breviare) and embellish (exornare)

some parts, provided that the poet’s sense (sensus) is preserved.”*® While this definition

remained remarkably static in antiquity—even through the Byzantine era—*° it proves

47 Theon, Prog. 15 (139.22-23; Patillon 107). See also Theon, Prog. 1 (62.14; Patillon 4). There,
he states that paraphrase aims to present the same “meaning” (dtévoua) in a different form.
Because Theon’s fifteenth chapter survives only in Armenian, I will be using the translation
provided in George A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and
Rhetoric, ed. John T. Fitzgerald, ed. D. A. Russell, Writings from the Greco-Roman World 10
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003).

48 Quintilian, Inst. 1.9.2-3: qua et breviare quaedam et exornare salvo modo poetae sensu
permittitur. See also the description of the practice in Cicero’s dialogue De or. There, Lucius
Crassus describes his own use of paraphrase as a child: “After setting verses as weighty as
possible or after having read some speech, which I was to take hold of in my memory, to the end,
I would declaim the content itself, which I had read, by selecting differing words, as much as
possible” (ut aut versibus propositis quam maxime gravibus aut oratione aliqua lecta ad eum
finem, quem memoria possem comprehendere, eam rem ipsam, quam legissem, verbis aliis quam
maxime possem lectis, pronuntiarem) (Cicero, De or. 1.34.154 [OCT (Wilkins) 1:33-34]).
Cicero, however, does not mention the preservation of the meaning of the original. One could
infer that he would agree with this sentiment, however (Roberts, Rhetorical Paraphrase, 16).

4 See, for example, the various commentaries on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata by John of
Sardis, the P-Scholia, and Doxapatres (John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 5.13 [Rabe 15:46; Hock
62]; the P-Scholia on Aphthonius, 3.8.7-8 [Walz 2:590.29-33; Hock 122]; and Doxapatres,
Hom. 3.35-36 [Walz 2:270.2-5; Hock 224]). Note that I have taken Hock’s section numeration
for the above texts. In the Byzantine period, several grammarians wrote commentaries on
Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata. Due to the rather sparse treatment Aphthonius gives on many
topics—and the fact that his text was used to prepare students for the fuller treatments in Pseudo-
Hermogenes—many commentaries arose to explain the text (Ronald F. Hock, The Chreia and
Ancient Rhetoric: Commentaries on Aphthonius's Progymnasmata, ed. Ronald F. Hock, Writings
from the Greco-Roman World 31 [Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012], 5). As a result,
the text of Aphthonius provides us an interesting example where theory and the ideal way to
practice a concept (i.e., the exercises in the progymnasmata themselves) meet later theory and
practice (i.e., the commentaries). In fact, the commentaries display a scholarly tradition on
paraphrase that remains remarkably similar to that found centuries earlier in Theon and
Quintilian. Bishop John of Sardis, dating to the ninth century, represents the earliest commentary
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problematic in light of actual paraphrastic practice in literary texts, which demonstrate a wide
degree of fidelity to and novelty from the meaning of the original texts.

This discrepancy between theory and practice likely arises from the fact that such
definitions were intended primarily for students in a school setting who were learning the
fundamentals of rhetoric.>® The definitions given in the progymnasmata represent a kind of ideal
for rhetoricians. At this stage, the grammarian would assign a limited scope of material while
students focused on obtaining proficiency in the techniques of the act of paraphrase. After these
basics were achieved, they eventually moved on to larger compositional exercises.’! As the
amount of content increases, it becomes more difficult to preserve the meaning of the original.>?
Moreover, authors sought to set their work apart by creating unique compositions that varied in
significant ways from the original.

At the heart of ancient paraphrase is a tension between imitation and struggle with respect

to the original. Quintilian perhaps embodies this tension best with his concept of certamen atque

on the text (see Hock, The Chreia and Ancient Rhetoric: Commentaries on Aphthonius's
Progymnasmata, 11).
59 As such, the handbooks had in mind a limited scope of operation. However, when authors
employ the same methods on whole texts, things prove more complicated. When paraphrasing
the wording of an exemplar, the meaning of the text cannot always, in fact, remain unchanged.
31 According to Theon, one begins learning paraphrase with small units—such beginning with
exercises of memory then passing onto individual arguments in a speech—and expanding from
there as one’s skill improves. Eventually, one gains enough mastery to paraphrase an entire
speech or text (Theon, Prog. 15 [142; Patillon 110]).
52 Because the context within the whole determines meaning, altering any part of the whole
affects the meaning of the whole. While at the micro level (i.e., a word, phrase, or even a
sentence) it is possible that the sense of a text can be preserved, at the macro level (i.e.,
paragraphs, passages, and whole works) it is virtually impossible. The limited scope of the
content the grammarians assigned students for paraphrase in the progymnasmata meant that
students could focus developing their proficiency with the techniques of paraphrase while more
or less preserving the source of the original. As the content increased, the preservation of the
meaning became less likely.
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aemulatio:

I do not want paraphrase to be a mere interpretation (interpretationem tantum),

but [I want it] to imitate and struggle (certamen atque aemulationem) with the

same thoughts (circa eosdem sensus).>
According to Quintilian, the act of paraphrase consists of the exegete taking the source material
while simultaneously imitating it and struggling against it (certamen atque aemulatio).>* In every
paraphrastic decision made, the paraphrast either adheres closely to the original in imitation or
varies from it in competition. As a result, the paraphrase stands in a constant tensive relationship
with the original in terms of faithfulness and freedom.>

When navigating tensions of faithfulness and liberty, paraphrasts must take account of
matters of both content (Adyog/mpdyun) and style (AEE1g).>¢ According to Theon, the art of
paraphrase provides the paraphrast with four techniques with which to alter the source material’s

content and style. These techniques are addition (mAeovacudc/adiectio), omission

(8vdew/detractio), rearrangement (LetdBeoic/transmutatio), and substitution

>3 Quintilian, Inst. 10.5.5 (OCT [Winterbottom] 608). The basic definition provided for
aemulatio in the OLD is “an assiduous striving to equal or excel another in any thing.”
>4 The terms certamen and aemulatio prove particularly significant. On the one hand, aemulatio
has a twofold meaning. It can indicate a basic act of imitation, or it can suggest a kind of jealous
rivalry. On the other hand, certamen indicates more of an active struggle. Together, these words
indicate that Quintilian considers paraphrase to have a tension at its heart between attempting to
both imitate the original and surpass it at the same time. The paraphrast seeks not just to equal
the original but to surpass it. This is further emphasized when Quintilian states that paraphrase is
valuable since it allows one to compete (contendere) against an exemplar (Quintilian, /nst.
10.5.7). See also Heinrich Lausberg, Handbook of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary
Study, trans. Matthew T. Bliss, Annemiek Jansen, and David E. Orton, 2nd ed., ed. David E.
Orton and R. Dean Anderson (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 483—484; Roberts, Rhetorical Paraphrase,
17.
>3 For an analysis of the importance of the resemblance of the paraphrase to the original, see
Scott Fitzgerald Johnson, The Life and Miracles of Thekla: A Literary Study (Washington, DC:
Center for Hellenic Studies, 2006), 76.
36 For the distinction between content and style, see Theon, Prog. 5 (83.15-19).
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(évorhayf/avtifeoic/immutatio).”” Addition consists of the insertion into the whole of one or
more elements that did not previously belong to it.® Omission entails the removal of one or more
elements from the whole.> Rearrangement involves switching the order of elements that appear

in a certain sequence.®® Substitution comprises replacing one or more elements of the whole with

37 For a description of these four techniques, see Theon, Prog. 15.
58 Because the section of Theon in which these techniques are given is only extant in Armenian, I
will rely on the terms provided in Lausberg, who draws from other Greek texts on the topic.
According to Lausberg, there are three varieties of addition: an addition of new material to the
front of a whole unit (prothesis/npd0ecic), an insertion of new material in the middle of a unity
(epenthesis/énévBeoic), and the attaching of the new material to the end of the whole unit
(paragoge/mapoywyn) (Lausberg, Handbook, 218). According to Roberts, addition had as its
goals “the embellishment of the original by the incorporation of tropes, figures and the modes of
the sentence (ornatus); the variation of similar subject matter (varietas/variatio); and above all
the employment of verbal abundance (copia verborum)” (Roberts, Rhetorical Paraphrase, 29).
59 According to Lausberg, there are three varieties: removal of the first component(s) from the
whole unit (aphaeresis/apaipeoic), removal of one or more components from the middle of a
unity whole (syncope/cvykonn]), and the removal of the last component(s) in a sequence from the
unit whole (apocope/dmoxonny) (Lausberg, Handbook, 218-219). One goal of omission is to
achieve rhetorical brevitas and eliminate any repetitious or redundant language (Roberts,
Rhetorical Paraphrase, 108.). As noted with Gregory Thaumaturgus, he employed omission in
Eccl. in order to remove semitisms. Via omission one could remove entire events, or simply parts
of those events, thereby abbreviating a longer episode (Roberts, Rhetorical Paraphrase, 108—
127).
60 There are two varieties: rearrangement when the components are near one another
(anastrophe/dvaoctpoen) and when they are distant (hyperbaton/transgressio/omepotov)
(Lausberg, Handbook, 219). Lausberg gives brief examples for rearrangement in proximity and
at a distance. Rearrangement in contact would happen, for example, of two neighboring
components trade places (e.g., xyz —> yxz). Transmutatio at a distance happens, for example,
when a component moves outside the immediate vicinity. There are two subvarieties. First,
separation between new and old locations by at least two components (e.g., Xyz —> zxy).
Second, separation between new and old locations by internal structural boundary (e.g., x[yz] —
> ylx[z) (Lausberg, Handbook, 219-220). As we have noted above, one of the common ways for
the paraphrast to employ rearrangement is to change the order of events or thoughts in order to
offer a more logical sequence. Rearrangement has the effect of making certain elements more
prominent and can help the paraphrast concentrate on the subject he wishes to address in the
paraphrase. According to Roberts, it can be used “in conjunction with abbreviation to achieve
narrative economy and a more rational or effective sequence of events” (Roberts, Rhetorical
Paraphrase, 127). Lausberg likens rearrangement to “removing a stone from one place in a
house and fitting the same stone into another place in the same house” (Lausberg, Handbook,
219).
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external elements that did not originally belong to it. In distinction to the two prior techniques,
substitution typically involves both the omission of certain elements while adding other ones in
their place.®! These additional components can come from elsewhere in the original, outside
texts, or be invented by the paraphrast.®?

The paraphrast can use each of these techniques at either the micro or macro levels.®
Paraphrasts can work with components as small as individual morphemes, words, or phrases, or

they can alter whole clauses, sentences, paragraphs, speeches, or episodes. Paraphrastic theory

also identified certain grammatical changes that may be achieved as a result of employing the

! For an analysis of substitution, see Lausberg, Handbook, 220.
%2 This may mean replacing the original word for another one, the proper word for a metaphor, a
metaphor for the proper word, several words for one word, or one word for several (Theon, Prog.
15 [140; Patillon 108]).
8 For a discussion of some of these levels, see Konstantinos Spanoudakis, Nonnus of Panopolis:
Paraphrasis of the Gospel of John XI, Oxford Early Christian Texts (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2014), 69. See also Nathan A. Greenberg, "Metathesis as an Instrument in the Criticism of
Poetry," Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 89 (1958);
George A. Kennedy, "The Evolution of a Theory of Artistic Prose," in Classical Criticism, ed.
George A. Kennedy, Cambridge History of Literary Criticism 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990), 196-197. Although he does not refer to it as paraphrase, he would be
employing many of the same basic techniques.
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four techniques, including k\icig/declinatio;** changing the class or mood of sentences;%’
switching between first-, second-, and third-person narration; alternating between direct and
indirect speech;® and altering the meter. Moreover, it is important to note that a paraphrast does
not simply employ one paraphrastic technique at a time. Typically, multiple ones are in use in
any given passage.

By employing these four techniques, paraphrasts also navigate tensions of style with
respect to the original. While Aristotle is among the first literary critics to identify what

constitutes the key elements of good style,’ later theorists give more systematic presentations.

% The practice of k\ioic/declinatio involves changing the grammatical aspect of a verb (i.e., the
person, number, tense, voice, or mood), noun (i.e., gender, number, or case), particle (this
includes prepositions and conjunctions), or articles. In the rhetorical exercise of KAicig or
declinatio, one changes these individual morphological aspects of individual words or several
parts of a sentence simultaneously (see Plato, Cra. 431b; Aristotle, 1.7.27; 2.32.2; 3.9.9; Rhet. 3
[1407b6; 1407b12; 1457a6]; Poet. 1457a; Rhet. Her. 4.22.30-31; Theon, Prog. 3 [101-103;
Patillon 24-26]; Prog. 4 [74.3-9, 24-35; Patillon 32-33]; Prog. 4 [101.10-103.2]; Prog. 5
[85.29-31; Patillon 48]; Quintilian, /nst. 9.1.34, 37; 9.3; Ronald F. Hock and Edward N. O'Neil,
The Chreia and Ancient Rhetoric: Classroom Exercises, ed. Ronald F. Hock and Edward N.
O'Neil, Writings from the Greco-Roman World 2 [Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002],
53; Mikeal C. Parsons, "Luke and the Progymnasmata: A Preliminary Investigation into the
Preliminary Exercises," in Contextualizing Acts: Lukan Narrative and Greco-Roman Discourse,
ed. Todd Penner and Caroline Vander Stichele [Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003],
56-58).
85 For a discussion of how the paraphrast can change the kind of sentence, see Theon, Prog. 5
(87-90; Patillon 50-53), 15 (141; Patillon 109); Isidore of Seville, Etym. 2.21.15-25. Theon
states that one can change between simple statement, inquiry, doubt, command, wish, oath,
dialogue. See also Roberts, Rhetorical Paraphrase, 139—140; Kennedy, "Language and Meaning
in Archaic and Classical Greece," 84—85. While Michael Roberts refers to this as “modal
variation,” George Kennedy refers to them as “classes of sentences.”
% Theon does not explicitly identify this alteration as a paraphrastic technique. However, in the
examples that he gives while introducing paraphrase, there are are several that contain such a
change. See Theon Prog. 1 (63.15-22; Patillon 6). This has been pointed out by Roberts (see
Roberts, Rhetorical Paraphrase, 143 n.196). Therefore, it seems probable that Theon did, in fact,
consider this a valid paraphrastic adjustment made to the exemplar.
67 See Aristotle, Rhet. 3.2—7 (1404b—1408b). For an analysis of the reception of Aristotle on
style, see Kennedy, "Evolution," 192—-195; George A. Kennedy, A New History of Classical
Rhetoric (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 6, 85.
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For example, Diogenes Laertius argues that authors should strive to achieve five virtues in their

use of language, namely Hellenism (or purity/correctness),®® clarity,* brevity,””

8 Aristotle calls correctness “the beginning of style” (Gpyn tfig AéEemg O EAAnvilew) (see
Aristotle, Rhet. 3.5.1-2 [1407a]). He gives five rules that determine correctness: correct use of
particles; use of special, not generic terms; avoidance of ambiguous terms; correct use of
grammatical gender; proper use of grammatical number. In sum, what one writes should be easy
to read or speak. In addition, he notes that the vices against correctness are solecism
(cohowcilev) and obscurity (doagf) (see Aristotle, Rhet. 3.5—7 [1407a—1407b]). On this point,
see also Rhet. Her. 4.11.12; Quintilian, /nst. 8.1.2.
% As Aristotle discusses the other virtues, he almost always connects them back to whether or
not they help to achieve clarity (see Aristotle, Rhet. 3.2.1; 3.2.7 [1404b]). It is clear from his
presentation, however, that propriety and brevity are also closely connected to clarity (see also
Kennedy, New History, 85; Kennedy, "Evolution," 85). In this way, we begin seeing how the
various virtues of style are interrelated. He also closely aligns propriety to clarity. According to
Aristotle, it is the most appropriate use of language that leads to clarity. If language is not
appropriate and does not contribute to clarity, then it is a function of ornateness (see Aristotle,
Rhet. 3.2.1-2 [1404b]). He argues that metaphor, in particular, allows one to effect clarity,
pleasure, and a sense of foreignness—but not too much—for one’s work. However, one must use
metaphors that are appropriate (dppottovcac) (see Aristotle, Rhet. 3.2.8-9 [1405a]). On this
point, see also Quintilian, /nst. 8.2.
70 See also Cicero, Inv. 1.28; Quintilian, Inst. 4.2.40-43; Rhet. Her. 1.14.
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appropriateness,’! and ornateness’?:

The virtues of language’? are five: Hellenism (EAAnvioudg), clarity (copfveia),
brevity (cvvtopia), appropriateness (mpémov), and ornateness (KOTAGKELT).
Hellenism is expression that is faultless in regard to grammar and does not use the
language at random. Clarity is style producing the thought intelligibly. Brevity is
style comprising only the things that are necessary to make clear the subject
matter. Appropriateness is style suitable for the subject matter. Ornamentation is
style avoiding vulgar language. Of the vices of style, barbarism is style contrary
to the usage of Greeks of good repute. Solecism is a statement arranged in an
ungrammatical way.’*

"I According to Aristotle, one should not venture too far from what is considered appropriate
language. Appropriate language is both what is most fitting for the subject matter and what is
typically used in everyday conversation (see Aristotle, Rhet. 3.2.6 [1404b]; see also Kennedy,
"Evolution," 192—-193). Examples of words that differ from the appropriate are strange words,
compound ones, coined words (3.2.5 [1404b]). Aristotle does suggest, however, that one should
give a little bit of ornate, foreign language, but not enough that it sacrifices propriety and
ultimately clarity. Sometimes, these words actually lend themselves to clarity. See Aristotle,
Rhet. 3.2.5-7 (1404b—-1405a). As noted above, Aristotle argues that metaphors, when
appropriate, lend themselves to clarity. In order to be appropriate, they must have some kind of
natural kinship to the subject matter so that as soon as one reads or hears them, the kinship
(ovyyevég) is clearly noted. According to Aristotle, “one word is more fitting than another,
having more similarity, and more suited for putting the subject matter before the eyes” (&Alo
dALOL KUPIOTEPOV KOl OUOLOUEVOV LAALOV KO OIKELOTEPOV TA TOLETV TO TTPAYUA TPO OUUATOV) (
see Aristotle, Rhet. 3.2.12—13 [1405a—1405b]). In Rhet. 3.7.1 (1408a), he states that language has
appropriateness “when it conforms to the underlying subject matter in regard to emotion or
character” (dav | madntiky e Koi 0T Koi Toig Vrokeévolg Tpdypacty dvéioyov). By this,
Aristotle means that the style of speech fits the current emotional feelings of the speaker. In
regard to character, the style of speech should fit the age, sex, and country of the speaker. By
doing this, it creates a more plausible narrative (see Aristotle, Rhet. 3.7.3—6 [1408a]).
2 According to Aristotle, in order to ornament one’s subject matter, one must obtain metaphors
that are suitable (see Aristotle, Rhet. 3.2.10 [1405a]). Moreover, Aristotle seems to suggest that
the best metaphors are the most beautiful in sound, meaning, sight, or other sense (see Aristotle,
Rhet. 3.2.13 [1405b]; see also Kennedy, New History, 85-86). Aristotle does not seem to have a
particular term for tropes and figures. Later centuries would greatly develop and enumerate these
(see Quintilian, /nst. 8.3; see also Kennedy, "Evolution," 193).
73 For this translation of Adyoc as language, see LSJ, s.v. “Aoyo¢” IX.3.c: “language.”
74 Diogenes Laertius, 7.59: Apetai 8¢ Aoyov gioi névte, EAAvicpudg, capnvelo, cuviopia,
npénov, korackevt]. EAANVIGHOC HEv oDV 0Tt pdoic adidmTtmToc &v TH TeXVIKT] Kod uf sikaiq
ocvvnbeig: capnvela 6¢ €0t AEELG YVOPIILOS TAPIGTACH TO VOOUUEVOV: GuvTopia O 0Tt AEELG
AT TA AvoyKoio TEPLEYOVGA TPOG SNAMGLY TOD TTPAyHaTog: TPEmoV 0€ £0TL AEEIS oikeln TG
TPAYHATL Kataokevn 0€ 0Tt AEELG Ekmepevyvia TOV idtwTiopdv. 6 8¢ PapPapiopodg Ek TdV
Kaki®V AEELS €oTi mapd O E00¢ TV 0d0KIHOVLVTOV EAAM V@V, GOAOIKIoHOG 0€ £0TL AOYOG
AKOTOAANA®MG CLUVTETAYLLEVOG.
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While an author must take account of these five virtues in every act of composition, paraphrase
presents a unique case. In the act of paraphrase, one must remain cognizant of how one stands in
relation to the original through similarity and difference. These tensions between original and
paraphrase stand in sharper contrast than in other literary acts in which artists must navigate
conventionality and originality in their literary culture.

Several modern investigations have made significant contributions to our knowledge of
ancient paraphrase in different ways. Such scholars include Michael Roberts, John Jarick, Teresa
Morgan, and Scott Fitzgerald Johnson. In her book on ancient school texts, Morgan analyzes
ancient educational texts among the papyri in an effort to understand how students practiced
paraphrastic techniques in a school setting.”> Michael Roberts examines ancient literary theory
and rhetorical handbooks in order to arrive at a definition of paraphrase, as well as a taxonomy of

different kinds of paraphrase.’® By analyzing what he classifies as rhetorical paraphrase (i.e.,

7> Morgan, Literate Education, 202-226.

76 Roberts, following other literary critics, distinguishes two different types of paraphrase:
grammatical and rhetorical. For a discussion on the distinctions between these, see Karl Lehrs,
Die Pindarscholien: Eine kritische Untersuchung zur philologischen Quellenkunde (Leipzig: S.
Hirzel, 1873), 49-53. While the grammatical kind paraphrases the original word-by-word, the
rhetorical variety paraphrases the original in a more complex manner that includes an
interpretation of the passage in some way. He further divides rhetorical paraphrase into two main
types: school exercises and literary paraphrases (for a chart illustrating his typology, see Roberts,
Rhetorical Paraphrase, 39). Although he presents this typology as clear, the boundaries between
these divisions are, in actuality, quite fuzzy. In particular, under rhetorical paraphrases, the
distinction between school exercises and literary paraphrases is not nearly as clear as Roberts
suggests (for more on his conception of paraphrase, see Roberts, Rhetorical Paraphrase, 54, 38—
39). Although there is a clearer distinction between school exercises (with earlier levels of
education perhaps making a clear distinction between grammatical and rhetorical exercises for
the purpose of easily grasping the different skills) and non-school exercises, the difference
begins to break down among examples of paraphrase outside a classroom setting. Moreover, the
division of literary paraphrases between exegetical vs. artistic compositions is troublesome.
Roberts seems to envision literary paraphrases of an exegetical nature to be read closely with the

54



literary, non-educational works) in the form of biblical epic, he demonstrates the various
rhetorical effects paraphrase can achieve. Much of this analysis focuses on the style and rhetoric
of the procedure.”” Both Jarick and Johnson demonstrate the exegetical potential of the practice
whereby an older text can be updated for contemporary circumstances. In his translation and
commentary on Gregory Thaumaturgus’s Paraphrase of Ecclesiastes, Jarick analyzes how
Gregory explains the text of Ecclesiastes for his readers by combining interpretive Christian
tradition with the biblical text via paraphrase. This has the effect of “Christianizing” an
otherwise alien and cryptic text. In his monograph on the Acts of Thecla, Johnson draws on
modern critical theory and argues that paraphrase functions to consolidate an authoritative past
while at the same time “reinterpreting it for contemporary cultural and literary concerns.”’® All
of these studies have provided significant contributions to the modern understanding of ancient
paraphrase, upon which I seek to build in the present study.

Because the paraphrase becomes a new literary composition, it has its own rhetorical aim
(oxomdg), which is distinct from the original. As paraphrasts apply their techniques and navigate
tensions with the original, they must consider how to do so with with the aim of the new
composition in mind. Paraphrase thus affords the opportunity not only to recast the original in

order to get it to address aims more directly than the original but also to harness the authority of

exemplar whereas literary paraphrases that are more artistic to be read apart from the exemplar.
Given the various ways readers experienced and engaged with texts, the difference proves
problematic. However, the typology above provides a useful starting place to make sense of the
various examples of paraphrase from the ancient Greco-Roman world. It needs to be kept in
mind, however, that non-school exercises should not be expected to fit neatly into this typology
and may, in fact, display aspects of several categories. (This could also often be true of school
exercises t00.)
7 For Roberts agreeing with the basic ancient definition of paraphrase, see Roberts, Rhetorical
Paraphrase, 219.
8 Johnson, Thekla, 15.
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the original while doing so. Paraphrase thus provides a method of selectively retelling a prior
text.

Finally, we must consider why one would choose paraphrase as an exegetical medium
instead of another such as commentary. What function does paraphrase serve that another
medium would not? Paraphrase allows one to efface the distinction between the text and
interpretation by combining the two. By doing so, the exegete can harness the text and authority
of the original as a vehicle to carry the intended interpretation, which is not necessarily in the
scriptural text. In this way, the exegete provides the reader with interpretations under the guise of
giving a simple literal retelling of scripture lacking significant interpretive embellishment.

The paraphrase thus seeks to create a controlling influence on how the reader encounters
the original. Returning to the biblical text after reading the paraphrase, the reader will ideally
read the paraphrases’s interpretation into scripture. In this way, the readings of the paraphrase
become the normative readings of the biblical text in the mind of the reader. The paraphrast may
do this in order recontextualize the biblical text and update it for new circumstances and
contexts. According to Morgan, the paraphrast “places himself in a cultural tradition, while
rearticulating the tradition for his own time and place.””® The more successful the paraphrast is at
effacing distinctions between original and paraphrase in the mind of the reader, the more
effective that rearticulation of the past will be.

In his Paraphrase of Ecclesiastes, Gregory Thaumaturgus provides a self-reflective
statement about how he uses paraphrase to recontextualize scripture: “Some people will transmit

(0cddoovat) those wise teachings, which they received (Aafovtec) from (nap’) one good shepherd

7 Morgan, Literate Education, 224.
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and teacher, just as everyone in unison with one mouth narrated (duyovuevor) the things
entrusted to them more fully.”®® By drawing on language similar to that used in the receiving
(moparappave) and handing over (drodidowpn) of tradition, Gregory describes a good treacher as
one who must first receive (Aappdvw) correct teaching, then pass it on (didmpr). For
Thaumaturgus, he receives teachings in scripture and tradition. He then weaves these together in
his paraphrase to pass them down as a single woven tapestry. Unlike the normal passing on of
tradition, by using paraphrase he harnesses the voice and authority of the biblical text:

He speaks of the ordinary people needing someone to teach them how to

understand words of wisdom, and of the responsibility of the ones who do the

teaching [ . . . ] in paraphrasing Ecclesiastes, Gregory himself is passing on in a

more understandable form the wise lessons which he has read in its pages and in

which he has been instructed by his teachers; moreover, he is setting these lessons

out in greater detail than they were in the form in which they had been entrusted

to him, and he has presented the voice of this particular biblical book as being in

unison with the general Christian tradition.?!
For Thaumaturgus, paraphrase serves as an ideal didactic method for interpreting the biblical text
since it allows him to resolve questions by combining text and interpretation as he passes on the
teachings of the church.

While Gregory Thaumaturgus’s paraphrase is significant in its own right, the work has
added value for the present study because of the relationship between Thaumaturgus and
Gregory of Nyssa’s family. Thaumaturgus lived his life in Neocaesarea in the Roman province

of Pontus. Because this was the ancestral home of the family of brothers Basil the Great and

Gregory of Nyssa, Thaumaturgus became a kind of saint for their family. Not only would

80 Gregory Thaumaturgus, Eccl. 12.11: 8®covct ¢ Tiveg Td 6o £keiva S18dypata, Tap’ Evog
ayaBod Aafovieg molpévog Kol ddackdlov, domep €5 EvOg GTOUNTOG BMAVTIES AVTOIG CLUPMOVAOGS
JSOWYILESTEPOV TA TIGTELOEVTA S1IYOVUEVOL.
81 John Jarick, Gregory Thaumaturgos' Paraphrase of Ecclesiastes, Septuagint and Cognate
Studies Series 29 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 315.
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Gregory of Nyssa have been exposed to the procedure of paraphrase from his education, but he
would have been acquainted with the concept of paraphrasing scripture for exegetical effect

through the work of Thaumaturgus.

2.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have briefly examined two different practices that were in the
repertoire of ancient biblical exegetes, namely problems and solutions (mpofAfpota koi AVGELS)
and paraphrase. By engaging with tpofAnuata, biblical exegetes sought to argue for solutions to
complex questions. One such strategy to respond to these questions was through the procedure of
paraphrase. Both Philo of Alexandria and Gregory of Nyssa are familiar with the procedure of
paraphrase. In the following chapters, we shall explore the question of how their respective Lives
of Moses use paraphrase as a strategy to respond to various perceived questions, in or about the

biblical text.
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Chapter 3
Philo’s Life of Moses:
From Scripture to Paraphrase

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we will perform a comparative analysis between the LXX and Philo’s Life
in order to investigate how Philo uses paraphrase to shape the LXX account of Moses’s life. We
shall focus our analysis on the Red Sea (Mos. 1.165-180) and golden calf (Mos. 2.159-173)
episodes as examples of Philo’s method. By studying what kind of questions
(mpoPAnpoato/Cntpata) Philo seeks to address and how he uses paraphrastic techniques to alter
the depiction of events in order to answer these questions, we will gain a better understanding of
the exegetical relationship between the LXX and Philo’s Life. Through this investigation, we will
see how Philo’s new narrative of events is pregnant with latent allegorical readings for the
reader. In the following analysis, we shall begin by identifying the questions Philo likely seeks to
answer in the episodes. We shall then see how Philo crafts his paraphrase in such a way that it

responds to them in the narrative itself.

3.2 Crossing the Red Sea (Mos. 1.163-180)

Philo’s entire first volume of the Life of Moses is devoted to highlighting how Moses
serves as the ideal leader of the Israelites.! The deeds of individual episodes of Moses’s life serve
as a tapestry upon which Philo demonstrates how Moses possesses certain qualities of leadership.

This is no less true in the case of the crossing of the Red Sea. Immediately prior to his narration

! See, for example, Philo, Mos. 1.334.
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of the events, Philo states that Moses had “received the sovereignty” (Ehafe v dpynv) over the
nation, with the consent of the people, and with “God directing and approving” (Bpafebovtog kai
gmvevovtog 0£od) it

As he begins his account of the events leading of the to the crossing of the sea, Philo
starts with a notice about the miraculous cloud in the desert. Here, Philo responds to the biblical
account in Exod 13 and 14, which contains descriptions of the miraculous cloud in the desert.
According to scripture, as the Israelites wander through the desert, God sent a cloud to guide
them. However, this was no ordinary cloud. Exod 13 describes it as possessing an appearance of
a cloud by day yet becoming like a fire by night. The cloud remained constantly with the Israelite
encampment, never dissipating (Exod 13:21-22). According to Exod 14, the cloud acted in ways
atypical for natural clouds. When the Egyptian army approached, it separated the Egyptians and
the Israelites and brought darkness upon the land (Exod 14:19-20). We see many Second
Temple texts inquire about various questions regarding the nature of the cloud, including the
Wisdom of Solomon (first century BCE or CE), Ezekiel the Tragedian (second century BCE),?
and Josephus (first century CE).

Philo himself begins his account by setting up a TpopAinua by an appeal to an exegetical
tradition (i.e., “they say” [pact]) regarding the cloud. This is a common method that Philo uses
to set up a TpoPAnua. According to him:

They say that a wonder happened at that time, a mighty work of nature, which no

one remembers ever happening before. For a cloud, fashioned into a large pillar,
went before the crowd. During the day, it shined with a light like the sun and,

2 Philo, Mos. 1.163.

3 Ezekiel the Tragedian, Exag. 220-242. For the date of Ezekiel the Tragedian, see Howard

Jacobson, The Exagoge of Ezekiel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 10—13.
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during the night, it become like a flame, so that they might not wander on the
road, but might follow the leader along the road without wavering.*

Here, Philo engages with the scriptural account by recasting it via paraphrase:

Exod 13:21-22

Philo, Mos. 1.166

0 0¢ Be0¢ MyelTO AVTAV, MUEPOS UEV £V GTOAW
VeQEANG 01 a0 TOoig TV 00V, TV d¢ VKT
€V oTOA® TVPAC” OVK EEEMTEV O GTOAOG THG
veQEANG NUEPOS Kol O 6TOAOG TOD TVPOG
VUKTOG €vavtiov Tavtog Tod Aaod.

Now God was leading them. During the day
in a pillar of cloud to show them the way, but
during the night in a pillar of fire. The pillar
of cloud by day and the pillar of fire by night
did not leave from before all the people.

veQéAN Yop €ic evpeYEON kiova
oynuaticdeioa Tponet thg TAnBvoC, NUéEPag
HEV MAM0EdEg EKAAUTOVGO PEYYOG, VOKT®P OE
(QAOYOEWES, VTIEP TOD Un| TAALecOan kot TV
nopeiav, GAL" AmAavesTdT® EmecOot 1yEUOVL
060D.

For a cloud, fashioned into a large pillar, went
before the crowd. During the day, it shined
with a light like the sun and, during the night,
it become like a flame, so that they might not
wander on the road, but might follow the
leader along the road without wavering.’

According to scripture, God leads the people. Based on the grammar of the Greek, God seems to

lead the people in two forms, as a pillar of cloud by day and as a pillar of fire by night. The

purpose of the pillar of cloud, at any rate, appears to be to guide the people on their path.

However, it is unclear whether the pillar of fire has the same purpose or not.

In Philo’s account, he draws on the text of the LXX. While the scriptural account depicts

an object that changes substance in night and day, changing from cloud to fire, Philo describes a

cloud that takes on differing characteristics depending on whether it is day or night. During the

day, the cloud becomes a luminous cloud while during the night it becomes like a flame. Philo

4 Philo, Mos. 1.165 (CW 4.160.1-6): tepdotiov 8¢ gact cuuBfjvar kat™ ékeivov tov ypdvov
HEeYOAOVPYNLLO THG PUGEMG, O UNOELG TT® HEUVNTOL TAAL YEYOVOGS. VEPEAN Yap €ig evpeyEdn kiova
oynuaticfeioa Tponet thg TANOVOC, NUEPAG LEV NAMOELDEG EKAAUTOVTA PEYYOC, VOKTMOP O
(QAOYOEWES, VTIEP TOD U TAALesOan katd TV Topeiov, AL dmhavestdte Emechat yepove 050D.

> Philo, Mos. 1.166 (CW 4.160.3-6).




retains the biblical idea that the cloud functions to guide the people along their path lest they
wander.

Because he follows the LXX account instead of the Hebrew, Philo’s text of Exod 13:21
says, “God was leading them,” rather than “the Lord went before them.”® As a result, he reads
the cloud itself as divine. This leads him to provide a theological solution for the cloud:
“Perhaps, indeed, it was one of the lieutenants of the great king, an invisible angel, a guide
wrapped in the cloud, whom it was not lawful for the eyes of the body to see.”” While influenced
by Exod 13:21 LXX, he is also likely inspired by Exod 14:19. According to Exod 14:19, “The
angel of God, who was going before the camp of the sons of Israel, rose up (¢&fjpev) and went
behind (éx 1@®v dmicBev). The pillar of cloud also (kai) rose up (¢€fpev) from before them and
stood behind them (§x tdv omicw avtdv).”® Here, scripture seems to equate the angel of God
with the pillar of cloud since they both perform the same action simultaneously.’

According to the biblical story of the Exodus, after Pharaoh allows the Israelites to leave
Egypt, he regrets the decision and decides to give pursuit. As the Egyptians overtake them, the
Israelites grow terrified at the sight of the approaching army (Exod 14:6—10). In their

desperation, the Israelites cry out (dvefoncav) to God (Exod 14:10) while complaining to Moses

¢ Exod 13:21: 6 82 00g Nyeito adTdVv.
7 Philo, Mos. 1.166 (CW 4.160.6-8): téya névTol Kai Tdv drdpyov Tic v 1o peydiov Baciiéng,
Aavng Gyyehog, EYKOTEIMUUEVOG TH VEPEAT TponynTip, OV 0V OIS cdpaTog dPBaAIOTg
opaocHat.
8 Exod 14:19: éEfipev 8¢ 0 dryyehog Tod B0 O Tpomopevouevos TS Topeuforfig Tdv vidv
IopoanA kai €émopevdn gk TdV dmcOev: €Efpev O€ kol O GTOAOG THG VEPEANG GO TPOSOTOL AVTAV
Kol €0 €K TV Omicw adTdV.
? As Hilbrands asserts, “Der Gedanke, dass Gott sich mehrfach, in einer Naturerscheinung und
als ein himmlisches Wesen, manifestiert, ist der Exoduserzdhlung also nicht fremd” (Walter
Hilbrands, "Das Verhéltnis der Engel zu Jahwe im Alten Testament, insbesondere im Buch
Exodus," in The Interpretation of Exodus, ed. Riemer Roukema, Contributions to Biblical
Exegesis and Theology 44 [Leuven: Peeters, 2006], 96).
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(14:11-12). After Moses encourages the people (14:13—14), God asks him, “Why do you cry out
(Bodic) to me?” (Exod 14:15).1° This divine question has troubled countless biblical exegetes
since it comes seemingly out of nowhere. Although God’s question is directed at Moses alone—
as indicated by the second person, singular form of the verb (Bodic)—the biblical text gives no
description of Moses himself petitioning God. While Exod 14:10 records the people crying out to
God (&veponoav), the preceding verses lack any mention of Moses himself doing so.!! The
biblical text thus presents a potential contradiction for the attentive reader of scripture. But did
ancient interpreters notice this apparent contradiction and seek to resolve it?

Several biblical exegetes of the Second Temple era, including Philo of Alexandria,
Josephus, and the author of Liber antiquitatum biblicarum, seem to have found the contradiction
between Exod 14:15 and the prior verses to be problematic and sought to resolve it with a
number of interpretive strategies. Philo himself acknowledges the ntpopinua in Who Is the Heir
of Divine Things? and the Life of Moses. Because these works represent two different genres, he
employs different strategies to solve the problem in each treatise. While Who Is the Heir? solves
the problem in the form of a philosophical commentary on scripture, the Life of Moses resolves it
by paraphrasing scripture.

In Who Is the Heir?, Philo’s stated aim is “to examine” ({nteiv) the question of “who”

(tic) the true heir of the Abrahamic promise in Gen 15 is.!? Over the course of the treatise, Philo

19 Exod 14:15: i Bodig mpdg pe;
' Cornelis Houtman, Exodus, 4 vols., Historical Commentary on the Old Testament (Kampen:
Kok Publishing House, 1993-2002), 266; William Henry Propp, Exodus 1-18, Anchor Bible 2
(New York: Doubleday, 1998), 479; Helmut Utzschneider and Wolfgang Oswald, Exodus 115,
trans. Philip Sumpter, International Exegetical Commentary on the Old Testament
(Kohlhammer: Stuttgart, 2015), 307; Christoph Dohmen, Exodus 1—18, Herders Theologischer
Kommentar zum Alten Testament (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2015), 325-326.
12 Philo, Her. 1: ti¢ 6 t®v Ocinv mpayudrav kAnpovouog éotiv.
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argues that those focused on sense perception will not inherit the promise.!? In the opening of the
treatise, he explores the seeming contradiction between Exod 4:10 and both Exod 14:15 and
19:19. Moses states that he is incapable of speaking well in Exod 4:10, but Exod 14:15 and 19:19
seem to indicate just the opposite. While Philo never explicitly points out this contradiction—
since his intent is to demonstate that there is no actual problem when the verses are understood
properly—his investigation indicates his inquiry in this section is about such a contradiction.

Philo inquires about who (1ig) would have doubted that Moses would become mute and
speechless (Gpmvog kol dyavng) after receiving so great an oracle from God as that concerning
Abraham. According to him, excessive joy or fear accompany any divine revelation, especially
one so amazing as the Abrahamic promise. For this reason (610), Exod 4:10 records Moses
confessing himself to be weak-voiced (ioyvopwvoc) and slow of tongue (BpaddyAmccoc) from
the very moment God began speaking (diaréyecOar) to him.'* Not because of his inability to
speak but because of the weight of the divine revelation he received. While other exegetes found
a contradiction between Moses’s statement of self-avowed inability to speak in Exod 4:10 and
his later effusive speech to both God and Israel in passages such as Exod 14 and 19:19, Philo
makes a point that he sees no contradiction. Philo states that Moses speaks truthfully in Exod
4:10, thus precluding the idea that Moses misspoke in comparison to his later actions.

While Moses states truthfully that he is weak in rhetorical ability, this is not a problem
for Philo because he distinguishes between the organ of speech (10 powvntiprov dpyavov), which

may be restrained in silence, and the language of the mind (6 xotd diévoiav Adyoc), which may

13 Philo, Her. 65. See Kenneth Schenck, A4 Brief Guide to Philo (Louisville: Westminster John
Knox Press, 2005), 113.
14 Philo, Her. 4.
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continue to flow freely.!> While one might grow silent in the face of such amazing revelations as
what God said to Abraham, appropriate boldness of speech (mappnocia) before one’s superiors is
also a quality to be desired. This leads Philo to explore when (6t¢) it is fitting for one to use
boldness of speech before God.!'® Although boldness of speech is an enviable characteristic,
those who are ignorant should maintain silence (1,cvyia), thus following the injunction of Deut
27:9 (“be silent and listen”).!” According to Philo, it is for this reason that we read two different
things in Exod 14 in regard to the people and Moses. On the one hand, Moses instructs the
people to be silent (Exod 14:4). On the other hand, God asks Moses why he cries out to him
(Exod 14:15). For Philo, these two statements mean that those with nothing important to say
should remain silent while the wise should not only speak quietly (ur povov Aéyewv ocvv npepiq)
but should even cry out with a greater cry (dAA kol petd kpavyfc peilovog ékPodv).'® Drawing
on the biblical phrasing, Philo here distinguishes between two forms of speech (i.e., speaking
[Aéyewv] and crying out [ékBodv]).

Philo goes on to distinguish these two kinds of speech by appealing to the philosophical
distinction between what is sense perceptible (aicOnt6g) and what is perceptible to the intellect
(vontdc). He does so by contrasting sense-perceptible speech, which is uttered by the mouth and
tongue (otopatt Koi yAdtn), from intellectual speech, which is expressed by the organ of the
mind (Swavoiag Opydvov).' According to Philo, Exod 14 reflects Moses communicating in both

of these forms. When he talks to the Israelites in Exod 14:4, he speaks with a physical, sense-

15 Philo, Her. 4.
16 Philo, Her. 5-7.
17 Philo, Her. 10.
18 Philo, Her. 14.
19 Philo, Her. 14-15.
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perceptible voice, uttered with his mouth. When he talks to God in Exod 14:15, he speaks with
an intellectual voice, uttered with his mind, which God alone can hear. God’s question in Exod
14:15 gives testimony to this.?°

Continuing on, Philo finally hints at the contradiction that he has been subtly solving all
along between Exod 4:10 and Exod 14:15 and 19:19. While doing so, he uses technical language
of the procedure, which he finds present in the very biblical text of Exod 19:19:2!

The man who seemed (givoi Sox®dv) to be weak-voiced, slow of tongue, and

without speech, is found (&vevpioketar) to be so talkative that in one place, he is

introduced as not only speaking but even crying out, and in another place, as

employing an unceasing and continuous flow of words. For it says, “Moses was

speaking (éAdAet), and God was answering (dmekpivero) him with a voice

(pwvi})” (Exod 19:19). When he communicated, he did not talk as a single

complete utterance, but he was speaking in a continuous way. God also did not

teach as a single complete action, but he was constantly answering (dnekpiveto)

him without interruption.?
Philo initially indicates an apparent contradiction by stating that Moses seemed to be (gtvou
dok®dVv) weak-voiced, slow of tongue, and without speech (Exod 4:10). However, he was actually
found (dvevpioketar) to be so talkative that in one place he did not just speak (Exod 14:4) but

even cried out (Exod 14:15) and in another place he had an unceasing flow of words (Exod

19:19).

20 Philo, Her. 14-15.
2! This language includes épdnoig, Epotan, drnokpivoupat, drnoxpioic. In addition, while the
words dvevpiokm, {ntém, and TuvOdvopan are not among the core vocabulary of the procedure,
Philo uses them with a technical sense here.
22 Philo, Her. 16-17: Méhog 8¢ obtag 6 ioyvopmvoc kai Ppadvydlmccog kol dloyog elvat Sok@dv
AveVPIoKETOL, OOTE TT| LEV OV HOVOV AEy®V GAAL Kal fodV elchyeTal, ETEP®OL 0& AmavoT® Kol
AO10TAT® XPOUEVOG AOY®OV poun. “Mwvuct|s” Yap enotv “ghdAet, kai 0 Bedg dmekpiveto LT
Q®VT],” 00 Kotd GUVTEAELY EAAANGEV, GALL KATO UNKUVOUEVTV TOPATAGLY ELAAEL, Kol O B80G 00
KaTO cLVTEAELOY £0100.EeV, GAL™ aiel kal cuveYDS AmeKpiveTo.
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After thus introducing Exod 19:19 as another passage that seemingly contradicts Exod
4:10, Philo demonstrates how that passage also does not present a true problem. According to the
scriptural account, as the Israelites gathered at the base of Mt Sinai, Moses spoke and God
answered (dmokpivopor) in a voice (¢mvn). For Philo, drawing on the language of question and
answer in the passage, God and Moses here serve as models for how biblical exegetes, who also
seek answers from God in scripture, should employ épwtamoxpioceig to find such answers.

Wherever there is an answer (4ndkpio1g), there certainly is a question (£€pOTNGICS).

Everyone asks (épmtd) about what they do not know, seeking to know, knowing

that the most beneficial task for obtaining knowledge is to inquire ({nteiv), to ask

(épwtdv), to investigate (muvBaveohatr), to seem to know nothing and not to

suppose that one comprehends anything firmly.?*

Viewing Exod 19:19 through the lens of the question and answer procedure, Philo now sees
Moses as inquiring of God like a biblical exegete does in order to find a sought for answer. He
asks of God, who responds with an answer. Having established the connection to mpofAnpoata
Kol Aoelg, Philo connects Exod 19:19 back to Exod 14 with the thematic parallels of boldness of
speech and crying out before God.

Although Moses had previously confessed himself to be deficient in speech, this does not
constitute a contradiction for Philo when the relevant passages are understood properly. Moses
may not have the ability to speak well in a physical sense, but this does not preclude him from
having the ability to speak well in an intellectual sense. This is evidenced in two passages,

namely Exod 14 and 19:19. On the one hand, in Exod 14, while the Israelites remain physically

silent (Exod 14:4), Moses intellectualy speaks boldly before God.?* On the other hand, in Exod

23 Philo, Her. 18 (CW 3.5.12-15): émov 8¢ dnodkpioic, £kel mhvimg épdtnois. £potd 8¢ Ekactog O
un émictatal, podelv AE1BV yvoic Te TdV gl EmoTAUNV Geelpdtotov Epyov eivar {NTely,
gpwtav, movidvesOat, unocv dokelv gidévar undé Tt olesBon mayimg KatetAneévai.
24 Philo, Her. 14-15.
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19:19 scripture states that God and Moses carry on a back and forth conversation. Therefore,
when we understand Moses as speaking with both a physical, sense-perceptible voice and an
intellectual voice, the apparent contradiction in scripture no longer appears to be so.

We see Philo also respond to the apparent contradiction posed by Exod 14:15 and the
prior verses in his Life of Moses, but this time in the form of paraphrase.?> As he does so, he
again appeals to the philosophical distinction between what is perceptible to the senses and what
is perceptible to the intellect in order to resolve the mpdfAnpa. Similar to what we have already
seen in his Who Is the Heir of Divine Things?, Philo makes the case that Moses speaks with two
kinds of voices, namely a sense-perceptible voice and an intellectual voice. While the biblical
account only describes Moses’s sense-perceptible speech to the Israelites, God’s question to
Moses (Exod 14:15) gives evidence of the intellectual voice.

Philo begins his paraphrase of Moses’s actions by referencing the divine oracles.
According to him, as the Egyptian army approaches, the Israelites grow terrified. However,

Moses remembers the divine oracles (oi ypnopot) and begins speaking to encourage the

25 Philo is by no means alone in responding to this TpopAnua by recasting the biblical text of
Exod 14. As scholarship has demonstrated, other Second Temple Jewish texts, including
Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities and the Liber antiquitatum biblicarum, also paraphrase the biblical
account of Exod 14 in order to resolve the apparent contradiction. See Josephus, 4.J. 2.334-337;
LAB 10.4; Philo, Her. 14—18. For the date of these works, see Daniel R. Schwartz, "Many
Sources but a Single Author: Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities," in A Companion to Josephus, ed.
Honora Howell Chapman and Zuleika Rodgers (Oxford: Wiley Blackwell, 2016), 36; George W.
E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature between the Bible and the Mishnah: A Historical and Literary
Introduction (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981), 265-268; Howard Jacobson, 4 Commentary on
Pseudo-Philo's Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, 2 vols., Arbeiten zur Geschichte des antiken
Judentums und des Urchristentums 31 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 199-210. For example, Josephus’s
Jewish Antiquities and the Liber antiquitatum biblicarum seek to resolve the problem by omitting
the Israelite petition and simultaneously inserting a supplication by Moses to God in order to
leave no doubt who it is who cried out to God.
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Israelites. By referencing God’s prophetic oracles, Philo introduces Moses’s words as prophetic
in nature. While this is hinted at in the biblical account, Philo makes it much more explicit.

According to him, Moses performed two acts of speech simultaneously (katd TOv adTOV
xpovov) whereas the biblical account describes only a single spoken action. According to Exod
14:13-15, Moses spoke to the people, and then God asked him why he was crying out:

And Moses said to the people, “Take courage! Stand firm and see the salvation

from God, which he will do for us today. For the way that you have seen the

Egyptians today, you will no longer ever continue to see them. The Lord will fight

for you, and you will be silent.” And the Lord said to Moses, “Why do you cry

out to me?”26
Philo substitutes this part of the biblical account with the description that Moses simultaneously
divided his mind and speech (Siaveipag TOv vodv kai TOv Adyov).?” In this way, he begins to
provide an implicit solution via paraphrase to the apparent contradiction posed by biblical
account itself. While scripture does not describe Moses speaking to God, it does state that he
spoke to the Israelites (Exod 14:13—14). However, God’s question in Exod 14:15 suggests the
possibility that Moses spoke to God somehow. By substituting the biblical text of Exod 14:13—15
with the brief statement that Moses divided his mind and his word, Philo indicates that Moses
speaks to both God and the Israelites simultaneously but in different forms.

In order to distinguish between the two forms of speech that Moses employs, Philo

appeals to the philosophical distinction between speech that perceptible to the senses and speech

26 Exod 14:13-15: ginev 8¢ Mwvoiic tpdg 1oV Aadv Oapceite: otiite Kol Opdte THY cwThpiay TV
napd Tod BeoD, v momoel NUiv onpepov: OV TpOTOV Yap mpaKate Tovg AlyvmTiong orjuepov, ov
npocOnoecte £t 10V adTOVG €1 TOV aidVA YPOVOV" KOPLOC TOAEUNGEL TEPL VUADV, KOl DUETS
orynoete. Einev 82 kdplog tpog Mwvoijv Ti Bodc mpdg pe;
27 Philo, Mos. 1.173: koi Sraveipag TOV vodv kai TOV AOyov Kot TOV adtov xpdvov.
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that is perceptible to the intellect.?® While Moses speaks to the Israelites with his physical Adyog,
he speaks to God with his intellectual vodg:

With the former (i.e., vodg), he interceded invisibly with God in order that God

might deliver them from impossible circumstances, and, with the latter (i.e.,

AOY0q), he encouraged and comforted those crying out (tov¢ kataBodvrag).>
Philo here makes a clear grammatical distinction between the two forms of speech with a pév/dé
construction. On the one hand (pév), Moses invisibly supplicated God with his mind (6 vodg). He
here employs the additional technical language of the invisible in reference to the intellectual to
define further this kind of speech. On the other hand (8¢), he physically encouraged and
addressed the Israelites by word (6 Adyog).

With Philo’s substitution of the biblical text, the two halves of the pév/o¢ construction
correspond to the parts of Exod 14:13—15 that he seeks to replace. The pév part of the
construction, where Moses speaks physically to the Israelites, corresponds to explicitly narrated
speech in Exod 14:13—14. The 6¢ part of the construction, where Moses speaks intellectually to
God, corresponds to implied speech in Exod 14:15.

As this comparison of Who Is the Heir of Divine Things? and Life of Moses demonstrates,
Philo sees an apparent contradiction posed by Exod 14:15 that he seeks to resolve. However,

while the contradiction is set up in different ways in both texts, he resolves it with a similar

philosophical appeal. In Who is the Heir?, Philo perceives a contradiction between Exod 4:10

28 While Philo appeals to philosophy in order to distinguish between a voice that is perceptible to
the senses and one that is perceptible to the intellect, he also relies heavily on language of speech
throughout both treatments, including the words dAoyog, AdAog, Aéym, fodm, Adyog, pwvn in
Who Is the Heir of Divine Things? and Aoyoc, Eviuyydvem, 0opcoive, mapnyopém, Katafodo in
Life of Moses.
29 Philo, Mos. 1.173 (CW 4.161.21-23): 1@ pév évetvyyovev doovidg @ 0ed, v’ €€ dunydvov
pvonTaL GUUEOPAV, S’ 0D & £0dpcuve Kol TaPNYOPEL TOVG KOTABOGVTAC.
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and Exod 14:15 and 19:19. At the heart of this contradiction is the fact that Moses previously
confessed himself to be weak in speech (Exod 4:10), yet he later demonstrates himself to be
quite loquacious (Exod 14:15 and 19:19). In Life of Moses, Philo sets up the contradiction as
between Exod 14:15 and its immediately prior context. For both texts, Philo understands God’s
question in Exod 14:15 to imply that Moses spoke in an unnarrated way to God. In both, Philo
resolves this TpoPAnua by appealing to the philosophical distinction between speech that is
perceptible to the senses and speech that is perceptible to the intellect. While Moses speaks with
a physical voice to the Israelites, he speaks with an intellectual voice to God. He thus formulates
similar solutions in both works, yet he does so in different forms.

After exhorting the people to look for divine help, Philo states that Moses becomes

inspired. With a comparison to the LXX text, we can see how Philo inserts material via

paraphrase:
Exod 14:13 Mos. 1.175
elmev 0& Moot Tpog Tov pKpov &’ Emoymv EvBoug yivetan Katamvevsheig Hid Tod
AoV €100010G Emportdv avTd TveduaTog Kol Beomilel mpoentedmv

TAOE.
Moses said to the people,
But waiting a short time, he became possessed and inspired
by the spirit that was accustomed to enter him, and he
prophesied, foretelling these things:*°

Oapoeite otfite Kol Opdte
NV cotnpiay TV Topa 1o
BeoD, fjv momoet uiv
ONUEPOV

“Take courage! Stand firm
and see the salvation from
God, which he will do for us

today.
OV TPOTOV Yap EOPAKATE TOVS | TV OpATE GTPATIAY EDOTAODCAY, OVKET GVTITETAYUEVIV
Atyvrtiovug onpepov, ob Oyecbe meceltan yap mpotpomdony mica kol fvoiog

30 Philo, Mos. 1.175 (CW 4.162.2-4).
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npocOnoece £t 10€lv adToNg | ApavicOnoeTat g unde Astyavov ot VIEP YRS ETt

€1 TOV aidva ypovov: Qovijval, kol oV PiKeL xpdvov, ALY T £mT0VoN VUKTI.

For you will no longer ever “You will no longer see (ovkét’ dyecbe) the well-armed army

continue to see (10€iv) the arrayed against you, which you are now seeing (0parte); for all

Egyptians in the way you of it shall fall headlong, and it will be concealed in the deep,

have seen (€wpdakate) them with the result that no longer will a remnant of it be seen on

today hereafter.” the earth. This will not take long to happen, but will occur on
this coming night (tfj émovon vokri).”!

At this point, we finally come to the actual crossing of the Red Sea itself. According to
the biblical account, inconsistent reasons are given for how the parting of the sea occurred.
While in Exod 14:16 God commands Moses to strike the sea with his rod in order to part it, Exod
14:21 states that the parting occurred due to the force of a strong wind. While several exegetes
from the Second Temple period sought to resolve the basic inconsistency in the biblical depiction
of the event, interpreters also had other concerns that they were responding to as they addressed
the crossing of the Red Sea (e.g., apologetic, theological, philosophical, etc.). We see several
biblical exegetes appear to find aspects of the crossing of the sea problematic and seek to
respond to them in a number of ways. Such exegetes include Artapanus of Alexandria (second
century BCE),?? Ezekiel the Tragedian (second century BCE), and Josephus (first century CE).

In the biblical account, when God commands Moses to part the sea in Exod 14:16, God
tells him to raise his rod and break (pfifov) the sea with it. However, when Moses carries out this
command in Exod 14:21, Moses does not raise his rod, and a divinely sent wind pushes back the

sea instead:

Command (Exod 14:16) Action (Exod 14:21)

31 Philo, Mos. 1.175.
32 Artapanus, apud Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 9.2.34-37.
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Kol oV Enapov T PaPow cov | . . . ]

“And as for you, raise yourrod [ . . . ]

Kol EKTEtvov TNV ¥Elpd cov &mi v BdAlaccov

[...]

and stretch out your hand over thesea| ... ]

g€étevev 0& Mmuotic TV yelpa €mi TV
Odracoav [ ... |

And Moses stretched out his hand over the
sea[...]

Kol VI yoryev KOplog v Bdlacoay &v AvErm
voTo Puaio OAnv v vOKTa Koi €rtoinoev v
Bdraccov Enpav [ . . . ]

and the Lord drove back the sea with a strong
south wind for the whole night, and made the
seadryland|...]

Kai pH&ov avTv.

And break it.”

Kai £oyicOn 10 HOwp.

and the water was divided.

While the staff seems to serve as the mechanism to part the sea in Exod 14:16, the wind serves

the same function in 14:21.33

When we turn to the restoration of the sea and compare it to the parting, we observe

many similarities:

Exod 14:15-16, 21

Exod 14:26, 27

gimev 8¢ kuprog Tpdc Mwvsiiv [ . . . ] xai ob
gmapov 1} PAPO® cov Kai EKTEIVOV TNV YEIPA
oov émi v Bdhaccav Kol piigov avtv [ . . .

1.

And the Lord said to Moses, “[ ... ] and as
for you, raise your rod and stretch out your
hand over the sea, and break it[...].”

gimev 8¢ kOp1og pdc Mmvaiiv "Extetvov v
YEPA cov &mi v Bdhaccay, Kol
ATOKATAGTNT® TO Vowp [ . . . ].

And the Lord said to Moses, “Stretch out your
hand over the sea, and let the water be
restored [ ...].”

gétevev 0&€ Mmuotic TV yelpa €mi TV
Odracoav [ . .. |

gétevev 0& Mmuotic TV yelpa €mi TV
Odracoav [ . .. |

33 For analyses see Utzschneider and Oswald, Exodus 1-15, 308-309, 314-316.
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And Moses stretched out his hand over the And Moses stretched out his hand over the sea

sea[...] [...]

Kol VI yoryev KOplog v Bdlacoav &v AvErm
voto Praiom OAnv v vOKTa Koi €roinoev v
Bdraccov Enpav [ . . . ]

and the Lord drove back the sea with a strong
south wind for the whole night, and made the
seadryland|...]

Kai €oyictn 10 HOwp. Kol anekatéotn 10 VOWP TPOG NUEPaAV Eml
YDPOC.

and the water was divided.
and the water was restored to its place toward
the day.

Significantly, Moses raises his hand over the sea at the parting and at the restoration. While at
the parting, this seems to lead to the bringing on of the wind. At the restoration, no effect
happens. The water, however, is restored somehow. While no explanation is given for this,
scholars suggest that, the wind simply ceases and the waters then return to their place.’*

The biblical text thus presents to the reader a potentially inconsistent sequence of events
in both the sea’s parting and its restoration. It us unclear what mechanism serves to part and
restore the sea. Does Moses’s rod function to part and restore the sea? Does the wind play this
role? Does the rod strike the water to part the sea or does the wind serve this purpose? How do
the rod and the wind function in the restoration of the sea? Does Moses’s raise his rod over the
sea to restore it? Does the wind cease blowing to achieve this restoration? In his commentary on
Exodus, Houtman has asserted that “for the flowing back of the water no natural cause is

mentioned, whether lying down of the wind (14:21), or the wind coming from the opposite

34 Instead, God becomes a more primary actor by shaking off the Egyptians in 14:25 (see
Utzschneider and Oswald, Exodus 1-15,312-313)
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direction (cf. 10:19; see also 15:10).”3% As a result, these aspects of the text present potential
questions for biblical exegetes.

We see exegetes such as Artapanus and Josephus perceive inconsistencies in the biblical
account and seek to respond to them in various ways.>® Philo himself seeks to resolve the
inconsistencies of the parting and restoration of the sea in his Life of Moses. Philo seeks to create
a more logical sequence of events through the use of the paraphrastic technique of
rearrangement. Instead of God commanding Moses to strike the sea then giving the description
of the wind blowing, Philo gives the blowing of the wind prior to the striking of the sea with the

staff:37

35 Houtman, Exodus, 269.
36 See, for example, Artapanus, apud Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 9.27.34-37; Josephus, A4.J. 2.347—
348. As Josephus states in detail: “So then, I, for my part, have handed on each of these things
just as I have found them in the sacred books. But let no one marvel at the incredibleness of the
account, if a way of salvation were discovered for people of old not experienced in evil through
the sea, whether by the will of God or spontaneously. When, even for Alexander king of
Macedon and his men, who lived just a little while ago, the Pamphylian Sea withdrew and
provided them another way through itself for those who did not have one, because it was the will
of God to destroy the rule of the Persians. And all those who write down the acts of Alexander
confess this to be true. So then, let everyone decide for themselves what seems appropriate about
these matters” (Eyo pév obv ¢ bpov &v taic iepoic Bifloig onro)g £KOGTOV TOVTOV
napadédwka Bavpdaon 0 undeic T1od Adyov 10 Tapdooov, ei dpyaiolg dvOpdToIS Kai Tovnpiog
aneipoig ebpédn copiog 660¢ kai 610 Bardoong eite kKatd fovAnoy Beod eite koTd
TOVTOUATOV, OTTOTE Kol TOIC Tepl TOV AAEEavOpov TOV Bactriéa thg Maxedoviag x0g Kol Tponv
yeyovoov vreydpnoe O [oappdiov TEAGayos Kai 000V GAANY 0VK EXOVGt TapEcyE TNV Ot
avtod kataidoot v [lepodv Nyepoviav tod Beod BeAnoavtog, Kai TodTo Thvteg OpoAoyodoY
01 Ta¢ ALEEAVIPOL TTPAEEIG GUYYPOYELEVOL. TTEPL PEV 0DV TOVTOV MG EKAGTM SOKeT
StAapPavETm).
37 See, for example, some of the observations on this inconsistency in Erkki Koskenniemi, The
Old Testament Miracle-Workers in Early Judaism, vol. 206, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen
zum Neuen Testament (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 75. The main points of inconsistency
between 14:16 and 21 lie in the immediate agent who effects the parting (i.e., Moses as God’s
intermediary agent or God directly), the means by which that parting occurs (i.e., the staff or the
wind), the time involved to complete the sea’s parting (i.e., immediately or all night), and the
verb by which the parting is said to happen (i.e., priyvop or oyilw): Moses striking with the staff
to break (pryvop) it in 14:16 versus God causing the wind to blow to divide (oyilw) it in 14:21.
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Exod 14:16, 21

Mos. 1.176-77

KatadvvTog &’ Alov, voTog e0OVC ip&ato
KATAGKATTEY PrandTatog, Ve’ ob 1O mELUYOC
g€aveympnoev, elowbog pev aunotiley, tote
0¢ Kol paArlov dBovpEVOV TO TPOS aiylaAoig
VIEcVPN Kabamep €ig xapadpav §j xapvRov: [
o]

When the sun had set, immediately an
exceedingly strong south wind began to rush
down, by which the sea withdrew; it was
accustomed to ebb and flow, but then even
more being thrust near the shore, it was drawn
down as into eddies and whirlpools. [ ... ]*

Kol oV Emapov Tf) PAPO® cov Kol EKTEWVOV TNV
YEPA cov &mi v Bdlaccay Kai priigov avtny,
Kai gloeAddtmoay ol vioil Iopani gig pécov
¢ Baldoong Katd to Enpov. [ . . . ]

“And as for you, raise your rod and stretch
out your hand over the sea, and break it, and
let the sons of Israel enter into the midst of
the seaondryland. [ ... ]

npooToydeis O8.

And having been commanded?”

g€étevev 0& Mmuotic TV yelpa €mi TV
Bdracoav.

And Moses stretched out his hand over the
sea,

Movo|g 11} Paktpig waiet v 0dAacoay.

Moses struck the sea with his staff*°

Kol DI yoryev KOplog v Bdlacoay &v AvErm
voTo Plaio OAnv v vOKTa Koi €roinoev v
Bdraccav Enpav,

and the Lord drove back the sea with a strong
south wind for the whole night, and made the
sea dry land,

Kai £oyicOn 10 HOwp.

and the water was divided.

1 0¢ payeica duiotatal.

38 Philo, Mos. 1.176 (CW 4.162.8-11).
39 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.13).
40 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.13-14).
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And it was broken and separated*!

According to the biblical account, Moses raised his staff (and struck the sea?), a south wind blew

all night, and the sea was parted. In Philo’s depiction, the actions of the wind and staff are

transposed. For Philo, the wind blows all night and the part by the shoreline where the Israelites

stand is thurst back. Moses then strikes the gathered water with his staff. Immediately, the sea is

parted at the blow. In this version of events, it is clear that the wind does not serve as the

mechanism to part the sea. Instead, it prepares the waters for the strike of Moses’s staff by

gathering them before Moses. This is unlike the biblical text, where the wind must blow all night

in order slowly to part the sea over the course of the night.

He also better explains how the sea was restored by inserting a corresponding wind that

blows in the opposite direction at the conclusion of the episode:

Exod 14:26, 27

Philo, Mos. 1.179

gimev 8¢ kOprog pdc Mmvaiiv "Extetvov v
YEPA cov &mi v Bdhacoav, kol
AmToKATAGTNT® TO Vowp [ . . . ].

And the Lord said to Moses, “Stretch out your
hand over the sea, and let the water be
restored [ ...].”

g€étevev 0& Mmuotic v yelpa €mi TV
Odracoav [ . .. |

And Moses stretched out his hand over the
sea[...]

TOVG 0¢ Ta TUNpaTe ToD TEAGYOLG EKATEPMBEY
gmkvuAMcBévta Kol Evobévta avTtoig dpuact
Kol ftmoig katomovtol, Bopeiolg mvedpaot | . .

-]

41 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.4).
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But the portions of the sea rolled up and
gathered on either side drown the Egyptians
with their chariots and horses, when because
of the north winds [ .. . ]*

Kol anekatéotn 10 VOWP TPOG NUEPAV Eml g moAppoiag dvayvbeiong.
YDPOC.
the reflux was poured out*?
and the water was restored to its place toward

the day.

While the former wind functioned to push the water to one side of the sea channel in preparation
for Moses striking the sea, a countervailing wind now moves the sea back into its original
position. In this way, Philo brings narrative balance to the account by explaining how the entire
event begins and ends in a similar fashion.**

As he crafts this solution, he appeals to scientific language related to the natural sciences
of his day in order to describe the action of the sea.*> On the one hand, he draws on vocabulary
from contemporary tidal theory to describe the movement of the sea, including é€avoywpém

(“withdraw”), durmotiCewv (“ebb and flow”), dmocvpw (“draw down”), yapadpa (“eddy”),

42 Philo, Mos. 1.179 (CW 4.163.9-10).

43 Philo, Mos. 1.179 (CW 4.163.10-11).

44 The fact that Philo endeavored to bring narrative balance is attested by the many parallels he
forges between the parting of the sea and its restoration: the timing of the event, the wind, and
the description of the water moving (with the similar sounding verbs é€avoyéw and dvoyvm):

Mos. 1.176 Mos. 1.179

KaTadLVTOG O° NALOV nepi Babv Spbpov [ .. . ]

votoc evOVC ipEato katasknmTew Broandtatog | Bopeiolg mvevpact

Ve’ 00 10 TELAYOg EEaveyDdPNOEY TG moAppoiag dvayvbeiong Kol HETEDPOLS
TprcLpiong Emopoapovong

45 Philo, Mos. 1.176-77.
78



x&pvPorg (“whirlpool”), otéddw (“furl”), dvaydw (“pour out”), Eémrpéyw (“spread over”),
naAippota (“reflux”).*® On the other hand, he draws on terminology from the meteorological
sciences in descriptions of how ice and frost form in the atmosphere by means of solidification to
depict the waves becoming walls, including mfyvout (“solidify”), in close conjunction with
uetémpog (“suspended”) and Byog (“height™).#” By depicting the parting of the sea in such
scientific language, Philo provides an additional scientific solution to the problem of
verisimilitude in the account. While he portrays God as the one who ultimately causes the events,
he depicts them as fully in line with scientific understandings of the natural world that were

common in his day.

46 For similar examples in Philo, see Deus 177; Leg. 3.213; Somn. 2.121; Opif. 113; Spec. 2.143;
4.85; Contempl. 86. For examples of the terms and the theory of tides, see Herodotus, Hist. 2.11;
Aetius 3.17; Aristotle, Mete. 2.7-8; Strabo, Geogr. 1.1.7-10; 1.2.16; 1.2.36; 3.2.4-5, 11; 3.5.8-9;
Pliny the Elder, Nat. 2.212-20; Ps.-lamblichus, Arithmetic 60.6—18; Macrobius, Sat. 1.6.61;
Pomponius Mela 3.1-2; Lucan 1.412-19; Seneca, Nat. 3. See also David T. Runia, On the
Creation of the Cosmos According to Moses, Philo of Alexandria Commentary Series 1 (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 286; D. Lithrmann, "The Godlessness of Germans Living
by the Sea according to Philo of Alexandria," in The Future of Early Christianity: Essays in
Honour of Helmut Koester, ed. Birger A. Pearson (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991); Duane W.
Roller, 4 Historical and Topographical Guide to the Geography of Strabo (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2018), 9, 134, 169—170; Posidonius, Posidonius, 3 vols., ed.
Ludwig Edelstein and I. G. Kidd, Cambridge Classical Texts and Commentaries (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1972—-1999), 2:767-781; Gareth D. Williams, The Cosmic
Viewpoint: A Study of Seneca’s Natural Questions (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 93—
135; David E. Cartwright, "On the Origins of Knowledge of the Sea Tides from Antiquity to the
Thirteenth Century," Earth Sciences History 20, no. 2 (2001): 105-126; Lawrence Kim, Homer
between History and Fiction in Imperial Greek Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010), 47-84.
47 See Aristotle, Mete. 347a13-349a12; Gen. corr. 330b27; Epicurus, Ep. Pyth. 106.11;
Chrysippus, 3.138; Seneca, Nat. 4b; Pliny, Nat. 2.39. See also Williams, Cosmic Viewpoint, 136—
170. According to Utzschneider and Oswald, the imagery in Exod 15 of the water being heaped
up, standing up, solidified, and congealed, “emphasize[s] the metamorphosis of liquid into solid
rather than the drying up of the water” (Utzschneider and Oswald, Exodus 1-15, 319). See also
Propp, Exodus 1-18, 523.

79



We have now completed our analysis of Philo’s paraphrase of the crossing of the Red
Sea. Our analysis has demonstrated how Philo engages with a variety of mpofAuato/Cntuota
in his paraphrase, responding to them in such a way that he addresses his primary aim to
demonstrate how Moses serves as Israel’s divinely assisted leader. This assistance came in the
form of the angel guiding Israel in the cloud, Moses silently petitioning God for aid, and the
miraculous parting of the waters. In each of these parts of the narrative, Philo adjusted the
account in response to some kind of mpofAnpato/{ntipara, and he did so in a way that benefited

his overall aim in this section of the text.

3.3 The Golden Calf (Mos. 2.159-173)

According to the biblical account of Exod 32, Moses remains on Mt Sinai for forty days
and forty nights in order to receive the tablets of the law from God. Due to the length of his
absence, the people grow weary and fall into idolatry by forging a golden calf. While still on the
mountain, God tells Moses about the events that transpired below. Moses quickly hurries down
only to find the reality of the situation worse than he could have imagined. When he first sees the
idol, he flies into a rage and breaks the divine tablets. He then destroys the calf, grounds it to
powder, and forces the people to drink it mixed with water. After inquiring of Aaron about the
details of the events, he sees that the people had become scattered. Moses then calls for the
faithful to rally to his side, and they slaughter three thousand fellow Israelites.

In this depiction of events, Moses performs two actions seemingly out of a rash
motivation. In both instances, the biblical text first states that Moses is angry, then it narrates him
doing a potentially drastic action. The first time we see a connection between anger and Moses’s

actions occurs in Exod 32:19. After coming down from the mountain, Moses sees the golden
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calf, becomes “filled with anger” (d0pyicOeic OBuud), and immediately breaks the tablets.*® The
second time Moses’s actions are connected with an angry motivation comes in Exod 32:22. After
entering the camp and speaking with Aaron, he becomes enraged again. Aaron himself attests to
this fact by imploring Moses, “cease from your anger” (ur 0pyiCov).*° Despite this plea, Exod
32:25-29 records Moses calling for the killing of three thousand of his fellow Israelites. The
breaking of the tablets and the slaughter of the Israelites in scripture posed potential theological
and moral problems for biblical exegetes.’® But do later ancient interpreters see these actions as
problematic, and how do they respond to them?

As early as the biblical text, we begin to see works that seek to address Moses’s actions
by recasting them in a different light. Some texts, like Deuteronomy, omit both the reference to
Moses’s anger as a motivating factor in the episode and any mention of the killing of the three
thousand Israelites. Yet, the destruction of the tablets remains.>! Other texts, like Targum Ps.-
Jonathan and Ps.-Philo, retain Moses’s anger but attempt to explain it by rewriting the account in

some way.”? Still others, like Josephus and Targum Neofiti, take the more radical step of

48 According to the biblical account: “when he drew near to the camp, he saw the calf and
choruses, and becoming filled with anger, Moses threw the two tablets from his hands and he
broke them beneath the mountain” (kai jvika fyylev tf) mapepPoiri], Opd TOV OGOV Kai TOVG
x0povGg, Kai 0pylebeic Oupud Mmuoiic Eppryev And TOV Xepdv adTod TAG dVO TAAKNS Kol
ouvETpryev antag Vo 10 dpoc) (Exod 32:19). For possible explanations of what causes Moses’s
anger in the text as we have it, see Houtman, Exodus, 3:657.

49 Exod 32:22: Mn 6pyilov.

30 See Christoph Dohmen, Exodus 19-40, Herders Theologischer Kommentar zum Alten
Testament (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2004), 307-310.

31 See Deut 9:15-21. Because Moses is no longer angry, he does not break the tablets in a fit of
rage immediately upon seeing the calf before he enters the camp. Instead, he waits to break them
until inside the camp when he is before the people (évavtiov vudv), likely so that their
destruction serves as an object lesson to the Israelites. See also Ps 105 LXX (106 MT):19-23.

52 See Targum Ps.-Jonathan Exod 32; Deut 9:17; and LAB 12.5. See also James L. Kugel,
Traditions of the Bible: A Guide to the Bible as It Was at the Start of the Common Era
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omitting the episode entirely.>® By the Rabbinic period, it had become fairly standard in the
Jewish exegetical tradition to remove large parts of Exod 32,3 especially the destruction of the
tablets and the killing of the three thousand, from the readings in the synagogue.>® These various
exegetical responses to the passage demonstrate that the destruction of the tablets and the killing
of the three thousand were perceived by biblical exegetes to many problems and needed to be
resolved somehow.

In his treatise On Drunkenness, Philo explores the actions of the Levites in Exod 32 in
some detail. According to him, they serve as an example of those who abandon the influence of
custom (cvvn0eia) in order to follow right reason (6 dpBOg Adyoc). While custom concerns itself
with objects of sense perception and the passions, right reason turns its focus beyond these.
Because of their embrace of reason, the Levites received the priesthood as a reward.’® However,
when one recounts the deeds (ai mpd&eig) of the Levites, they pose a potential problem.
According to him, one might become an object of ridicule (yAeOn) to many (napda moAroic) when

recounting them.>’

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998, 1998), 719-720.
https://catalog.lib.uchicago.edu/vufind/Record/3562472.
>3 For the later tradition, see also Exodus Rabbah 32, which omits the episode entirely. See also
Deuteronomy Rabbah 3.12—17, which seems especially concerned about Moses’s anger as a
motivating factor for the actions.
>4 Pekka Lindqvist, Sin at Sinai: Early Judaism Encounters Exodus 32, Studies in Rewritten
Bible 2 (Turku: Abo Akademi University, 2008), 117-306.
>3 For various analyses of the later reception history of the episode, see Leivy Smolar and Moshe
Aberbach, "The Golden Calf Episode in Postbiblical Literature," Hebrew Union College Annual
39 (1968): 91-116; Lindqvist, Sin at Sinai. The Hellenistic world’s preoccupation with the
deleterious effects of anger—witnessed both within and without the biblical text—also
complicates later interpreters’ engagements with this biblical passage.
36 Philo, Ebr. 63-65.
>7 Philo, Ebr. 65.
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While their actions pose an apparent problem, this is not the case when they are properly
investigated, Philo argues. He appeals to the language of the literal and allegorical in order to
make his point. The literal imagery of the passage (taig mpoyeipoig pavraciog) deceives
(dmatdw) many because they do not comprehend (ov katovoodoiv) the invisible and obscure
meanings (dpaveic koi cuveoklaopévac duvauelg) contained within.>® It is only by examining
these invisible and obscure senses that one understands the text’s deeper meaning.

Philo proceeds to indicate the exact nature of the problem (mpopinua) in the account.
According to him, those who were entrusted with the most sacred duties pertaining to the temple
should have been the most pure of all. However, this is not the case as they became polluted
through bloodshed. Not only did they shed blood, but they killed their own kin:

For those who were entrused with the prayers, the sacrifices, and all the ritual of

the temple, were—a most strange thing—homicides, fratricides, killers of bodies

who were kin and friends. Whom it was necessary to appoint, pure from a pure

parentage, having never touched an impure body—certainly not voluntarily but

not even involuntarily.>®
He then appeals to the literal sense of scripture by quoting both the biblical injunction to slay
one’s brother and relative in Exod 32:27-28 and Moses’s praise of the actions in Exod 32:29.6°

The quotation of the very text of scripture poses questions for Philo. “What then ought

we to say” (i ovv Aektéov), he inquires, except that while custom (cvvi|fg1a) condemns the

actions of the Levites right reason (6 6p00¢g Adyog), their father, praises it.°! Philo then makes an

>8 Philo, Ebr. 65.
> Philo, Ebr. 66: oi yap £0yg koi Ovusiag kai micay Thv mepi 10 iepdv dytoteiav &yyeipiodévieg
€iot, 10 Tapado&ATaToV, AVOPOPOVOL, AGEAPOKTOVOL, TMV OIKEOTATMOV KOl PIATATOV GOUATOV
avToYEpES, 0VC ExpTiv KaBapols kal £k kKaBapdv, Undevog dyous TPOSAYAUEVOVS, EKOVGIOV HEV
dmaye, GAAG Und’ dKovciov yewpotoveichat.
60 Philo, Ebr. 67.
61 Philo, Ebr. 68.
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allegorical move in the text based on an appeal to reason. According to him, the Levites did not
kill human beings in the text but rather their own passions: “it is not the case, as some think, that
priests kill people, rational animals, composed of soul and body, but they cut off from their mind
what is akin (oikeio)) and dear (@ila) to the flesh.”%? Philo thus takes the biblical concepts of
kinship and familiarity and allegorizes them. They cut out these passions in the belief that
ministers of the divine should alienate (dAlotprom) themselves from the focus on the objects of
sense perception and the passions, which should be treated as enemies. Philo here alludes to the
distinctly Stoic concept of alientation (allotriosis) by which one rejects things that are alien and
harmful to one’s nature.®®

According to Philo, it is for this reason (o1 Todt0) that we kill (dmoktevoduev) brother,
neighbor, and those near to us. With the phrase 1 Todto, Philo moves to formulating his
solution to a problem he perceives in the biblical text. We should not take the terms “brother,”
“neighbor,” and “near one” literally but allegorically. They refer allegorically to objects related
to the physical and the sense perceptible. When the text says “brother,” it does not mean that we
kill an actual human being. Rather, it means that we slay the body, the brother of the soul. When

scripture says that we should kill our “neighbor,” it again does not mean a flesh and blood

62 Philo, Ebr. 69 (CW 2.182.17-19): xai yap o08’, donep vopilovsi tiveg, avOpdmoug
avarpodotv ot iepeic, (Do Aoy &k Yuyiig Kol GMUATOG GLVESTMTA, AAL doa oikelo Kol @ila TH
oapKi AmoKOTTOVO!L THG dlovoiag EQVTMV.
8 For the Stoic idea of oikeiosis, see Jacob Klein, "The Stoic Argument from Oikeiosis," Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy 50 (2016): 143-200; Simon G. Pembroke, "Oikeiosis," in
Problems in Stoicism, ed. A. A. Long (London: Athlone Press, 1971), 114-149; Troels Engberg-
Pedersen, The Stoic Theory of Oikeiosis: Moral Development and Social Interaction in Early
Stoic Philosophy, Studies in Hellenistic Civilization 2 (Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 1990);
Gisela Striker, "The Role of Oikeiosis in Stoic Ethics," in Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy,
ed. Julia Annas (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), 145-167; Elizabeth Asmis, "Seneca's
Originality," in The Cambridge Companion to Seneca, ed. Shadi Bartsch (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2015), 235.

84



human. Instead, it refers to the senses, which are close to the soul. We are to slay these senses.
When the text says we are to kill our “near one,” it refers to the uttered word, which is near our
understanding. Only by taking the text allegorically in such a philosophical manner, does one
understand its true meaning.

Philo’s On Drunkenness and his Life of Moses have much in common with one another.
In both, he responds to the same ethical questions by appealing to contemporary ethics.®* Such
ethical discussions of the virtues became commonplace in Hellenistic philosophy, thanks in no
small part to the Stoics. Unlike in the prior treatise, however, he now casts his solution in the
form of a paraphrase of scripture that intertwines this ethical language with language from the
biblical text itself. By inserting such language into his account, he frames the actions in order to

demonstrate how the potentially questionable actions were justified. Such ethical language and

% The discussion of ethical theory was popularized, in no small part, thanks to the efforts of
Stoic philosophy. These virtues include (with their opposites) prudence (ppoévnoig/coeia) and
folly (dppooctivn), temperance (cwppocHivn) and intemperance (dxoracio/dkpacia), justice
(dwatoovvn) and injustice (adwcia), courage (dvopeia) and cowardice (dethia), piety (evcéfeia),
and holiness (6510t¢) (Philo, Mos. 2.159-162, 164-165, 167-171, 173; 2.270, 273-274). Philo
also uses the language of virtue throughout his works (see, for example, A//. 2.18; Mos. 2.216;
Vir.; see also Ronald Williamson, Jews in the Hellenistic World: Philo [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989], 217-219). The cardinal virtues ultimately derive from Plato, who also
demonstrates variation in the list (see Plato, Resp. 4, summarized in 427b; copia 428b—429a;
avopeio 429a—430c; coppocsvvn 430d—432b; dwcatoovvn 432b—434c; see also Euthyphr. Passim;
Gorg. 507b—c; Prot. 330b, 349b). Such ethical discussions became commonplace in Hellenistic
philosophy, thanks in no small part to the Stoics. While a canonical set of four virtues eventually
took shape, Stoics were quite flexible with their catalogues of the virtues (see, for example,
Stobaeus, 2.59.4—62.6; Diogenes Laertius, 7.92-93; 7.102; Ps—Andronicus, De pass. 259.73—
261.97; Seneca, Ep. 29, 30, 88; see also Edward Vernon Arnold, Roman Stoicism [New Y ork:
Books for Libraries Press, 1971], 293-294). While Thomas Tobin has recently argued that Philo
shapes the episode according to Greco-Roman ethical theory, he does not go far enough in
acknowledging the unique Stoic influence in the account with elements such as alienation
(dArotpiwoic). For an analysis of Philo’s goals in retelling the account in light of the moral
implications of the episode, see Thomas H. Tobin, "Philo of Alexandria’s Interpretations of the
Episode of the Golden Calf," in Golden Calf Traditions in Early Judaism, Christianity, and
Islam, ed. Eric F. Mason and Edmondo F. Lupieri (Leiden: Brill, 2018), 80.
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concepts suggest Philo draws heavily on Stoic ethics while formulating his solution to the moral
dilemma.

In his paraphrase of the episode, Philo casts Moses as a wise Stoic leader who acts as a
physician in order to cut away the impiety that threatens to infect the people.®> While we see the
trope of the philosopher as physician of the soul in authors such as Cicero, Seneca, Diogenes
Laertius, and Galen, it seems to be particularly in vogue with Stoic ethical theory.®® According to
Philo, as Moses descended from the mountain, he immediately realizes that the disease of
impiety has quickly spread throughout the people. As a result, swift remedial action is
necessitated. Approaching the camp, he realizes that not everyone has been infected. Therefore,
Moses devises a procedure to test the disposition of the soul of each individual in order to test
who is incurable and who can still be saved. According to Philo’s account Moses’s words
themselves serve as the test while the people’s response to them indicates the extent of their
infection.

While the biblical text of Exod 32:26 contains only a brief narrative of the reaction of the
Levites, Philo expands this more than tenfold. In doing so, he distinguishes three distinct groups
based on their ractions to Moses’s words: the three-thousand idolators, the remaining Israelites,
and the Levites. In the biblical narrative, the reader must infer the reactions of these other two

groups. Philo supplies the missing information. This clarifies potential questions such as, did the

65 See, for example, Philo, Mos. 2.167-168. This is clear due to his use of medical terminology.
This is not the only place in his corpus where he compares Moses to a physician (see also Deus
67; Mos. 1.42; see also Louis H. Feldman, "Moses in Midian, According to Philo," Shofar 21,
no. 2 [2003]: 3).
6 See Cicero, Tusc. 3.1-21; Seneca, De ira passim; Diogenes Laertius, 7.115; Galen, PHP
5.2.23. See also John Sellars, Stoicism (London: Routledge, 2014), 31-41.

86



Levites indiscriminately kill three thousand of their fellow Israelites to serve as an example or

did something such as their idolatrous actions set them apart?

Philo distinguishes between these three distinct groups (the impious idolators, the fearful

Israelites, and the pious Levites) by creating an elaborate rhetorical synkrisis through the

insertion of the language of virtue and vice:

Exod 32:26

Mos. 2.169-170

TGV pEv ovv AoV ol pév Eveka Tod ToV Alyvrtiokdv dnAokévor oV
aeNVIALovTec 00 TPOCETYOV TOTG AEYOUEVOLS, Ol 0€ POP® KOAAGEMG I6MC
EyYuTépm mpoceABElv oUK £0appouv 1 TV £k Mwvcémg Tio ded10Teg fy
TV €K ToD TA00VG EmavioTacty: del yop ol ToAAOL TOTG W)
OLVOTOVOOLUEVOLS miTifevTat.

So then, of the others, some resisted because they were zealous for
Egyptian delusion and they did not pay attention to what was said; others
lacked the courage to draw nearer, perhaps due to fear of punishment,
because they were afraid either of retribution from Moses or of an
insurrection from the multitude. For the masses always turn on those who
do not share their folly.’

TuvijAbov ovv Tpodg

aOTOV TAVTEG 01 Vioi
Agot.

Then all the sons of

Levi gathered to
him.

Mia 0" €€ ambvtov 1 Aeyopévn Agvitikn AT 1o KnpOYHOTOG
gmokovcaca Kadmep ae’ £vog cuvOnuatog £0etl petd omovdic, Th
nodwkeig TV Tpobupiov Emdetkvopévn kal v 6EVTNTA THG €iC
evcéPertay Youyikig Opuiis.

Of all the tribes, the one tribe called Levi, when they heard the
proclamation, as if by a pre-agreed signal, ran with haste, displaying their
eagerness by their swiftness and the keenness of the impulse in their soul
for piety.®®

Philo depicts these three groups along a spectrum of virtue. With the insertion of an initial pév/6¢

construction, he distinguishes between two classes of Israelites, the idolators and the rest. Both

groups demonstrate a lack of virtue. While the idolators (oi pev) display a lack of piety, the rest

67 Philo, Mos. 2.169 (CW 4.239.13-17).
88 Philo, Mos. 2.170 (CW 4.239.18-21).
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show a lack of courage (oi 8¢). After this insertion, Philo substitutes the biblical description of

the Levites’ actions. According to him, they are the only ones who have true virtue, as shown by

their zeal and impulse for piety. With these paraphrases of the scriptural account, Philo

demarcates three groups based on their reaction to Moses’s words vis-a-vis their virtue. While

this synkrisis demonstrates how virtuous each group each, it also indicates how far the infection

of impiety had spread through the people.

Like the Stoic leader, after determining how far the infection of impiety had spread,

Moses urges the Levites to act against those who are incurable, namely the idolators. While Philo

portrays the Levites as zealous for piety in both body and mind, the idolators are depicted as

having committed acts worthy of death:

Exod 32:27

Mos. 2.171

€l un poévov Toig COUAGLY.

“Not only with your bodies,”®’

Tade Aéyer koprog 6 Be0g [opan.

The Lord the God of Israel says,

einev.

He said,””

EMOTEVOETE TNV TTPOG MUAS APIEWY AAAL Kol TOTG
dtavoioug, awtika poptopnOnoeTal.

“hasten your coming to me, but it will also soon be
witnessed with your minds.”!

®¢obe €kaotog TV EavTod poppaioy Emi
TOV UNpov

Elpog avaraPav EkaoTod.

Let each one take up a sword”?

89 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.239.22).
70 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.239.22).

1 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.239.22-23). By stating that their zeal is demonstrated not only in
body (c®pa) but also in mind (didvoia), Philo suggests not only that their actions reflect their
inner virtue but also that the Levites are virtuous in their entire being. For the importance of
owavota for virtue, see Plutarch, Mor. 441c (see also Sellars, Stoicism, 123).

72 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.239.23).
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“Each one put his own sword on his thigh

Kol d1éABaTe Kol AvaKALYOTE ATO TOANG
Emi TOANV Sl TH mapeUPOATS.

and go through and return from gate to gate
through the camp,

TOVG pupiov d&a Bavatwov eipyacuévous, ot TOv
aAn07 Bedv KataAMmdVTEG TOVG YELOWOVVLLOVG
gomovpynoav eBaptaic Kol yevntoic ovsiong v
10D apBdptov Kai dysvitov TpdspNoLY
EMPNUCAVTES.

against those who have done things worthy of ten
thousand deaths—who have forsaken the true God
and made falsely named ones out of corruptible
and created substances, calling them a name that

belongs to the incorruptible and unbegotten one—
73

Kol amokteivate EKOGTOG TOV AOEAPOV
a0ToD Kol EK0oTOG TOV TANGIoV adTod Kol
€K0oTOC TOV &YYloTa avTOD

and each kill his brother, and each his
neighbor, and each the person nearest to
him.”

OLYYEVELG Kol PIAOVG AMOKTEVAT®

and let each one kill his relatives and friends,

PMav kai cuyyévelay DoAaPmdv etvar LoV
AvopdV ayafdv 0G1OTNTA.

considering piety of good men to be the only
friendship and kinship.”7”>

While substituting primary parts of the biblical text, Philo inserts other non-biblical material

throughout that clarifies that the Levites act piously because the idolators have alienated

themselves from their flesh and blood relatives by committing impiety. While Exod 32:27 is

73 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.240.1-3).
74 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.240.3-4).
73 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.240.4-5).
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ambiguous as to the identity of those who are killed and why only these individuals are chosen to
die, Philo’s insertations explain that these are the idolators lacking virtue.

While this at first may seem to go against the very notions of Stoic ethics not to kill one’s
kin, Philo has a response ready at hand: the “piety of good men” should be considered “to be the
only friendship and kinship.”’® Here, Philo makes a similar argument as in On Drunkenness.
While the Levites feel a kinship with piety and those who have it, they feel an alienation from
those who lack piety. This clarifies matters from the biblical text, which did not indicate the basis
of which the Levites are asked to kill their fellow Israelites or why they are worthy.

Because of their zeal in both body and mind, the Levites had already perceived the

alienation (dAAotpimoig) caused by the impiety of the idolators:

Exod 32:28 Mos. 2.172

Kai €moinoav ot viol Agvut kKabd o1 ¢ TNV Tapaivesty ETOUOTNTL POAGAVTES, £l KOl TOG

gndAnoev avtoig Mwvot|g, kol YVOUAC ETVUYOV NALOTPIOUEVOL GYESOV AP 0D TO

gnecov 8k 10D Aaod &v &ketvn T | mopavounpo yevopEvov gidov, dvoipodoty ipndov eig

NUEPQY €1g TPLoYIAiOVS GVOpagC. TPIGYIMOVG TAV TPO HIKPOD PIATAT®V.

And the sons of Levi did as Preceding his command due to their eagerness, since they

Moses had said to them, and there | were already alienated (W\ALotpiwpévor) even in their

fell from the people on that day minds (éni Kol TG yvodpag), almost from the moment

about three thousand men. they saw the transgression happening, from the youth
upward they killed to the number of three thousand,
although they were their dearest friends a short time
before.”’

While all the Israelites had previously been united with common bonds of kinship and friendship

just a short time before, their idolatry was such a heinous act that they ruptured these bonds. As a

76 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.240.4-5): iiav kai cuyyévelov povny avopdv dyoddv 010t
See also Mark 3:31-35.
7 Philo, Mos. 2.172 (CW 4.240.5-8).
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result, they alienated themselves from their former kin and friends. In this way, the idolators
cleave themselves from the family of God and become strangers.”

In these passages, we see Philo draw on the Stoic concepts of affinity (oikeiwoic) and
alienation (dAAotpimoig). Oikelmoig represents a essential principle of Stoic ethics. While at its
most basic, oikelwoig represents a primary impulse for self-preservation that every individual

possesses that is rooted in an attraction for what benefits one’s survival and a rejection of what is

78 The actions, rooted in vice, cause this separation. Although the Levites were blood relatives
with the impious Israelites, they were no longer united with bonds of kinship. They had become
strangers. The Levites perceive the dissolution of this family bond and act upon it. See elsewhere
where Philo argues that the Levites alienated family in this act and received cities of refuge as
compensation (Fug. 88-93; Sacr. 130). While the Levites act virtuously in body and mind, the
idolators act without virtue in body and mind (Mos. 2.171-172).
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harmful.” Oikeimoig also contains a social component that compels one to feel concern for one’s
fellow human beings, especially one’s friends and family.%°

Some Stoics, like Zeno of Citium, argued that bonds of affinity are based not on kinship
at all but on virtue. Those lacking virtue dissolve the communal bonds, thus alienating
themselves from the rest of humanity and becoming enemies.?! Philo’s account incorporates

many of these Stoic concepts and much of the language. For example, the account demonstrates

79 Summing up the concept, Sextus Empiricus states that it involves “the choice of things to
which there is an affinity and the avoidance of things that are alien” (tfj aipéoet 1@V oikelmv kai
oVYT] TV dArotpiwv; PH 1.65). According to Cicero: “Nature has provided for every kind of
living animal to protect themselves, both their life and body, and to avoid those things which
appear harmful, and to seek and to provide all things which are necessary for living—Ilike food,
shelter, and other similar things” (generi animantium omni est a natura tributum, ut se, vitam
corpusque tueatur, declinet ea, quae nocitura videantur, omniaque, quae sint ad vivendum
necessaria, anquirat et paret, ut pastum, ut latibula, ut alia generis eiusdem; Cicero, De off-
1.11). See also Diogenes Laertius, 7.85; Seneca, Ep. 97.12—-16; 121.5-21, especially 121.21;
Sextus Empiricus, PH 1.65. According to Seneca, “nature has given them this tool as the first
thing for their existence: attraction and love for themselves” (primum hoc instrumentum in illa
natura contulit ad permanendum, conciliationem et caritatem sui; Seneca, Ep. 121.24; see also
Asmis, "Seneca's Originality," 234). According to Asmis, “every living creature has an inner
cognition (conscientia, suneidésis) of its constitution, together with an affinity (oikeiosis,
conciliatio) toward itself and an alienation (allotriésis, aversatio) from its destruction. In the
case of humans, this is an awareness of our condition as rational beings, resulting in an affinity
(“desire,” as Seneca puts it) for the good and alienation from evil” (Asmis, "Seneca's
Originality," 235). For rational humanity, there are two primary stages of oikeiosis that
correspond to irrational infancy and rational adulthood. At the primary stage, one has a concern
only for oneself. At the second stage, one’s circle of concern (oikeiosis) ought to expand to
include immediate family, relatives, friends, one’s nation, all of humanity, and even the entire
cosmos (see, for example, Cicero, De off. 1.12).
80 Commenting on the social significance of oikeiosis, John Sellars asserts: “Our fundamental
desire is for self-preservation, but as we develop as rational beings we do not narrowly associate
our self-preservation with our own physical survival. One obvious example is a parent’s desire to
protect their children, which the Stoics conceive as a natural widening of our circle of concern. A
further widening would be concern for one’s extended family and friends, and then concern for
one’s whole community or society. For the Stoics, the natural love of parents for their children
forms the starting-point from which we can trace the development of all human society (see
Cicero, Fin. 3.62)” (Sellars, Stoicism, 131).
81 Diogenes Laertius, 7.32-33. See Malcolm Schofield, The Stoic Idea of the City (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1999), 95.
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a similar idea that true communal bonds are based on virtue rather than on blood. According to
Philo, Moses commands that relatives (cvyyeveic) and friends (¢iAot) should be killed, with the
understanding that the “piety of good men” is “the only friendship and kinship.”8?

According to Stoic thought, justice was closely connected to oikeiwoic. Because
oikeimoig forges the foundations of society through familial affection, those bonds must be
properly maintained through the application of justice.®® When actions contrary to law and
reason threaten to dissolve these bonds and cause alienation and discord, justice must be
administered to the lawbreakers in order to maintain social order. Otherwise, the bonds that hold
together society may be overcome by alienation (dAAOTPi®GIC).

In making these changes, Philo depicts Moses like a Stoic leader who performs a
remedial action to halt the spread of moral infection lest the entire nation be lost. As a physician

must act swiftly to stem the spread of physical ailment, so must a leader act as a just judge to

stop the spread of immorality. Like with physical infection, for the severest infections,

82 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.240.4-5): gihiav kai cuyyévelay Dmolofov eivar povny avopav
ayafdv 6G1oTNTO.
83 See the definition of justice provided by Cicero in De fin. 1.20. Cicero states that justice is the
“method by which society of human beings among themselves and the community, as it were, of
life is maintained” (ratio, qua societas hominum inter ipsos et vitae quasi communitas
continetur). According to Porphyry, “the followers of Zeno make oikeiosis the beginning of
justice” (Porphyry, De abst. 3.19.2 [SVF 1.197]). See also De abst. 3.22.7. According to Clark,
“appropriation is the beginning of justice because we progress from concern for our own
preservation to recognition of other beings as appropriate (oikeios) to us, not in the basic sense
that we recognize them as important to our interests, but in the extended sense that we recognize
them as having interests for which we should be concerned” (Gillian Clark, Porphyry: On
Abstinence from Killing Animals, Ancient Commentators on Aristotle [London: Bloomsbury,
20001, 173—-174.; see also Malcolm Schofield, "Two Stoic Approaches to Justice," in Justice and
Generosity: Studies in Hellenistic Social and Political Philosophy, ed. André Laks and Malcolm
Schofield [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995]).
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amputation of entire limbs—or in this case whole sections of the populace—may be necessary.
This parallels Stoic authors such as Seneca, who speaks of the actions of a just judge:

He imposes the punishment that each one deserves. [ . . . ]. In every act of

punishment, he will always maintain the principle that one kind of punishment is

used to correct the wicked, another to destroy them. [ . . . ]. And he will publicly

kill those whom he wishes to serve as examples of slow yielding wickedness, not

so much that they themselves may perish but that they may deter others from

perishing.®*
For Seneca, the just judge kills not to inflict harm on the evildoers but rather for the corrective
effect the action will have on others. Such actions are done to preserve the social order and
prevent more wrongdoing. This is the very thing Moses has the Levites do in the account.

In case any of his readers still doubt that the actions depicted in the episode are ethical,

Philo ends with a final synkrisis between the non-idolatrous Israelites and the Levites. While the

Israelites chastize the actions of the Levites as too extreme, Moses gives them praise:

Exod 32:29 Mos. 2.172-73

KEWEVOV & &V Ayopd péon 1AV coudTtomv, 11 TAnOLS Bsacopévn
TOVG L&V OKTICNTO, TO O TOV KTEWOVTWOV EvBepov ETt kal
HeoTOV 0pYR¢ Tapdotnue Kotadeicaoa poPm vovbeteital.

While the bodies were lying in the middle of the place of
assembly, the multitude saw them. On the one hand, they pitied
them; yet, on the other hand, because they were afraid of the
determination of those who had killed them, which was still
passionate and full of anger, they were rebuked by their fear.®®

‘Eninpdooate T0G yElpog Mamvot|g 8¢ TV apioteiov amodeaevog yépag Emevonoe Kol
VUGV CYUEPOV KLPI®, éPePaimoe T Tpa&el TO oikelov: €0l yap ToLG LIEP BeOD TIURG
€KOoTOG &V TG VD 1| T) £K0VG10V TOAELOV APapEVoug Kol Bpoyel kap® KatmpOmKoOTog

a&iwObivon thc Oepameiog adTod Aaydvtag iEpmsHVY.

84 Seneca, De ira 1.19.5, 7: meritam cuique poenam iniungit. [ . . . |. Hoc semper in omni
animadversione servabit, ut sciat alteram adhiberi, ut emendet malos, alteram, ut tollat [ . . . ] et
quos volet nequitiae male cedentis exempla fieri, palam occidet, non tantum ut pereant ipsi, sed
ut alios pereundo deterreant. See also throughout Seneca, De ira (for example, 1.6.1-4; 1.6.2;
1.16.1-4); Diogenes Laertius, 7.115.
85 Philo, Mos. 2.172 (CW 4.240.9-10).
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A0EAQ®, 600Tjval €9 VUAG

gvloyiav. Moses, approving their valor, thought of and confirmed a fitting

prize for their deed; for it was necessary that those who had
“You have filled your willingly taken up battle on behalf of God’s honor and who
hands today to the Lord, were successful in a short period of time should be deemed
each one by his son or worthy of his service by receiving the priesthood.?¢

brother, for a blessing to be
granted upon you.”

Unlike the previous two statements, Philo here changes from direct speech to third-person
narration. It is also in this statement that Philo demonstrates the least fidelity to the biblical text.
While Exod 32:29 simply states that Moses provides the Levites with the priesthood for their
actions, Philo elaborates upon this by giving a description of the non-idolatrous Israelites and
providing additional non-biblical information regarding the the Levites. While the Israelites
display the vice of fear, the Levites’ actions are said to have been completely virtuous.

Philo indicates that the Levites acted correctly by stating that their deeds were in
accordance with virtue. While Exod 32:29 portrays Moses giving praise to the Levites for their
actions, the verse itself is rather cryptic. Philo enhances Moses’s words. their actions with Moses

approving of their virtue (trv dpioteiov arodeEapevoq)

virtuousness of their act not only by stating that Moses approved of their virtue but by saying

that their actions were completely virtuous (xatmpOwkotag).’” Philo here explains the cryptic

8 Philo, Mos. 2.173 (CW 4.240.11-14).

87 See the different understanding of the event in Philo, Spec. 3.124-27. According to Stoic
thought, as a result of oikeiosis, every individual recognizes and performs actions consistent with
their nature. These are called “appropriate actions,” ka6nkovta. For a discussion of appropriate
actions, see Diogenes Laertius, 7.102—10. Typically, the maintenance of familial relationships is
an appropriate action (see 7.108). However, the need for justice trumps these bonds. When an
action is done completely perfectly, in accordance with virtue, it is called a “completely correct
action,” kotopOmpa. The opposites are moral mistakes. KatopOmpota are completely correct
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biblical statement in Exod 32:29 with language drawn directly from Stoic ethical theory.®8
According to Stoic thought, completely virtuous actions are ones done perfectly in accordance
with virtue. The Levites thus act fully in accord with virtue in killing the idolators while the other
Israelites are in error due to their fear.®’

As we have seen from our analysis of the golden calf episode, Philo responds to a
perceived moral problem (mpofAnua) in the biblical account, namely the question of how Moses
and the Levites are justified for killing three thousand of their fellow Israelites. While this

incident occurs after the Israelite act of idolatry, it is far from clear that the ones killed were

because they are entirely virtuous (Sellars, Stoicism, 121). According to Sellars, these actions
arise from virtue (see Sellars, Stoicism, 164.; see also Stobacus, Ant. 2.8a). Because
katopOmpata are acts done in accordance with virtue, actions that are prudent, temperate, just,
and courageous are considered to be katopOmpata. Moral mistakes, on the other hand, consist of
acts done contrary to reason, such as being imprudent, intemperate, unjust, or following the
impulses of passions, like desire, fear, pain, or pleasure (Stobaeus, Ant. 2.8, 11a, e; see also
Plutarch, On Stoic Self-Contradiction 1056¢c—d). The term kat6pOwpa occurs an abundant 27
times in Philo’s corpus. In many of these places, it seems to have a sense similar to the Stoic use
of the term. So, although he may not use the concept entirely consistently with Stoic ethics, he
seems to be relatively aware of it.
8 Two statements in the biblical text lack clarity. First, the meaning of the obscure LXX figure
of speech “to fill the hands” (éninpdoate tog yeipac) in Exod 32:29 which is typically taken as a
reference to consecration. Although LSJ gives “to consecrate” as a possible meaning of the verb
TAnpo, this is the only textual example given. LSJ does, however, give additional texts in
Judges 17:5, 12. These passages have the same idiom of filling the hands in reference to
consecration, yet they employ a different verb (éuninAnut). For the idiom of mAnpow in reference
to consecration, see GELS, s.v. “mAnpéw” 4.a.
Second, the nature of the “blessing” the Levites are said to receive. Both of these are cryptic due
to an awkward use of LXX idiom, non-standard use of the Greek language, and rhetorical
figures. Philo endeavors to bring greater clarity by employing a more standard use of the Greek
language, omitting figures of speech that could cause confusion, and using more direct language.
% For parallels between those who act with piety, virtue, and acting completely virtuous, see
Diogenes Laertius, 7.117-119. He also sees the virtuous as the true priests. This reading of the
episode is further reinforced by an analysis of Philo’s reading of the Phinehas episode in Mos.
1.302-303. See also the similarities between the two episodes in Spec. 1.53—57. For an analysis
of the connections between the golden calf and Phinehas episodes, see David Lincicum, "Philo
on Phinehas and the Levites: Observing an Exegetical Connection," Bulletin for Biblical
Research 21, no. 1 (2011): 44-49.

96



responsible for forging the idol or participated in its worship. Moreover, Moses seems to have
ordered the killing in a fit of anger. In both On Drunkennes and Life of Moses, Philo provides a
solution to this moral dilemma by appealing to contemporary ethical theory. However, in each
work, he arrives at a different solution.

In On Drunkennes, Philo argues that the killing should not be taken literally. Instead of
the Levites killing their flesh and blood “brothers,” “relatives,” and “those close to them,” these
terms actually refer to the “body,” “senses,” and the “uttered word,” which they purged. The
slaughter is thus justified because it is metaphorical. In the Life of Moses, he casts his solution in
the form of a paraphrase of scripture. While he again appeals to contemporary ethics, this time he
further emphasizes Stoic themes. Instead of allegorizing the killing, he draws on the trope of the
wise Stoic ruler who must dispense justice by cutting off wrongdoers lest immorality spread
among the populace. In this treatise the killing is still justified, but this time it is justified because
that’s how just leaders are required to act. This change in his solution fits the overall purpose of
Life of Moses, which is to demonstrate how Moses functions as the ideal leader for Israel. In this
section, however, the Levites serve as an extension of Moses, demonstrating how they serve as

fitting priestly leaders on his behalf.

3.4 Conclusion

In this chapter we have analyzed how Philo paraphrases the crossing of the Red Sea
(Mos. 1.165-180) and golden calf episodes (Mos. 2.159—173). In our analysis, we arrived at
significant conclusions. When looking at the crossing of the Red Sea episode, we determine that
Philo responds to questions about Moses speaking to God, since scripture does not narrate it, as

well as questions about the cloud in the desert, which does not function like a normal cloud. We
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demonstrated how Gregory retold the biblical events in order to solve any questions the reader
may have about these events. In the case of Moses speaking, Philo appealed to the philosophical
distinction between a sense-perceptible voice and an intellectual voice. For the cloud, Philo
indicates that it was an angel in the cloud. In the case of the events surrounding the golden calf,
Philo responded to questions about Moses’s actions since they were seemingly motivated by
anger. In his version of events, he explains how the Levites act justly by appealing to
contemporary ethical theory.

In this way, Philo solves any questions that his reader may have about the events.
However, why couldn’t Philo simply give some kind of commentary about the passages that
explained things? Why did he feel the need to provide a paraphrase? By paraphrasing the LXX
account, Philo is able to mediate the scriptural text. As a result, the reader encounters a text that
contains a “more accurate” depiction of Moses’s life than other authors had provided and even,
perhaps to Philo, than scripture itself. This is significant since Philo likely writes the Life and the
entire Exposition either for non-Jews or for Jews who are not particularly devout. While they
may not intend to read the actual biblical text, they may read Philo’s version of scripture. He

ensures that they come away with a positive impression by fixing potential problems.
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Chapter 4
Philo’s Life of Moses:
From Paraphrase to Paraphrase Refined
4.1 Introduction
We will now to turn analyze how Philo moves from his first to his second
paraphrase of events in the case of the crossing of the Red Sea and golden calf episodes. The
second paraphrases, which I cover in this chapter, all occur in the final prophetic section of the
treatise (Mos. 2.246-291). There, Philo explains how Moses functions in his role as a prophet.
As we have already noted, for Philo prophecy is connected with both the act of composition and
the act of interpretation. In his first version of events, we demonstrated how Philo’s narrative
served as a vehicle to convey certain allegorical readings of events. We will now analyze how he
takes that initial narrative and capitalizes upon its prophetic potential. In doing so, we will
demonstrate how Philo relies just as much on his first paraphrase of events as on the LXX
account when composing this prophetic version. Through this comparison, we hope to
demonstrate how the prophetic version deepens and refines the prophetic character of the LXX

and his first version.

4.2 Crossing the Red Sea (Mos. 2.247-257)

As Philo reexamines the Red Sea episode, he explores the prophetic implications of the
narrative. He does so by amplifying the prediction and fulfillment potential of the events. In
order to do so, he focuses on Moses’s utterance, where he foretells the destruction of the

Egyptians, and its immediate fulfillment in the narration of the Egyptians’ destruction in the sea.
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While scripture contains a version of this utterance in Exod 14:13—14,! nowhere does the biblical
text explicitly state that Moses was inspired or spoke prophetically. However, because Moses
speaks of future events—even if they were imminent and not in the distant future—the passage
easily lends itself to prophetic elaboration by Philo. Moreover, while the biblical text also
contains an implicit prophecy and fulfillment structure, it is not readily apparently to every
reader. As Philo initially paraphrases the episode in Mos. 1.175, he picks up on the prophetic
potential of the account and states that Moses was inspired and gives a prophecy. While he again
states that Moses is inspired in his second account in Mos. 2.250, he now also explicitly refers to
Moses as a prophet and shapes Moses’s words as an oracular vision of future events.

Because Philo focuses on the predictive significance of the account, he amplifies the parts
of the narrative that assist with that reading while diminishing parts that do not. In his first
account in Mos. 1.167-180, we saw that he paraphrased the entirety of Exod 14. In his second
version in Mos. 2.247-257, he narrows the focus of the account to Moses’s prophetic utterance
and its fulfillment. He thus abbreviates the account by removing elements deemed to be non-
essential to the prophetic focus. In this way, in his second telling he foregrounds several events,
including Moses’s prediction itself, a brief narration of the parting and restoration of the sea, and
the fulfillment of Moses’s prophecy with the destruction of the Egyptians.

As he focuses on the prediction and fulfillment paradigm, Philo relies heavily on his prior

paraphrase in Mos. 1.167—180. This becomes clear when we make a comparative analysis of

U Exod 14:13-14: Moses said to the people, “Take courage! Stand firm and see the salvation
from God, which he will do for us today. For the way that you have seen the Egyptians today,
you will no longer ever continue to see them. The Lord will fight for you, and you will be silent”
(einev 8¢ Mwuotic mpdg Tov Aadv apceite: otiite Kol Opdte THY cwTnpiav TV Topd Tod Oeod,
v Tomoel NUiv onpepov: Ov Tpdmov yap Empdrote ToLg Alyvrtiovg GNLEPOV, OV TPocOnceche
ET1L 10TV aTOVG i TOV aidva Ypovov: KOPLOg TOAEUNGEL TTEPL VUMDV, KOl DUEIS GLYNOETE).
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Moses’s prophecy in Mos. 2.250-252 with both his prior version in Mos. 1.175 and the scriptural

text in Exod 14:13:

Exod 14:13

Mos. 1.175

Mos. 2.250-52

ginev & Mwuoic Tpog
OV AoOV

Moses said to the people,

HKpov &’ Emoyav EvBoug
yiveton KatamvevsOeig Ko T0D
€1000T0G EMPOLTaV VT
Tveduatog Kol Beomilet
TPOPNTEVMOV TAJE.

But after waiting a short time,
he became possessed and
inspired by the spirit that was
accustomed to enter him, and
he prophesied, foretelling these
things:?

0 06¢ TpoPNING, VT EKTANEEMG
OpdV GECAYNVELUEVOV DOTEP
Borov iyBvwv T0 cvumav £Bvog,
OVKET™ MV €V EaT® Beopopeitat
kol Oeomilel Tade.

But when the prophet saw that
the whole nation was swept up
by terror like a catch of fish, he
no longer remained in himself,
but he was inspired and
prophesied these words:?

Oopoeite othite Kol
opate TV compiay TV
napd Tod Beod, fjv momoet
NUiv onpepov:

“Take courage! Stand
firm and see the salvation
from God, which he will
do for us today.

10 &V 6€0g avaykoiov, pOfog
€yyug Kol péyag 6 kivouvog: €&
Evavtiag ayoves 0Tt TEAAYOC,
VTOOPOOG E1G KATAPLYNV
oVdelg, dmopia TAolwV, KOTOTLY
Epedpot parayyeg ExOpdv, ol
oTElYOVOV AMVELGTI SIOKOVCAL.
TOL TIG TPATNTOL, TTOL TIG
gkvevon; Tavta TovToyofey
g€amvaing Enédeto, Y1,
Bdratto, dvOpmmol, oToyEln
QUoEMG. AALNL Boppelte, un
ATOKAUNTE, OTHTE TOAG dlavoiong
U1 KPOSOVOLEVOL, TPOGOOKATE
Vv antInTov €k Beod Ponbetov:
aOTEMAYYEATOG )01 TOPESTAL,
U OpmUEVN TPoay®VIETTAL
neneipocde avThg 1101 TOALAKIG
GLLVOLEVIC APOVAG.

“The fear is necessary, the terror
is near, and the danger is great.
Before us is an immense sea
there is no cove for refuge; we

2 Philo, Mos. 1.175 (CW 4.162.2-4).
3 Philo, Mos. 2.250 (CW 4.259.5-7).
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have a lack of vessels; the
phalanxes of the enemy are
lying behind, which march
breathlessly to pursue us.
Whither should anyone escape?
Whither should anyone turn?
Everything from all sides has
suddenly turned against us, the
land, the sea, people, the
elements of nature. But be
courageous, do not lose heart,
stand firm; in your minds,
unshaken, wait for the
invincible help from God; it will
soon be present of its own free
will; it will fight invisibly on
our behalf, because you have
often already tested its unseen
protection.*

OV TPOTOV Yap EOPAKATE
100G Alyvrtiovg onuepov,
oV tpocOncecbe £t idelv
aOTOVG €1G TOV aidva
LPOVOV”

For the way that you have
seen the Egyptians today,
you will no longer ever
continue to see them. The
Lord will fight for you,
and you will be silent.”

fiv 6pdte oTpaTiOY
guomAodoay, OVKET
avturetaypévny dyecbe:
TEGETTOL YOP TPOTPOTAINV
naca Koi fvO10g
apovicOnoeTol ¢ UNodE
Aetyoavov antiic vmeEp YRG €Tt
Qovijval, kol oV Pnket xpdvov,
GALQ 1] €movon vukTi.

“The well-armed army which
you see, you will no longer see
arrayed against you; for all of
it shall fall headlong, and it
will be concealed in the deep,
with the result that no longer
will a remnant of it be seen on
the earth, and not at any length
of time, but on this coming
night.”

BAémw péAlovcav kovieohat,
Bpodyovg toig avyéot
TEPPAALOVGOV TOV AVTITOA®V
gAKel Katd Thg BoAdTTng:
poAvBoov tpémov gig POV
Y®povov. VUETG pev €1t {dvimv
aicBdvecbe, 1ebvemdtv & &ym
eovrtociov Aappdve: uepov
0¢ Kol VUETS vEKPOVS ODTOVG
Bedoeobe.

I see [the help from God]
preparing for combat, placing
snares around the necks of the
enemy. It drags them down into
the sea. Like lead they go into
the deep. You see them still
alive, but I have a vision of
them dead. And today, you too
will see them dead.”®

4 Philo, Mos. 2.251-52 (CW 4.259.7-15).

> Philo, Mos. 1.175.
¢ Philo, Mos. 2.252.
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While scripture introduced Moses’s utterance with the rather perfunctory “Moses said (einev),”
Philo’s initial paraphrase already sets up the prophetic significance of Moses’s words: “he
became possessed (&vBoug yivetar) and inspired (katamvevcOeig) by the spirit that was
accustomed to enter him (V70 T0D €lwOOTOG EMportdy avTd Tveduatog), and he prophesied,
foretelling these things (Oeomilel mpoentedwv t4de).”” Philo incorporates more technical
language about prophecy in his paraphrase of the biblical account, including &vBovc, katonviw,
nvedua, Oeomilo, TpoPnTEL®.

When we turn to the way that Philo introduces Moses’s speech in his second version of
events in Mos. 2.250, we see how he paraphrases his first version of events more than the biblical
text. This is clear due to the same emphasis on the prophetic inspiration of Moses’s utterance:
“But when the prophet (0 mpo1tng) saw (0p®dv) that the whole nation was swept up by terror
like a catch of fish, he no longer remained in himself (év éavt®), but he was inspired
(6gopopeitat) and he prophesied these words (Osoniler tade).”® Although he does not use all of
of the same language, he does use some of the same terms, including eonilm and
TpoeNTEV®/TPoPNTNG. Significantly, he maintains the focus on prophecy to introduce Moses’s
speech. In this version, Moses himself is now referred to explicitly as a prophet (mpopnc) as
well.

This focus on prophecy continues into Moses’s utterance itself. While Moses’s words in
scripture are predictive, they are not necessarily prophetic. Moses states that God will fight for
them today and that the Israelites will no longer see the Egyptians as they currently do. The

biblical text contains enough ambiguity that this can be a prophetic prediction of some kind or

7 Philo, Mos. 1.175 (CW 4.162.2-4).
8 Philo, Mos. 2.250 (CW 4.259.5-7).
103



merely an exhortation to the Israelites to take courage in the face of impending danger. While
Philo’s initial paraphrase does not contain many changes to make the words more prophetic in
nature, things are different when it comes to Philo’s second telling. Here, Philo shapes Moses’s
words by using much more prophetic language with terminology of visions.
PHENOMENOLOGY OF PROPHECY

According to this version of Moses’s speech in Mos. 2.251-252, Moses receives visions
of the ultimate fate of the Egyptians. Moses gives Israel a prophetic statement informing them of
the visions that he has received. On the one hand, he sees a vision of God’s help coming to fight
the Egyptians: “I see (BAénw) (the help from God) preparing for combat.” On the other hand, he
has a vision of the Egyptians dead after that battle: “I have a vision (£¢y® eavtaciov Aappdve) of
them dead.” In both of these places, he uses the language of sight and vision in order to express
the idea that Moses received a prophetic vision of future events that he now passes along to the
Israelites. While this language of sight was present in both the scriptural account and in his initial
paraphrase, it did not occur in the form of a vision that Moses received, like this.

As he recasts Moses’s words into two visions about God fighting on behalf of Israel and
seeing the resulting destruction, he uses additional language of sight to emphasize the visual
nature of the prophecy drawing on the visual imagery present in both scripture and his initial
paraphrase. According to him, he distinguishes Moses’s prophetic vision with the physical vision
of the Israelites: “You see (aicOdvecse) them still alive (é11 {dvtwv), but [ have a vision (y®
eovrtaciov Aappdve) of them dead (tebvemtwv). And today, you too will see (Bedoesbe) them

dead (vekpovg).” Therefore, not only does he distinguish between modes of sight (i.e., oracular

? Philo, Mos. 2.252 (CW 4.259.17-19): dueic pév &n {oviov aicBaveshe, tedvedtov 8 éym
eovtociov Aappdve: Tuepov 08 kail DUETG vekpovg atovg Bedoecbe.
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and physical), but he sets up the Israelites as witnesses to confirm the validity of Moses’s
prophecy by seeing first-hand the destruction of the Egyptians. What Moses sees prophetically,
the Israelites will see physically.

After Moses finishes speaking, Philo states that Moses’s prediction came to immediate
fulfillment. According to him, the Israelites found Moses’s words to be true because they
experienced (énelp®dvto) the things that he prophesied (ta xpnoBévta) in the deeds (€pyoig) that
followed:

He said these things, which were greater than any hope, yet they experienced

(énelp@dvro) the truth of the oracle (tfig mepi 10 Adylov dAnbeiog) in the deeds

(8pyorg). For the things prophesied (ta ypnoBévta) by divine powers were coming

to pass (améParve) in a way more unbelievable than can be told.!”

Philo continues to use language associated with oracles and their fulfillment, including Adyiov,
ypdw, drofaive.'! In this way, he indicates for his reader that the subsequent events were
fulfillments of Moses’s prophesy. After stating that the events did, in fact, come to pass, Philo
proceeds to give the actual narration of how those events occurred.

By comparing the prophetic prediction from Mos. 2.252 with its later fulfillment in Mos.

2.255, we see the close parallels Philo forges to emphasize the prediction/fulfillment model in

this version of events:

Mos. 2.252 (Prediction) Mos. 2.255 (Fulfillment)

BAémw péAlovcav koviesBat, Bpdyovg Toig gmidel&ig thg eBopag o TV

avyéot mepPdAiovcay TV AvTmdAwy: EAkel | EMOVATAEVCAVI®OV COUATOV, O TV

Kot THG OoAaTIne HoAvBoov TpdToV €ig EMUPAVELOY TOD TEAGYOLG KOTEGTOPESE, KOl

19 Philo, Mos. 2.253 (CW 4.259.19-260.1): koi 6 pév tadt’ dnepdéyyeto peilova Gvia maong
EATII00C, 01 0™ €melpdvTo Epyolg THe mepi 10 Adylov dAnOeiag. anéPatve yap ta xpnodévia Oeiong
duvapeot pHbwv dmotdtepa.
'See LS, s.v. “Aoyov” A: “oracle”; LSJ, s.v. “ypdo” A.1: “proclaim” in an oracle; LG, s.v.
“amoPaive” 2.c: “die kiinftigen, weiteren Ereignisse, Zukunft.”
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BvBov yopodow. HUETS pev Tt {ovtov
aicBdvecbe, 1eBvedtov & &yd avraciov
Aoppéve Tuepov 8¢ kol DUETG vEKPOVG
avTovg Bedioecbe.

“[...] Isee (BAénw) it preparing for combat,
placing snares around the necks of the enemy.
It drags them down into the sea. Like lead
they go into the deep. You see (aicOdaveche)
them still alive (ét1 {@vtwv), but I have a
vision (8y® @avtociov Aappavem) of them
dead (teBvedtmv). And today (tuepov), you
too (kai vueic) will see (Bedoecbe) them dead
(vekpovg).”!1?

GPOJPA KLUATOGIS, VY’ TG BavTeg ol vekpol
ocwpnooV anePpacOncav €ig Tovg dvtimépay
ailyloAovg, dvaykaio 0o yevnoouevol Toig
Sracm0sicty, oic dEeyéveto pny pdvov Todg
KIVOUVOULG SLOpUYETV ALY Kol ETOETY TOVG
€x0povg ovk dvBpwmivarg dALY Beiong
dvvapest Tavtog Adyov peilov KohaosOévtag.

There was proof (énide1&ig) of the destruction
due to the floating bodies (copdrtwv), which
covered the visible surface (émpdavewn) of the
sea. There was a great wave, by which all the
corpses (oi vekpoi) were cast up onto the
opposite shore in order to become a fateful
spectacle (avayxaio 0éa)!? to those who had
been delivered, and to whom it had been
granted (é€gyéveto) not only to escape
(dwapuyeiv) the dangers but also to look upon
(8mdeiv) their enemies punished in a manner
greater than any description, not by human but
by divine powers.'*

We saw the importance of Moses’s two oracular visions in his prophetic utterance in Mos. 2.252.

Philo uses these visions to tie together the prediction with its later fulfillment. While Moses had

received a vision that God would fight for the Israelites and that they would receive proof that

the divine had fought on their behalf by seeing the Egyptian corpses, so these events now come

to pass. The Israelites now see the bodies (cdpoata) and corpses (vékpot) of the Egyptians

floating in the water. Moses previously implied that this would serve as proof of the validity of

his prophecy. Philo now states that these bodies serve as proof of the destruction (énide1&ig tiig

@Bopdg) rendered by the divine. The vision of the destruction by the Israelites is called a

necessary spectacle (dvaykaio 0€a). This phrase implies the fact that Moses had previously

12 Philo, Mos. 2.252 (CW 4.259.15-19).

13 See LS, s.v. “avoykaiog” I1.6: “foreceful,” “fateful.”

14 Philo, Mos. 2.255 (CW 4.260.14-261.2).
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foretold that the Israelites would look upon this destruction, which they now, in fact, do. While
the Israelites look upon the destruction, they escape danger because “it had been granted”
(8&eyéveto) to them to escape danger and look upon the destruction. Here again, Philo refers
back to the fulfillment of the double visions of Moses’s prophecy.

While we see many ways in which Philo pairs Moses’s prediction of the destruction of
the Egyptians with the fulfillment of that prophecy, Philo has no interest here in a detailed
account of how the sea parted. Unlike in his first version of events, where he devoted much time
and energy into a detailed account of the exact mechanism by which the sea parted, this is not his
concern here. Instead, these parts of the narrative have been omitted or diminished, relegated to
the background. Philo’s primary focus is on the prophetic structure of the account, namely the
prediction and fulfillment paradigm. Moreover, since he has already provided an extensive
paraphrase of the parting and restoration of the sea, he does not need to do so again. However,
since the parting and restoration of the sea do factor into the destruction of the Egyptians, he
briefly describes the event without going into much detail.

As he gives a concise description of the parting and restoration of the sea, Philo
paraphrases his own prior account in Mos. 1.176—180. By comparing the parting of the sea in
2.253 with his first version in 1.176-177, we see the strong lexical parallels between the two

accounts:

Mos. 1.176-177 Mos. 2.253

KatadvvTog &’ Alov, voTog e0OVC ip&ato
KATAGKATTEY PrandTatog, Ve’ ob 1O mELUYOC
g€aveympnoev, elowbog pev aunotiley, tote
0¢ Kol paArlov dBovpevoV TO TPOGS ailyladoig
VIEcVPN Kabamep €ig xapadpav 7 xapvRov: [
... | mpootayBeig 0¢ Mwvuoiig 1 Paxtmpig
naiel v Odhaccav [ . . . ]
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When the sun had set, immediately an
exceedingly strong south wind began to rush
down, by which the sea withdrew; it was
accustomed to ebb and flow, but then even
more being thrust near the shore, it was drawn
down as into eddies and whirlpools [ . . . ]
And having been commanded, Moses struck
the sea with his staff [ ...]"

1N 8¢ payeica duotatal | . . . ]

And it was broken and separated [ . . . ]'¢

PR Bardtg [ . . . ]

There was a breaking of the sea [ . .. ]

Kol T®V TUnuatev | . . . |

and some sections [ ... ]'8

AVaYDOPNOIS EKATEPOL TUNHOTOG [ - . . |

there was a withdrawal of each of the two
sections [ ...]"

TO PEV TTPOG TG PAYEVTL LEPEL LETEMPA TTPOG
Vyog éEaipetan kol mayévra | . . . |

at the place where it was broken were raised
up aloft, and having hardened fast [ ... ]*°

TNEG TOV KATO TO PayEV HEPOS O1 TAVTOG
100 BédBovg kopdtwv [ . . . |

there was a fixing of the waves along the
broken part through the entire deep [ . . . ]!

TPOTOV TEYOVG KpaTodg Mpépet Kai novyale,
10 & Omicw otaAévta Kol YaAvwOEévta TV
€1g 10 mpHo® Popav KaBATEP MVING APAVESTY
aveyoitile [ ... ]

like a wall, they were at rest and quiet; and
other parts that were behind were gathered up
and bridled, as if someone held back its
rushing forward with invisible reins [ . . . ]*

v’ avti tely@®v N kpataotdtov | . . . |

in order that they might be like the mightiest
walls[...]%

10 8¢ pecaitatov, kad 0 éyéveto N PRi&ic,
avacnpaviev 680¢ evpeia Kol AemPOPOG
yivetal.

g0BvTEVIG Avatoun| TG peyokovpyndeiong
080D, fi TAV KpvoTaAobEvTay neddprog RV [

]

15 Philo, Mos. 1.176-77 (CW 4.162.8—-11, 13).
16 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.14).

17 Philo, Mos. 2.253 (CW 4.260.1-2).

18 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.14-15).

19 Philo, Mos. 2.253 (CW 4.260.2).

20 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.15).

21 Philo, Mos. 2.253 (CW 4.260.2-3).

22 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.16-18).

23 Philo, Mos. 2.253 (CW 4.260.3-4).
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And the space between, where the break had
occurred, was dried up and became a wide
road and highway.?*

there was a straight cut of a road miraculously

made, which lay between the frozen parts [ . .
. ]25

Similar parallels occur for the restoration of the sea when we compare Mos. 2.254-255 with

1.179-180:

Mos. 1.179-180

Mos. 2.254-255

ot pév yap EPpoaiot 61d Enpdc dtpomod mepi
Babvv dpBpov petd Yovork®dv Kol Taidwv Tt
KOOt vy mepatodvtal Tovg 08 Td
TUHOTO TOD TEAAYOUS EKOTEPWOEY
gmkvuMcévta Kai Evobévta avtoig dpuact
Kai ftmoig katomovtol, Bopeiolg Tvedpact Tig
TaAppoiag avayveiong Kol LETEDPOIS
TpLpionG Emdpoapovong, ¢ UNdE Tupedpov
VTOAELPOT VL TOV dmayyelobvta Toig v
Atydmto 106 aipvidiong cupeopdc.

For around early morning the Hebrews
crossed over on a dry path with their wives
and children, who were still very much
infants. But the portions of the sea rolled up
and gathered on either side drown the
Egyptians with their chariots and horses,
when, because of the north winds, the reflux
poured back and rushed upon them with
crested waves, so that not even a torchbearer
was left to bring back news to those in Egypt
of the sudden misfortunes 2°

TEAAYDV 0 TEMG AVAKOTEVTO SIEIGTNKEL
TaAippota, ToD S10KOTEVTOS Kol
avaénpaviévtog pépoug aipvidlog
BoddtTmoig, molepiov eBopd, odg Ta Te
KPLOTOAA®OEVTO TElYM Kol AvaTpamévTa
Katehvooe kol ol TANppvpat Tod TEAGYOLS
domep €ig phpayya TV 600V Emeveybeicat
KOTEKALGOV.

there was a reflux of water, which until then
was driven back and separated, and a sudden
submergence of the part that had been cut off
and dried up, there was a destruction of the
enemy, whom the frozen walls that were
overturned put to sleep and whose path the
torrents of the sea rushed upon and washed
down on as into a ditch.?’

10 péya 10070 Kol Bavpoactov Epyov ‘EfRpaiot
KOTOTAQYEVTEG AVOLLMTL VKNV 00K
géAmcOeicav fpavto Kol KaTdOVTES £V AKOPET
@Bopdv aBpoaV ToAEUi®V 6VO YOpOVG, TOV
HEV AvOpdYV, TOV 08 Yuvouk@®V, £mi THg NiOVog
OTNOOVTES ELYOPLOTIKOVS DUVOLG €1G TOV B0V
ndov, &Eapyovioc Mmvcéng Hév Toic
Avopacty, AdEAPTS 6& TOVTOVL TAIG Yuvausiv:
MNYEUOVES YOp 0DTOL TV Yop&V £yEyévnvTo.

Emidel&ic g POopag 61 TV
EMOVATAEVCAVI®OV COUATOV, O TV
Empavelay Tod TEAGYOLG KOTEGTOPESE, KOl
GPOSPA KLUATOGIS, VO TS BavTeg ol vekpol
ocwpnooV dnePpacncav €ig ToLG AvTimEpaV
aiyloAovg, dvaykaio OEo yEvVNGOUeEVOL TOTG
SracmOgicty, oic dEeyéveto pn pdvov Tovg
KIVOUVOLG S1OPUYETV ALY Kol ETIOETY TOVG

24 Philo, Mos. 1.177 (CW 4.162.18-19).

25 Philo, Mos. 2.253 (CW 4.260.4-5).

26 Philo, Mos. 1.179 (CW 4.163.7-13).

27 Philo, Mos. 2.254-55 (CW 4.260.10-14).
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£x0povg ovk dvBpwmivalg dALd Belong

The Hebrews, amazed at this great and duvapest Tavtog Adyov peilov KoAaosOévtag.
miraculous deed, won a bloodless victory that
they had not hoped for, and, seeing the quick | There was proof of the destruction (@Bopdc)
and sudden destruction of the enemy, they due to the bodies, which floated to the
formed two choruses, one of men, another of | surface, which covered the surface of the sea;
women, on the shore, and they sang hymns of | and a great wave, by which all the dead were

thanksgiving to God. While Moses led the cast up onto the opposite shore in heaps, to
men, his sister led the women. For they were | become a necessary spectacle to those who
the leaders of the choruses.?® had been delivered, and to whom it had been

granted not only to escape the dangers but
also to look upon their enemies punished in a
manner greater than any description, not by
human but by divine powers.?

His first version of events had already described the parting and restoration of the sea in great
detail. Since it is not Philo’s intent to focus on the action of the sea but rather on the outcome of
Moses’s prophecy, he does not depict these events again in detail. Instead, he uses significant
terms from his account in Mos. 1.176—180 that refer to specific actions related to the parting and
restoration of the sea. In this way, he can concisely describe a whole series of events with single
words, including pRi&g, Tufipa, THEG, pépog, Telyog, Kpatatdg, and 0d0¢ for the parting of the sea
and moAippota and @Bopa for its restoration. It must be pointed out that none of these words
occur in the biblical account. Therefore, Philo here draws as much on his initial paraphrase in
Mos. 1.176-80 as he does on scripture.

When Philo’s two versions of the parting and restoration of the sea are placed side-by-
side, we see significant overlap between the two accounts. In his first version of the episode, he
used the participle payeica to indicate how the waters parted by the staff. He now makes use of

the same stem with the noun pfiic. With the word pfi&ic, he narrates an entire sequence of

28 Philo, Mos. 1.180 (CW 4.163.14-18).
29 Philo, Mos. 2.255 (CW 4.260.14-261.2).
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events, from the blowing of the wind, to the striking of the sea by the staff, to the parting of the
waves. Similarly, in his first version of events, he used the noun naAippota to indicate the
restoration of the sea. He now retains this same noun. With the word maAippoto, he now narrates
an entire sequence of events of the sea’s restoration, from the blowing of the wind to the
restoration of the water. In this way, his second account contains the parting and restoration of
the sea yet covers it very briefly by relying on his prior version. It is Philo’s intent to get past
these events quickly in order to demonstrate their destructive consequences rather than describe
them in any detail.

In this analysis, we have demonstrated how Philo paraphrases the crossing of the Red Sea
again in Mos. 2.247-257 with a prophetic aim. As he does so, he elaborates upon elements he
deems to be significant to that aim by plying the paraphrastic techniques of insertion, omission,
substitution, and rearrangment in various combinations. Because his aim lies with the exploration
of the predictive abilities of Moses’s prophetic ability, Philo narrows the focus of this version of
events to Moses’s speech to the Israelites before the crossing of the sea, where he foretells the
future destruction of the Egyptians, and its immediate fulfillment as the Egyptians are destroyed
in the waters. While scripture implicitly contained such predictive features, Philo greatly
amplifies them in his account.

Although he paraphrases the events of the crossing of the Red Sea for a second time, our
investigation has demonstrated how Philo does not simply return to the biblical account in order
to do this. Instead, he uses the characteristic, non-biblical vocabulary of his paraphrase in Mos.
1.167—-180 in order to render a crisp, short-hand account of the episode that contributes to his
purpose here, namely to emphasize Moses’s role as an ecstatic prophet. Because he already

paraphrased the events in the prior version, this made the task all the easier for him the second
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time around. For instance, instead of renarrating the parting and restoration of the sea again, he
paraphrases his earlier version of the event by relying on words such as pfi&ig, mii&ig, Tarippora,
and @0opa*° that refer to an entire series of events. This allows him to keep the narration of
secondary—yet significant—events brief in order to maintain focus on the prediction and its
fulfillment.

One significant result of this new aim for the episode is the fact that Philo omits the cloud
in the desert entirely from this version of events. He likely does this because he is now
emphasizing the mediatorial role of Moses as prophet. Since the cloud represented a mode of
divine theophany for Philo—with an angel residing in its midst—it distracted from this

individualized, internal prophetic experience that Moses relayed as the Israelite leader.

4.3 The Golden Calf (Mos. 2.270-274)

In Mos. 2.270-274, Philo reexamines the events surrounding the golden calf incident. His
first account had the aim of investigating Moses as high priest. Philo used the events of the
golden calf episode to demonstrate how Moses acted as a kind of physician who sought to stem
the tide of idolatry from spreading throughout the entire nation. As we turn to his second version
of events, we see that Philo’s aim changes. Now, he seeks to explore the prophetic quality of the
events. The biblical account already implicitly contains hints that Moses speaks with prophetic
inspiration. For instance, Exod 32:27 states that Moses “said to [the Israelites], ‘The Lord God of
Israel says.””*! Here, we see an implication that Moses speaks by passing along a command to

the Israelites on behalf of God. However, these features are only latent in the text and do not

30 See Philo, Mos. 2.253-55.
31U Exod 32:27: kol Aéyet avtoic Tade Aéyet kopiog 6 00 IopomnA.
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appear for all of his statements. Philo embellishes the prophetic potential of the account as he
narrows the focus of the account to Moses’s three utterances.?? While amplifying these features
in the events, he also paraphrases his initial paraphrase in Mos. 2.160—173 in the case of each of
Moses’s statements. By doing so, he allows himself to focus on the prophetic elaboration while
using the non-biblical vocabulary from his earlier account to render the most essential elements.
Philo makes the prophetic aim of his account clear immediately. According to him,
whereas the previous events demonstrated the prediction and fulfillment paradigm of prophecy,
now he will look at an event where prophecy “seems to resemble exhortations (mopatvécelg)
rather than oracles (ypnopof).”*? Philo chooses to examine the golden calf episode for one such
oracle (10 ypnobév), because this was when the nation underwent its greatest abandonment of
their customs (koatd TV peylonv 1@V Tatpiov ékdwaitmotv) with the forging of the calf.?* Philo
uses language of inspiration, including ypnopot and ypdw here to introduce the episode.>>
Because the episode now has a distinct aim, Philo gives Moses a different motivation
than in his prior telling. Whereas Moses was previously compelled to act in order to prevent
impiety throughout the nation, he now acts because he receives inspiration from God and is

compelled to pass along this message:

Mos. 2.167 Mos. 2.271-272

YEVOUEVOG & &V HEc® ToD GTPATOTESOL Kol 8¢’ oic Mwvofig mepuradncag, el TpdTOV Hev
v €€anivatov ékdtaitnotv Tod TAnBovg 0 haog mag E€aipvng yeyévntot TOEAOG | . . . |
Bavpacog kol doov yeddog ave’ domng gmerta 0¢ el MAdopa pvBov Kateyeuouévoy
aAnBeiag VINALAENVTO, KOTIOMV 00K EiG ioyvoe tosavtny avynV oféoat thg aAnOeiag,

32 The abbreviation of the account is readily seen in their respective lengths. Whereas the first
telling contains 670 words, the second contains only 295. Philo has omitted vast amounts of the
episode, which he already narrated in Mos. 2.160—73, in order to focus most efficiently on his
rhetorical aim by isolating the part of the account where Moses speaks.
33 Philo, Mos. 2.270.
34 Philo, Mos. 2.270.
35 See LSJ, s.v. “ypnopdc”; LSI, s.v. “ypdw” A.L
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dmovtag TV vooov dpryuévny, GALL TIVOG
Vylaivovtog €Tt Kol Jeomovipe Tabst
YPOUEVOVG, BOVAGLEVOG dlaryvdval TOVS TE
avidtog &yovtog Kol Tovg €Ml TO1G
TEMPAYUEVOLS OLOYEPAIVOVTOG Kol €1 ON TIVEG
AUOPTOVTEG LETOVOODOL, KIPVYLO KNPVTTEL —
10 & v dpo. Péoavog dxpiPig THC EkdoTon
dwavoiag, Mg &yot Tpdg Te OG1OTNTO Kol
TOUVOVTIOV.

Coming to the middle of the camp and
marveling at the sudden change of customs of
the multitude and how great a falsehood they
had exchanged for how great a truth, and
seeing that the disease had not spread to
everyone but that some were still healthy and
had an evil-hating passion, and wishing to
discern those who were incurable from those
who were disgusted at the events that had
taken place, and also to know whether any
who had sinned repented, he proclaimed a
message. It was indeed an accurate test of the
intent of each one to see how he was disposed
to holiness or the opposite.>®

[...]8U fjv aitioav ovkétt pévav 6 adtog
g€aAldtteTon TO TE €100G Koi TNV dtdvotay kol
gmbetdoag onoi [ . . . |

Moses became indignant at these things. First,
that all the people suddenly became blind [ . .
. ]. Second, that a counterfeit, false myth was
able to quench such aray of truth [ . . . ]. For
this reason, he no longer remained the same,
but his appearance and mind changed, and
having become inspired, he said [ . . . ]*’

In both cases the immediate situation induces his actions in some way. In the prior version,

Moses sees the idolatry and is compelled to act to stem its spread. In this version, he sees the

same acts, but this time the sight causes him to fall into a prophetic frenzy and give inspired

commands.

By comparing how Philo introduces Moses’s first utterance and the words themselves to

both his prior version in Mos. 2.272 and the scriptural account in Exod 32:26, we note the way

that he amplifies the prophetic quality of the event:

Exod 32:26 Mos. 2.168

Mos. 2.272

36 Philo, Mos. 2.167 (CW 4.239.3-10).
37 Philo, Mos. 2.271-272 (CW 4.264.6-19).
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Movofig[ ... ] emev]|...]

Moses [ ...]said[...]

OVKETL LEVOV O 00TOG
gEoAAGTTETON TO TE £100G KO
Vv davotay kol Embeidioag
onot[...]

He no longer remained the
same, but his appearance and
mind changed, and having

become inspired and said [ . .
. ]38

Tic mpog kvprov; Tt Tpdg pe.

“Who is for the Lord? Let
him come to me.”

“el 1™ yap onot “mpog
KOpLov, it® Tpog pe.”

For “whoever,” he said, “is
for the Lord, let him come to
me.”>°

BpayL pev to Aeybév, peydin
O’ 1M &upaoic, Eott yap
TOLOVOE TO dnhovpevov: | . . .

]

That which was said was
brief, but the meaning was
great. For what is revealed is
as follows: [ ... ]*%

€l TIg UNogv T@V yepoTOM|TOV
und’ doa yevnto vopilet
Beovg, GAL™ Eva TOV 1yepoOvVaL
1BV 6LV, El01 TPOGIT®.

If anyone does not think that
things made by hand or things
created are gods but that there
1s one ruler of the universe,
let him come to me.*!

“1ig 0TIV 0 U1 TQ TAAVE
ouvveveyBelg unog to kbpog
EMENUCOG TOIG AKLPOLS; TTAG
0 totodtog 1ol Tposcitm.”

“Who is there who did not
agree with this error, and who
has not ascribed authority to
things that do not have any?
Let everyone who is such a
person come to me.”*?

38 Philo, Mos. 2.272.

39 Philo, Mos. 2.168 (CW 4.239.10).

40 Philo, Mos. 2.168 (CW 4.239.10-11).
41 Philo, Mos. 2.168 (CW 4.239.12-13).
42 Philo, Mos. 2.272 (CW 4.264.20-21).
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While the biblical text introduces the words with a short “Moses said,” Philo’s first version
begins to hint at the prophetic quality by adding that the words are “revealed” (10 dnAlobOuevov).
His second account then further amplifies the inspired quality of the speech. According to Philo,
Moses “no longer remained the same (oVkétt pévav 6 avtog) but his appearance and mind
changed (8€oAAdTTeTan 6 TE £100C Kad TV Siévotav), and he became inspired (émbg1écog) and
said.”* While retaining the biblical “said,” he inserts many additional elements that make even
more clear that Moses does not speak for himself but on God’s behalf.

When we look at Moses’s words themselves, we observe that Philo paraphrases his prior
account. While Moses’s first statement remains brief in the biblical text, both of Philo’s versions
expand upon it to elaborate its meaning. In both versions, Philo clarifies the ambiguous biblical
phrase, those who are “for the Lord” (mpd¢ kbplov), to mean those who are pious and have not
committed idolatry. Philo thus continues the emphasis on piety from his first account that
distinguished the Levites from the other Israelites. It is the pious whom Moses calls to his side.

As the above comparison makes clear, however, Philo also omits the double quotation of
Moses that appeared in his prior telling of the event. While his first version of the episode greatly
expanded the episode and added further details throughout to clarify the meaning, Philo aims for
a crisper, more concise telling of the event this time around. He narrows the focus to Moses’s
utterances in order to amplify their inspired potential. Therefore, he does not require such
redundant quotations on Moses’s behalf and this time around simply omits the former in favor of

the latter, which gives greater detail.

43 Philo, Mos. 2.272.
116



Having thus called the pious to rally to his side, the Levites respond. When he sees the

Levites’ eagerness for piety, Moses becomes further inspired—even more so than before (&1

naAlov 1 Tpodtepov Beopopndeig

)44

—and speaks another prophetic command. Philo has added

this element, which is absent in both the biblical text and his first paraphrase. He thus further

amplifies the prophetic character of the event. While amplifying the prophetic aspects of Moses’s

speech, Philo also paraphrases his prior account in order to rely more or less on the version of

Moses’s words that he already established there:

Exod 32:26-27

Mos. 2.171

Mos. 2.273

GLViiABov 0DV TPOC aDTOV
ndvteg ot vioi Agut.

Then all the sons of Levi
gathered to him. [ . . . ]

“el un pévov toig copacty”
ginev “émoneddete TNV TPOG
NUaG ae&v ALY Kol Talg
dravoioug, owtika
poptopnOnceton | . . . |

He said, “It will soon be
witnessed whether not only
with your bodies you hasten
your coming to me, but also
with your minds [ ... ]*

dg 8¢ euAtic tpocerfoiiong
oy ftTov T0ig Stavoiong f
101G cOMOCY [ . . . ]

When one tribe had
approached—not less with
their minds than with their
bodies [ ...]%

ol whAat pev EQOVaV Koo
1OV 40E0V Kol dvoslovpydv,
nyepdva & édntouvv Kai
OTPATAPYNV AVELPETV, OG
EVOTKMG LM YNCETOL KALPOV
Kol TPOTOV THS AUuvNg, —
oDg OpydVTAG VPOV KOl
vépovtag e0ToApiag Kol
TOPACTNUOTOC, | . . . |

4 Philo, Mos. 2.273 (CW 4.265.2-3).
45 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.239.22-23).
46 Philo, Mos. 2.273 (CW 4.264.21-22).
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who previously were desirous
to kill the godless and
impious, and were seeking to
find a leader and general who
would justly instruct them in
the time and manner of
defense. Finding that they
were eager and full of
boldness and courage [ ...]*

Kol Aéyet avToig [ . . . |

And he said to them [ . . . ]

&L udAlov 1 TpdtepOV
BeopopnBeis, [ . .. ]

inspired still more than
before, [ ... ]®

Tade Aéyel koprog 6 Be0g
IopanA ®¢obe Ekactog TV
€antod poppaiay Emi TOV
unpov kai o1éABate Kol
AVaKOUYOTE GO TOANG i
TOANV 01l THG TopeUPOATg
Kol amokteivate EK0GTOG TOV
A0EAPOV aTOD Kol EKAGTOG
1OV TANGioV avToD Kol
€K0oTog TOV &yylota avTod. [

-]

“The Lord the God of Israel
says, ‘Each one put his own
sword on his thigh and go
through and walk up and
down from gate to gate
through the camp, and each
one kill his brother, and each
one his neighbor, and each
one the person nearest to
him.””

Elpog avaraPav Ekactog
T0VG popiev d&a Bavatwv
glpyacpévougs, ol TOv aAn0n
Be0V KaTaMmTOVTEG TOVG
YELOOVOLOLG EdNOvPYNGOV
@BapTaic Kol yevnToig
ovoiaig v 10D aeddptov Kol
ayevitov Tpdopnov
Emenuicovteg cVYYevels Kai
¢@iAovg amoKTEWVATO [ . . . |

Let each one take up a sword
against those who have done
things worthy of ten thousand
deaths—who have forsaken
the true God and made falsely
named ones out of corruptible
and created substances,
calling them a name that
belongs to the incorruptible
and unbegotten one—and let
each one kill his relatives and
friends [...]¥

“Elpog EKaoTOC VUAY
avarafov”’ enotv “attétm
Ol TOVTOG TOD GTPATOTEDOV
KOl KTEWVET® U LOVOV
aAlotpiovg aAAL Kol Gidmv
K0l GLYYEVDV TOVG
OIKELOTATOVS EMGTPOPAdOTV [

-]

“Let each of you take up his
sword,” he says, “and rush
through the entire camp, and
kill not only strangers but
also, turning this way and
that, the nearest of your
friends and relatives [ ... ]*°

47 Philo, Mos. 2.273 (CW 4.264.22-265.2).
“8 Philo, Mos. 2.273 (CW 4.265.2-3).
4 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.239.23-240.4).
3 Philo, Mos. 2.273 (CW 4.265.3-5).
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QAo Kol cuyyévelov gvayéotatov kpivav 10 Epyov

vmolaPav givan pévNY OIEP AAnOeiog kol Oeod T,

avopdV ayaddv octdtra.” OV DIEPUOYETV KO
npoayvileshotl KovPOTATOG

considering piety of good ndvog.”

men to be the only friendship

and kinship.”>! Judging that the holiest deed

1s that which is done for the
truth and God’s honor, on
behalf of which it is the
lightest labor to defend and
fight.”>?

The comparison above demonstrates that in the case of Moses’s second utterance Philo creates
parallels between Mos. 2.273 and both Exod 32:26-27 and Mos. 2.171. On the one hand, we see
several close correspondences between Mos. 2.171 and 2.273 that indicate that Philo paraphrases
his prior account while composing his second. First, both contain a reference to the zeal that the
Levites have in both body and mind. Second, both have a lexically similar command to take up
the sword and kill one’s kin. Third, both contain language of virtue and vice to describe the
Levites and Israelites. By integrating the language of virtue, which does not appear in the biblical
account, from his prior version of the event, he continues to distinguish the Levites from the rest
of the Israelites in terms of exceeding virtuosity.

This leads us to Moses’s third and final utterance, which demonstrates the closest
correspondence between Philo’s two versions. In both cases, Philo changes Moses’s words from
direct speech to third person narration. While he shapes them to look quite similar to one

another, neither has much in common with the biblical text:

Exod 32:28-29 Philo, Mos. 2.173 Philo, Mos. 2.274

31 Philo, Mos. 2.171 (CW 4.240.4-5).
52 Philo, Mos. 2.273 (CW 4.265.6-7).
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Ko elnev oToig
Movotic.

And Moses said to
them,

‘Eninpdooate T0G yElpog
VUAV? cuepov Kupim,
€KOoTOG &V TG VD 1| TQ
AOEAQ®, 600Tivar E¢’
VUAG EVAOYIAY.

“You have filled your
hands today to the
Lord, each one by his
son or brother, for a
blessing to be granted
upon you.”

Mamvof|g 8¢ tnv apioteiav
amodeEauevog yépag Emevonoe
kol éPePainoe th) Tpael 10
oikelov- £€0€l yap TOVG VTEP
Beod TR EK0VG10V TOAEUOV
apopévoug Koi Bpoyel kap®d
KatopBokotag AEiwbivar g
Bepamneiog avTod AoyovTog
iepmovny.

Moses, approving their valor,
conceived of and confirmed a
fitting prize for their deed; for it
was necessary that those who
had willingly taken up battle on
behalf of God’s honor and who
were successful in a short
period of time should be
deemed worthy of his service
by receiving the priesthood.>*

Kol yépmg NEwdnoav
OIKEL0TATOV TOIC TPAEETTLY,
lepmovng €det yap Bepamentag
0610TNTOG YEVEGHL TOVG VTTEP
avThg dvopayadicapévoug Kol
TPOTOAEUTCAVTOLC.

And they were considered
worthy of a prize most fitting for
their deeds, the priesthood; for it
was necessary that those who
had acted bravely and fought on
behalf of holiness should
become ministers of it.>

Here where Philo most radically paraphrases the biblical text, we see the closest correspondences

between his two accounts and the least in common with the biblical text. This is evidenced by the

fact that a significant number of lexemes appear only in Philo’s accounts but not in the biblical

text, including yépoc, Tpa&ig, oikelog, £0¢et, Yap, VIEP, TOAELOV/TPOTOLEUE®, AEIOM,

Bepamneio/Bepamevtng, iEpOGUHVY.

>3 For the use of this idiom as receiving the priesthood, see John William Wevers, Notes on the
Greek Text of Exodus, Septuagint and Cognate Studies Series 30 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990),

534-535.

>4 Philo, Mos. 2.173 (CW 4.240.11-14).
53 Philo, Mos. 2.274 (CW 4.265.10-12).
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Unlike in the Red Sea account where Philo used his prior version as a starting point, and
diminished longer, unnecessary narrative portions while developing the prophetic aspects of the
event, Philo demonstrates a somewhat different approach here. In this case, he still does amplify
the prophetic features by inserting prophetic terminology and beginning Moses’s two direct
statements by stating that they were inspired, yet, he does not employ the same prediction and
fulfillment paradigm this time around. This is significant because Philo wishes to demonstrate
the myriad of ways that prophetic inspiration could occur, especially in the person of Moses.
While oracular inspiration for prediction of the future was one such way prophecy could
manifest itself for Philo, he was also concerned about showing how inspiration could also come
in the form of inspired commandments. This was vitally important since much of the LXX
contained such inspired commands given by Moses on God’s behalf. If such commandments

were to be thought of as authentic, then Philo needed to argue for their veracity.

4.4 Conclusion

In this chapter we have analyzed how Philo moves from his first paraphrase of events to
his second and how he expands upon the prophetic features of the episodes. We have conducted
our analysis by examining the crossing of the Red Sea and the golden calf episodes. In his first
version, he retold events with a concern for the narrative itself. As we saw in the previous
chapter, Philo sought to respond to certain questions. As he sought to answer those questions, he
crafted his paraphrase to convey allegorical readings of the scriptural events. However, we see
different methods when we compare his first paraphrase and his second paraphrase.

Philo is no longer concerned with answering specific questions in the accounts. Instead,

he seeks to refine the allegorical readings that have to do with Moses as a prophet. Here, Philo
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seeks to demonstrate for the reader how Moses’s undertook his prophetic role and what
implications it has. According to Philo, all of Moses’s roles were intricately connected. Without
the gift of prophecy, Moses would not have been able to conduct his other duties because it gave
him greater insight than his own reason afforded. As he retells the same events, Philo
demonstrates how prophecy provided greater insight for Moses by giving a fuller allegorical
meaning for events. In other words, Philo already told his reader how Moses successfully crossed
the sea and dealt with the Israelite idolatry. However, Moses was only successful in these
endeavors because of the wisdom his prophetic inspiration provided. Since Philo argues that
Moses also wrote scripture under such inspiration, this is an important connection he makes.

In terms of mediation, we are able to note important insights based on the fact that Philo
draws on both the LXX and his first paraphrase. In the case of his initial paraphrase, the text
mediates Philo’s reading of scripture directly to the reader. In the case of this second paraphrase,
two things occur. On the one hand, the paraphrase mediates the meaning of scripture—this time
with a focus on prophecy—directly to the reader. On the other hand, we see how the initial
paraphrase comes back into play. While that text served as an intermediary between scripture
and the reader, it also functions in a lateral direction and mediates between scripture and the
second paraphrase in regard to the prophetic qualities that are further amplified in this version of

events.
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Chapter 5
Gregory’s Life of Moses:
From Scripture to Paraphrase

5.1 Introduction

Our study now shifts to begin the analysis of Gregory’s Life of Moses. In this first chapter
on Gregory, we will perform a comparative analysis between the LXX text and Book 1 of his
Life in order to determine how he shapes the LXX depiction of Moses via paraphrase in response
to specific questions. By reworking the literal text of the LXX in this way, Gregory crafts a
paraphrase pregnant with allegorical readings. In order to do this analysis, we will first determine
what kind of questions (mpopAnpato/{ntpata) Gregory likely has. We will then determine how
he sets about crafting the narrative to respond to those questions narratively. We will focus our
inquiry on the same two episodes that we studied in the two previous chapters on Philo, namely,
the crossing of the Red Sea (Vit. Moys. 1.29-32) and the golden calf (Vit. Moys. 1.57-60). By
using these same episodes as models for our analysis, we will be able to put into sharper relief

how Gregory draws from the Philonic model yet adapts it in significant ways.

5.2 Crossing the Red Sea (Vit. Moys. 1.29-32)

While numerous studies on Gregory’s Life of Moses have demonstrated how he interprets
the crossing of the Red Sea as an allegory for baptism in Book 2,! scholarship has not fully
appreciated how he interweaves that interpretation into the narrative of Book 1 via paraphrase.

When patristic exegetes confronted the episode, they had a different set of intertexts with which

! See, for example, Daniélou, "La typologie biblique de Gregoire de Nysse," 185-191; Daniélou,
"Moise: exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse," 396.
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to work in comparison to Jewish interpreters, namely the Pauline epistles. These texts posed new
ways of addressing other mpofAnquoto/Cntuata for attentive exegetes. Paul himself interprets
the Red Sea crossing as symbolic of baptism in 1 Cor 10:1-4:
I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers and sisters, that our ancestors were all
under the cloud (vepéAn), and all passed through the sea (BdAacoa), and all were
baptized (éBanticOnoav) into Moses in the cloud (v tf] vepéin) and in the sea (€v
i Bakdoon), and all ate the same spiritual food, and all drank the same spiritual
drink. For they drank from the spiritual rock that followed them, and the rock was
Christ.?
The Pauline text sets the stage for later Christian exegesis. However, it also leaves several
unanswered questions. As a result, it would pose disputed questions ((ntAuate)® for patristic
interpreters to resolve.*

In his On the Day of Lights, which dates to 383 CE,> Gregory explores his theology of

baptism by investigating several questions often raised about the rite. He begins his investigation

21 Cor 10:1-4: O0 08 m yap Oudg dyvoelv, adeleoi, 81t ol Tatépeg UMY TavVTES VIO TNV
ve@énv foav kai mavteg 1t g Boddoong SriiAdov Kai mévteg gic oV Mobofv éBonticncay
&v M) vepéAn kai €v 1] BoAdoon Kol TAVTEG TO aDTO TVELLATIKOV BpdLo EQayov Koi TavTeg TO
oDTO TVELUOTIKOV EMIoV TOpa EmvVoV Yap &K TVELpaTIKiG dicolovdovong métpag, 1 méTpa 88 v
0 Xp1o10G.

3 For this translation for (ftnpa, see Mitchell, "Problems and Solutions," 40. There, she
translates it as “questions up for debate.”

4 There are several Christian texts that identify and address other problems through the passage.
Ps.-Diodore of Tarsus and Theodoret of Cyrus state mpopfAnpata in their Quaestiones while
Origen and John Chrysostom use the procedure in homilies (see Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.5 [GCS
29:189-91]; John Chrysostom, Comm. Pss. 135.13 [PG 55:402]; Diodore of Tarsus, Quaestiones
in Octateuchum 90; Theodoret of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Octateuchum 2.25; Comm. Pss. 135.13).
Deconinck lists the Diodore text as one of the fragments of questionable authenticity. Even if the
fragment is not authentically from Diodore himself, it nevertheless demonstrates another ancient
Christian witness of TpofAnpata koi Avcels responses to the passage. Similarly, late antique
Jewish texts such as the Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael (Beshallah 5—6) and the Mekilta de-Rabbi
Shimon bar Yohai (24.4; 26.2) demonstrate similar concerns. For later examples, see Exod. Rab.
21.10, Deut. Rab. 11.10; Ibn Ezra.

> For the general consensus of the sermon’s dating in 383, see Daniélou, "Chronologie des
sermons de Grégoire de Nysse," 362; Jean Bernardi, La prédication des Peres Cappadociens: le
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with Jesus’s dialogue with Nicodemus in John 3 about the significance of the Spirit.® Here,
Gregory responds to those who question whether physical water has any effect in the rite of
baptism:
Let us devote ourselves in even more detail to the inquiry (1] {ntroet) on
washing, beginning, as from a fount, with’ the scriptural message, “unless one is
born,” it says, “of water and spirit,” they are not able to enter the kingdom of God
(John 3:5). Why (dwi ti) are there two, and why is the Spirit alone not regarded as
sufficient for the completion of baptism?®
In response, Gregory makes a philosophical appeal to the distinction between body and soul.
Because (010t Todto) human beings are composed of body and soul, two different kinds of
medicine are required. While providing this solution, Gregory continues his appeal to John 3 by
quoting Jesus’s words again in reference to the Spirit’s activity:
The human being is compound and not simple, as we clearly know. On account of
this (o101 Tod10), similar and equivalent medicines were assigned for healing to the
one who is compound and conjoined: for the visible body, sense-perceptible

water; for the invisible soul, the unseen Spirit, invoked (koloOpevov) by faith
(mioter), present unspeakably. “For the Spirit blows wherever it wishes, and you

prédicateur et son auditoire (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1968), 164; Alden A.
Mosshammer, "Gregory of Nyssa as Homilist," Studia Patristica 37 (2001): 229-230; Jill
Burnett Comings, Aspects of the Liturgical Year in Cappadocia (325—430), Patristic Studies 7
(New York: Peter Lang, 2005), 68; Pierre Maraval, "Chronology of Works," in Brill Dictionary
of Gregory of Nyssa, ed. Lucas Francisco Mateo-Seco and Giulio Maspero, Supplements to
Vigiliae Christianae 99 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 162; Radde-Gallwitz, Doctrinal Works, 2 n.1.
® For an analysis of the use of the problems and solutions method in this section of the sermon,
see Jochen Rexer, Die Festtheologie Gregors von Nyssa: Ein Beispiel der reichskirchlichen
Heortologie, Patrologia: Beitrdge zum Studium der Kirchenvéter 8 (Frankfurt am Main: Peter
Lang, 2002), 101-102. See also Radde-Gallwitz, Doctrinal Works, 2-3.
7See LSJ, s.v. “tpyo” 1.2: “beginning with.”
8 Gregory of Nyssa, Diem lum. (GNO 39.224.25-225.3): kai AeTTOTEPOV TPOCKAPTEPYCWUEVY TH)
nepi Tod Aovtpod {Nthoet olov £k TyTig Tvog dpEduevotl Tod ypapucod mapoyyéipatoc Eav un
T1G Yevvn 01}, onoiv, &€ Boatog Kai TvedaTog, oV dvvatat eiceABETY gig v Pactieiov Tod Beod.
O Tt T dV0 Kol VYL HOVOV TO TVED L abTapKEG EVouicn TpoOg TV CLUTANPMOGLY TOD
Barticpotoc;
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hear its voice, but you do not know whence it comes or whither it goes” (John
3:8). It blesses the body that is baptized and the water that baptizes.’

While sense-perceptible water cleanses the body, the invisble Spirit heals the soul. In addition,
the Spirit also blesses both the waters themselves, thus allowing them to do their performative
action, and the body being baptized. According to Gregory, before this can take place, the Spirit
must be invoked in prayer through faith.

After laying out his theology of baptism, Gregory proceeds to give examples from
scripture of such baptismal logic. While these come primarily from the gospels, they also come
from LXX texts, which prefigure Christian baptism by speaking of it in veiled riddles (aiviypoact)
through deeds (mpaktikdc) and words (Aoyw@dc) contained therein:

For I find not only that the gospels, after the crucifixion, announced the grace of

baptism, but even before the incarnation of the Lord the ancient scripture

everywhere prefigured (rpoetvnmaoe) the image of our regeneration, not clearly

manifesting its form, but foreshowing (npoimoaivovca) the lovingkindness of

God in riddles (aiviypaot). And as the lamb was foreannounced (rpogknp¥tteTO)

and the cross was prophesied (mpogpntedeTo), so also baptism was made known
(éunvoero) in deed (mpoaktikdc) and word (hoyikdg).'?

? Gregory of Nyssa, Diem lum. (GNO 39.225.3-225.11): c0vOetog 6 GvOpwmog kai ovy ariode,
O¢ akpPads Emotapeda, kol 610 ToDTo TG SWAD Kol cLVECEVYIEV® TA GLYYEVT] Kol Opota
eappoka tpog Bepameiov AmekANP®ON, COUATL HEV TA PAVOUEVED VOWP TO aicONTOHV, Youyh 08 T
GopaTe TVEDUA TO APOVES TIOTEL KAAOVIEVOV, ApPNTOC Tapaytvopevoy. To yap mvedpo dmov
0éLeL Tvel, kol THV oVIV adTod KkovEl, GAL’ oDk 01dag mo0ev Epyetat kai od Vmdyel. eDAOYET
10 oo 10 Poantilopevov kal TO Bowp 10 Pomtilov.
19 Gregory of Nyssa, Diem lum. (39.230.9-16): edpickm yap &t thv 100 Pamticpotog xaptv ov
T LETA TOV GTOLPOV EKNPLEEV eDayYEALL, ALY Kol PO THG EvavOpwmcemg ToD Kupiov
TaVTo oD 1| TAANLY YPAQT THS TAALYyEVEGTOG UMV TPOETLIMGE THV EIKOVA OV THAAVYDG THV
HoeonVv épeavifovoa, aiviypoaot 6¢ tod Beod v erhaviporiov Tpoimoeaivovsa. Kol g 0
ApVOG TPOEKNPVTTETO KOl O GTAVPOS TPOEPNTEVETO, OVT® Kol TO PATTICUA TPAKTIKADG Kol
AOYIK®DGS EUnviEeTo.
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Many of these LXX passages which foreshadow baptism involve water. One such episode is the
crossing of the Red Sea, which he names along with the authority of Paul who considered the
episode a foreshadowing of baptism:
As it seems to the inspired Paul, even the people themselves, by passing over the
Red Sea, proclaimed the good news (e0nyyeAileto) of salvation that comes
through water. The people passed over, and the Egyptian king with his army was
sunk. And the mystery was foretold (mpoegntedeto) through these events. For
even now, whenever the people are in the water of regeneration, after fleeing
Egypt, i.e., the wretched sin, they are set free and saved, but the devil, with his
servants (I mean, of course, the evil spirits), is choked with pain, and perishes,
considering the salvation of humans to be his own misfortune.!!
For Gregory, the events of the Red Sea serve as a type of baptism by declaring the reality of
baptism.
In his later Catechetical Oration,'> which likely dates to 386 or 387,!* Gregory

demonstrates a similar baptismal logic. The Catechetical Oration serves as a kind of “guide for

catechists” about various objections and questions regarding the faith that catechumens may have

' Gregory of Nyssa, Diem lum. (GNO 39.233.5-14): ®¢ 8¢ IToddo t® Oeonesion dokel kol O
Aaog avtog v Epvbpav mepaimbeig Odlacoay v €& Boatog cwtnpiov eonyyeAileto: mapfAbev
0 hao¢ kai Pactledg 6 Alydrtiog petd thg otpatidg EPubichn kai 10 puotplov S TV Epywv
TPOEPNTEVETO. Kol VOV yap Mvika dv 6 Aadg &v T@ ThHg moAtyyevesiog DoaTL yévnTol pebymv v
Atyvrtov v poxdnpav apaptiov, avtog pev Erevbepodtor Kot odletal, 0 0 d1dforog Letd TV
1dlov DIpet®dV (Aéym oM TV TVvELUATOV THG ToVNplag) dmomviyetan Th) AV kol eOsipetan
SLHPOPAY dilav TNV TAV AvOpOTOV cOTNpicy YOOUEVOG.
12 Particularly in sections 33-40. While Gregory discusses baptism in sections 33-40, section 37
contains a slight digression on the Eucharist (see Radde-Gallwitz, Doctrinal Works, 244).
13 See Radde-Gallwitz, Doctrinal Works, 235; Daniélou, L étre, 84; Daniélou, "La chronologie
des oeuvres de Grégoire de Nysse," 160; Daniélou, "From Glory to Glory: Texts from Gregory
of Nyssa's Mystical Writings," 8-9; Joseph Barbel, Die grosse katechetische Rede: Oratio
catechetica magna von Gregor von Nyssa, Bibliothek der griechischen Literatur 1 (Stuttgart:
Hiersemann, 1971), 218; May, "Die Chronologie des Lebens und der Werke des Gregor von
Nyssa," 61. In Daniélou’s later writings, he argues for a progressively later date for Or. cat.,
going from early to late 380s. Winling maintains an earlier date of before 381 when Gregory
began Eun., in opposition to the standard opinion (Raymond Winling, Grégoire de Nysse:
Discours catéchétique, Sources chrétiennes 453 [Paris: Editions du Cerf, 2000], 130).
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encountered.!* Many opponents seem to have a kind a disregard for the physical, to which
Gregory must respond. According to Gregory, “the mystery of regeneration is fulfilled” through
several things, namely the invocation of heavenly grace, water, and faith:

When they hear these and similar things, and they learn in what way that prayer to
God (e0ym mpog Bedv), the invocation of heavenly grace (ydpirog ovpaviog
gnikinoig), water (b0wp), and faith (mwiotic) are the things through which the
mystery of regeneration is fulfilled, they find it hard to believe since they look at
outward appearances (10 @awvopevov), on the supposition that the bodily activity
(0 copatikdg Evepyovuevov) does not correspond to the promise.!®> For how
(m®dg), they say (paciv), do prayer (evyr]) and invocation (énikAnoig) of divine
power (Beia dvvapig) over the water become a source of life ({wn) to those
initiated (pon0eio)?!®

4 According to Radde-Gallwitz, Gregory writes a “guide for catechists,” as they deal with
objections to the faith, which catechumens, who come from Pagan, Jewish, heretical, and
Gnostic backgrounds, may be familiar with (Radde-Gallwitz, Doctrinal Works, 235). Radde-
Gallwitz follows Winling on this point. According to Winling, Or. cat. is not written to
catechumens but rather to the priests initiating them: “The Catechetical Discourse is not directly
addressed to the catechumens preparing for baptism or to recently baptized faithful for
supplementary formation. It constitutes a manual for those who are responsible for the initiation
into the Christian faith and must confront Judaism or various tendencies of Hellenism or
Gnosticism” (Raymond Wingling, "Oratio catechetica," in The Brill Dictionary of Gregory of
Nyssa, ed. Lucas Francisco Mateo-Seco and Giulio Maspero, Supplements to Vigiliae
Christianae 99 [Leiden: Brill, 2010], 546.). See also the excellent introduction in Winling,
Grégoire de Nysse: Discours catéchétique, 17-133. Regarding the mpofApota kol AVcELS
procedure he employs see Wingling, "Oratio catechetica," 548; Radde-Gallwitz, Doctrinal
Works, 234.
15 Because baptism is a mystery, it does not have visible proof of its effects. As a result, some
doubt its efficacy. According to Gregory, they base their opinions on purely on outward
appearances while ignoring the spiritual aspects of baptism. As we will see, for Gregory, belief
and proof are essential in both the mystery of baptism and the crossing of the Red Sea. This is
witnessed in the way that he paraphrases the event in Vit. Moys., in which he provides proof that
the event is, in fact, a divine miracle.
16 Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 33 (GNO 16.82.14-21): &ne1ddv odv 100tV Kol TV T0100T0V
Koot kol TPoddayBdGL TOV TpdTOV, OTL DY TPOG OOV Kol Ybpttog ovpaviag EmikAnci Kol
B3wp Kkai mioTic doti S’ GV 1O TG AvayevviGEmS TANPODTAL LVGTAPLOV, SVGTEIDDS EXOVGL TPOG
10 QoVOpUEVOV PAETOVTEG, OC 0V cupPaivov Ti] Emayyelig TO COUATIKAS EvEPYOVUEVOV. TAOG VAP,
eoactv, evyn kai duvapeng Osiog EmikAnoig €ni tod Hoatog yvouévn {ofig dpynyog Toig punbeiot
yivetat;
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This corresponds to his comments in On the Day of Lights that baptism requires water and Spirit,
but the Spirit needed to be invoked through faith. While baptism requires these elements, his
opponents doubt the ability of physical water to effect the rite because they only look at the
outward appearance (t0 pawvopevov) when observing the act of baptism while failing to notice
the correspondence between the physical act (10 copatikdg évepyovpevov) in water and the
spiritual promise.

In order to respond to these problems regarding baptism, Gregory asks a series of his own
questions. He believes they will still require further proof ({ntodow dnddei&v) that God operates
in the act of baptism.!” He then appeals to Matt 18:20 as evidence: “He has promised always to
be present with those who invoke him and to be in the midst of the faithful and to remain among
all of them and to have dealings with each of them.”!® Since, according to Gregory, truth is
characteristic of the divine nature, one requires no additional proof beyond the divine promise in
the Matthean text that God will be with believers when invoked. Since believers invoke God at
baptism, then the divine must be present in the baptismal act.

Concluding his argument, Gregory asks “what trouble” (tic mévoq) it is to believe that
God is everywhere, including when invoked.

For what is the difficulty (tig névog) in fact to believe that God is everywhere,

and, because he exists in all things, he is present also to those who invoke (toig

gmikohovuévoig) his life-giving power,!” and, when he is present, he acts
appropriately? The salvation of those who ask (1] T®@v deopévov cotnpia) is

17 Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 33 (GNO 16.84.6-7).
18 Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 33 (GNO 16.84.16-19): dei nopéoecBat Toig Emkalovpévorg
gniyyehtal Koi v péc@ TAV TIGTEVOVTIMOV £lval Kol &V Tiot HEVELY Kol EKAGTE GLVEIVOL.
19 For an analysis of the ambiguity of life-giving power in Gregory’s writings, see Radde-
Gallwitz, Doctrinal Works, 43-53.
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characteristic of divine activity (Osia évépyeia). This becomes actual (évepyog
yiveton) through the purification in the water.?’

According to Gregory, it is appropriate for God to act by providing salvation for those in need
through baptism. While the divine activity has the characteristic of acting toward the salvation of
those in need, this becomes actual (évepyog yivetan) through the baptism itself (dud tfig €v Hoatt
KaO4poenC).

In both of these works, Gregory lays out his baptismal theology most thoroughly.
According to him, while both water and Spirit are essential for the act of baptism, the Spirit must
first be invoked in faith through prayer. Only then can the Spirit operate in the water to effect
baptism. While Gregory describes the Spirit as such, especially in On the Day of Lights, he also
calls it heavenly grace, as well as refers to divine power, especially in Catechetical Oration. 1t is
also a characteristic of the divine to save through baptism those who are in need. As we now turn
to Gregory’s paraphrase of the Red Sea episode in his Life of Moses, we will analyze how he
weaves his baptismal theology into the very narrative fabric of the account. In particular, we will
focus on three aspects of the account, Moses’s cry in Exod 14:15 as the invocation of the Holy
Spirit over the baptismal waters, the cloud in the desert as the Holy Spirit, and the crossing of the
sea as the mystical waters of baptism.

The prior chapter demonstrated how Exod 14:15 and the prior verses posed a potential
contradiction for attentive exegetes. While Exod 14:10 records the Israelites crying out to God,

God asks Moses why he alone cries out in Exod 14:15.2! For interpreters who notice the shift to

20 Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 36 (GNO 16.92.13-18): 1ic yip TapecTL TOVOG TH TPAYHATL
moTEdGOL TaVTaoD TOV OgdV £val, &v Mot 88 dvto mapeival Kol Tolg ETkaloVUEVOLG TNV
CoTiknv avtod dvvapy, Tapodvia ¢ TO oikelov motelv; 1dtov 08 TG Belag Evepyeiog 1 TOV
deopévav €oti cwtnpio adtn 8¢ dd Thg &v DdaTL Kabdpoewg Evepyog yivetat.
21 Exod 14:15: 1i Bodic mpog pe;
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the singular in the question to Moses, this poses a potential question. When did Moses cry out to
God? Scripture never records him crying out, yet God now asks him why he cries out. Patristic
exegetes offered a number of solutions to resolve this potential contradiction, including the idea
that Moses did, in fact, cry out to God but did so silently.?? Interpreters who offered this solution
likely followed an exegetical solution dating back at least to Philo.

As they craft solutions to this perceived contradiction, Christian interpreters appealed to
intertexts unavailable to Jewish exegetes, namely the Pauline epistles. For example, Origen of
Alexandria and Basil the Great make scriptural appeals to Rom 8:26-27, where Paul describes
how the Spirit intercedes before God with unspoken groans perceptible only to God.?* After
inquiring about the contradiction, both Origen and Basil formulate a philosophical solution
(Mbo1c) that relies on an appeal to this Pauline intertext.

According to Rom 8:26-27, when the spirit intercedes on humanity’s behalf, it does so

with “unspoken groans” (ctevaypoi dhdAntor).?* With an appeal to this passage, an exegete has a

22 See, for example, Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.4 (GCS 29:189); Basil the Great, Hom. Ps. 114.2 (PG
29:485); Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 16.4 (PG 35:937); John Chrysostom, Hom. Col. 9.3 (PG
62:364); Hom. Matt. 19.4 (PG 57:277).

23 Origen, for instance, asks: “how (quomodo) does he cry out? No sound from his voice is heard
and yet God says to him, “Why do you cry out to me?’” (Quomodo clamat? Nulla eius vox
clamoris auditur et tamen dicit ad eum Deus: ‘quid clamas ad me?’ [Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.4
(GCS 29:189.12-13)]). For an example of this mpopAnua in the Latin patristic tradition, see
Augustine, Quaest. Hept. 2.52. Likewise, in late antique and medieval Jewish interpretive
traditions, we see exegetes grappling with the same literary contradiction in the verse. This may
be seen, for instance, in the Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael (Beshallah 4), the Mekilta de-Rabbi
Shimon bar Yohai (Beshallah 23.1), and Exodus Rabbah (Beshallah 21).

24 Rom 8:26-27: “Similarly, the spirit assists in our weakness. For we do not know how to pray
as we should, but the spirit itself intercedes with unspoken groans. And the one who searches
hearts knows the mind of the spirit, because he intercedes on behalf of the saints according to
God’s will” (woavtog 8¢ Kai 10 Tvedpa cuvavtihapupavetat th) aobeveig qudV: TO yop Tl
npocevEDeDa Koo deT ovk oidapev, ALY AOTO TO TVEDILO VTEPEVTVYYAVEL GTEVYLOTG
dharrTolg O 88 Epavvdv tig kapdiag o1dev Ti TO POV ToD TVEdIATOC, 8TL KOT) OOV
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scripturally approved philosophical solution for the Exodus passage. They are groans, yet they
are not groans perceptible to the senses, but they are imperceptible, “unspoken” ones. Origen
explains his understanding of how this process works:

I would like to know how (quomodo) the saints cry out to God without a voice.

The apostle teaches that God gave the spirit of his son in our hearts crying,

“Abba, Father!” (Gal 4:4). And he added, “The spirit itself intercedes on our

behalf with unspoken groans (gemitibus inenarrabilibus).” [ . . . ]. So then, while

the Holy Spirit intercedes before God, a noise is heard through the silence of the

saints.?
If Moses uses such imperceptible groans, then he can “cry out to God without a voice,” as he
seems to be depicted in Exod 14, yet at the same time “a noise is heard” by God “through the
silence of the saints when the Holy Spirit speaks before God.”?® Here, Origen contrasts the
physical silence of the voice with the spiritual speech through the Holy Spirit. Basil follows
Origen’s solution here. Moses cries out silently with unspoken groans, perceptible to God alone.
Although these patristic exegetes make a philosophical distinction between the physical and the

spiritual—similar to Philo’s own distinction—the Pauline intertexts serve as a major points of

departure. By appeal to the Pauline text, they are able to make a similar distinction.

gvruyyavel vmep ayiov). According to Paul, God alone perceives these groans because God
“knows the mind of the spirit.” For the use of the appeal to Rom 8:26-27, see Origen, Hom.
Exod. 5.4 (GCS 29:189.14-20); Basil the Great, Hom. Ps. 114.2 (PG 29:485). For an analysis of
the phrase’s meaning in the original Pauline context, see Robert Jewett, Romans: A Commentary,
Hermeneia 59 (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2006), 521-525.
25 Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.4 (GCS 29:189.13-17, 18-20): Velim scire, quomodo sancti sine voce
clamant ad Deum. Apostolus docet quia: “dedit Deus spiritum filii sui in cordibus nostris
clamantem: Abba, pater!” Et addit: “ipse spiritus interpellat pro nobis gemitibus
inenarrabilibus.” [ . . . ]. Sic ergo interpellante Spiritu sancto apud Deum per silentium
sanctorum clamor auditor.
26 Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.4 (GCS 29:189.14, 18-20): sina voce clamant ad Deum [ . . . ]
interpellante Spiritu sancto apud Deum per silentium sanctorum clamor auditor.
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Gregory engages with these prior patristic solutions to the {fjtnua in the second book of
his Against Eunomius, which he likely penned sometime in the two years after Basil’s death in
379.27 Gregory there inquires about the apparent literary problem while offering a solution that
appeals to the Pauline intertext in Rom 8:26-27.28 Gregory first points out the TpopAnua by
stating that “A voice came from God calling the prophet by name,? [ . . . ]. And yet, before these
things were said, the account mentions no voice of Moses.”?? Seeking to solve the problem, he
appeals to Rom 8:26-27:

But the prophet’s thought toward God is called a certain voice (omv1| tig) when it
cries out (fowpévn) silently (katd t0 cuwnmpevov) in the secret thinking of the
heart. Now if Moses cries out (fod), although not uttering a sound (un
@Beyyouevoq), by the witness of the one who gives ear to unspoken groans (Vo
HapTLPL TA TOV AAOANTOV oTEVOYUMV €naiovtl), why is it strange if the prophet
also, knowing the divine will, as much as it was possible for him to speak and for
us to listen, made it plain to us through known and ordinary words, outlining a
conversation (dtéAoyov) with God in a rather bodily manner, although it did not
happen in words (00 prjpact ywvopevov), but it was cried out (€kpwvodpevov)
through the deeds themselves (310 TV Epywv adtdv)?3!

27 Radde-Gallwitz, Doctrinal Works, 131 n.137; Daniélou, "La chronologie des oeuvres de
Grégoire de Nysse," 163.
28 See Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 2.266-268.
29 The Greek word (0vopaoti), rendered into English “by name,” is not at first clear. Even in
Gregory’s short summary of the event, God does not literally call Moses by name. What Gregory
likely refers to here, however, is the fact that the Greek verb Podic is second person singular
form. Therefore, God is speaking to Moses only and not to the Israelites as a whole. This thus
cannot be a response to the Israelite petition in Exod 14:10.
30 Gregory of Nyssa, Fun. 2.268 (GNO 1.304.23-26): yiveton 0£60ev pwvr| dvopooti TOV
npoenV Tpookarovpévn® Ti fodg mpodg pe; Kaitot ye Tpd TOV eipnUEVEOV 0VOEUAS O AOYOC
gmpépvntor Moboéwg povic.
31 Gregory of Nyssa, Fun. 2.268 (GNO 1.304.26-305.4): GAL” 1 TpoOg 1OV 00V 10D TpopfiTon
dtvola PV TG GVOUAGHT KOTA TO CIOTAOUEVOV €V T® KPUTTY THS Kapdiag vonuatt Bompévn.
el 0 Mwbot|g Bod pun eBeyyodpevog VO PAPTLPL TA TOV AAOANTOV GTEVAYUDV EmaiovTt, T
Kooy &l kai 10 Oeiov BovAnua yvodg O TpoeNNg, O SuvaTdV RV 0T TE eimelv Koi Huiv
axodoat, ol TV yvopipwv NUiv kol cuvnbov épavépwoe AdYmV, S1dhoyov 00D COUATIKOTEPOV
SypAPOV 00 PUACT YIVOUEVOV, GAANL O10L TOV EPYOV ODTAV EKQMVOVUEVOV;
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With the Pauline text in view, Gregory plays on the tension between unspoken and spoken
speech inherent in the phrase (i.e., “unspoken groans” [otevaypoi dAdintot]). According to him,
what at first seems to be a contradiction is not one in reality. “Why (ti) is it strange (kovov)?”
Gregory asks. He responds that it is, in fact, not strange. What seems to be a contradiction is
actually the biblical account providing the reader a textual clue that reveals something deeper,
namely, that God serves as a witness (udptoc) that Moses spoke with God but with an unspoken
voice (pwvn).

Turning to his Life of Moses, we see how Gregory seeks to resolve the same {ituo with
a similar appeal to the Pauline intertext, yet he now does so in a different format, that of
paraphrase. In Life of Moses, when the Egyptian army traps the Israelites at the sea, Gregory
does not faithfully follow scripture but freely paraphrases the event. While the biblical account
states that the Israelites cry out to God (Exod 14:10) and God poses his question to Moses (Exod
14:15), Gregory omits both of these features from his paraphrase. In this way, Gregory removes
the offending contradiction from his account. Instead, he substitutes a third-person narrative that
states that Moses performed an incredible feat: “The historia also says (1] iotopia Aéyet) the most
incredible thing (10 mapado&dtatov) about Moses; he was divided in two in reference to his
activities.”? Gregory thus indicates the contradiction in a subtle way that prevents the flow of
the narrative from being interrupted.

Stating that Moses does something most incredible (tapado&otatov) by dividing his
actions (évepyeion) in two, Gregory begins to formulate a solution paraphrastically to problem

that is only hinted at in the underlying biblical text. While scripture poses a potential

32 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.13.20-22): kai 10 mapado&dtatov tepi tod
Moiboémg 1 iotopio Aéyet, duyf Toic Evepyeiong TePvOUEVOV.
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contradiction between Exod 14:15 and the prior verses, since Moses is said to speak yet is not
recorded as speaking, no contradiction exists according to Gregory’s paraphrase. Moses does two
actions (évépyewon) simultaneously. Gregory here appeals to philosophical language of
Aristotelian activity (évépyeia).

The term évépyeia has several meanings. While Gregory often uses it in a Trinitarian
sense in order to explain how the unity of action (évépyeia) between the three members of the
Trinity, it can also refer to human activity.*® In this second sense, it can signify both physical and
intellectual actions. By stating that Moses had dual actions, Gregory begins to lay the
groundwork for a philosophical solution that Moses had two kinds of actions (évépyeia), namely
sense-perceptible and intellectual.

Continuing with this philosophical solution (Avo1g), Gregory argues that Moses’s speech
was divided between his mind and his mouth. While Moses inwardly supplicated God, he
outwardly addressed the Israelites:

In voice and word (1] pév ewvij kKai T@® A0Y®), he was encouraging

(mapaBappiverv) the Israelites and exhorting (mapakeredechar) them to maintain

their good hope. Inwardly in his mind (8v00ev 8¢ 1} davoiq), he was

supplicating (mpocdayewv Vv ikempiav) God (1@ 6e®) on behalf of those who had

cowered in fear (Vnép TV KatemTNVOTOV).

In responding to the biblical contradiction, he indicates that Moses performs two actions

simultaneously. By setting up a pév...d¢ construction, Gregory contrasts the way that Moses

speaks “in voice and word” (tf} pév eovi] kai @ Adyw) to the Israelites with the way he speaks

3 See LG, s.v. “évépyern” I1.D.3: “Tun, Handeln d. Menschen.”
34 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.13.22-25): ] pév ovij kai 7@ Aoy®
napadoppovey 1€ 100G Topaniitag Kol Tag ayadag Exev EAmidog mapakerevectal, Evoobev 08 T
dtavoig 1@ Bed Tpocdyey TV LIEP TOV KATEXTNVOTOV iKETNplov.
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“inwardly in his mind” (&vdoBev d¢ 1) dwavoiq) to God. This explanation has much in common
with the one we previously saw him give in Against Eunomius.

While the pév clause roughly paraphrases Exod 14:13—14, the 8¢ clause provides an
extra-biblical addition that supplies the information God’s question in Exod 14:15 prompts. In
this way, he answers the literary problem in the biblical account with a philosophical solution.
According to him, at the same time as Moses was crying out to God internally in his mind, he
was also exhorting the people outwardly with his voice.

As in Against Eunomius, because the intercession occurs silently, this solution explains
why the biblical text seemingly fails to narrate it. It is not so much that the biblical account does
not contain the Moses’s prayer, but that it is a hidden detail due to its silent nature in Moses’s
mind. Yet, it is a detail to which God’s words attest, awaiting the eyes of a keen exegete to
discover.

In order to indicate that God testifies to Moses’s silent speech, Gregory states that “God
36

himself, as the Aistoria says, gave ear to the unspoken voice (tf|g dAaANTOL POVG En0iovTog).

Gregory made a similar argument in Against Eunomius, where he made a philosophical appeal.

35 Exod 14:13-14: “Moses said to the people, ‘Take courage! Stand firm and see the deliverance
from God, which he will do for us today. For the way that you have seen the Egyptians today,
you will no longer continue to see them. The Lord will fight for you, and you will be silent”
(einev 8¢ Mwuotig mpdg TOv Aadv apceite: otiite Kol Opdte THY cwTnpiav TV Topd Tod Oeod,
v Tomoel NUiv onpepov: Ov Tpdmov yap Empdrote ToLg Alyvrtiovg oNiLEPOV, OV TPocOnceche
ET1L 10TV aTOVG €ig TOV aidVa YpOVoV" KOPLOG TOAEUNGEL TEPT VUMV, KOl VUEIS GLYNGETE).
36 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.14.1-2): avtod 10D 0£0d, kabdgc notv 1 ictopia,
g aAaAnToL VTG émaiovtog. This response comes in the form of Moses being “directed
through counsel from above about how to escape the danger” (Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29
[GNO 25.13.25-26]: kai 0nmg av dtaguyot Tov Kivovvov 01d TG dvwbev cupBovAfic
00myeicOat). Gregory here makes clear that Exod 14:15b—18 serves as the response to Moses in a
couple of ways. First, by stating that “God [ . . . ] gave ear to the unspoken voice,” he connects it
with Moses’s silent petition. Second, in Exod 14:15b—18, counsel essentially comes from above,
directing them how to escape the danger. Gregory mirrors that here.
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According to Against Eunomius, Moses has an unspoken “voice” (pwvn)), which only God, who
“gives ear” (§nain) to “unspoken groans” (ctevayuoi dAdintot),’” perceives. While scripture
provides evidence of Moses having a “conversation with God” (d1éAoyov Beod) with a “voice”
(pwvn), it takes place silently. According to him, the deeds (td &pya) rather than the words (ta
pnuota) testify to this. In this way, God serves as a textual witness (pdptvg) in both texts that
Moses spoke with God with a silent voice (pwvn).

In both Against Eunomius and Life of Moses, Gregory characterizes Moses’s silent
speech similar appeals to Rom 8:26-27. According to Against Eunomius, scripture does not
record Moses speaking because he does not use a physical voice. Instead, he speaks with
“unspoken groans” (otevaypol ahdAntot) perceptible to God alone, who gives ear (éndaim) to
them. Gregory here appeals to the Pauline intertext of Rom 8:26-27. In Life of Moses, Gregory is
described as speaking with an “unspoken voice” (dAdAntog wvn), to God who alone gives ear
(énaio). In both texts, Gregory solves the problem by a scriptural appeal to Rom 8:26-27 in
order to indicate that Moses’s silent speech is unspoken in nature, thus God alone can hear it. For
this reason, it is unnarrated in scripture.

While paraphrasing his interpretation of Moses’s silent cry, Gregory twice appeals to
what the historia itself says. This poses the interpretive question of how Gregory strategically
uses this appeal to the historia of scripture. Although we are arguing that Gregory’s paraphrase
of the biblical account seeks to blend together text and interpretation, at these two moments he

steps away slightly and acknowledges a distance between his paraphrase and the biblical

37 Compare this also with Basil’s Hom. Ps. 114.2 (PG 29:485), where Basil also makes an
allusion to Rom 8:26 via the phrase dAdAntog otevaypdc in reference to Moses’s silent cry in
Exod 14:15.
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account. But why would he do so? It is also at these two moments that he makes appeals to other
passages in scripture as part of his exegetical solution.

In the first instance of the appeal to the historia, Gregory uses the phrase 1 ictopia A&yet.
According to him, “the historia also says (1] iotopia Aéyet) the most incredible thing about
Moses, he was divided in two in reference to his activities.”*® In the second example of the
appeal to the historia, Gregory uses the phrase ¢nowv 1) ictopia. According to him, “God himself,
as the historia says (xaOm¢ enow 1) iotopin), gave ear to the unspoken voice.”*® While he is
ostensibly stating the very facts of the historia itself, he uses the appeal to the historia as a
pretense to slip in material that did not occur in the actual biblical event. He does this, for
example, by weaving in his philosophical appeal to Moses’s double activities (évépyeion) and his
intertextual appeal to an “unspoken voice” (dAdANTOG @®VY]) from Rom 8:26—27. While these
elements do not appear in the scriptural account, they exist in his text. Thus, as Gregory appeals
to the historia while justifying his interpretation, the biblical historia and the historia of the Life
of Moses begin to merge together within the text.

Gregory responds to the apparent contradiction in Exod 14:15 in both his Against
Eunomius and Life of Moses with a similar philosophical appeal to the distinction between the
sense-perceptible and the intellectual. While both texts seek to resolve this TpofAinua, they do so
in different formats. By paraphrasing the crossing of the Red Sea in his Life, Gregory resolves
the problem while also shaping the events in accordance with his theology of baptism. Following

Paul, Gregory already views the event as a type of baptism. According to Gregory, at baptism

38 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.13.20-22): kai 10 mapado&dtatov tepi tod
Moboémg 1 iotopio Aéyet, duyf Toic Evepyeiong TeUVOUEVOV.
39 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.14.1-2): avtod 10D 0£0d, kabdc pnowv 1 ictopia,
TG GAAANTOL PMVIG EmaiovTog.
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one invokes in prayer the Holy Spirit, who is then present in the water. It is this same idea that
we see in the paraphrase of Exod 14:15. As Moses prays silently to God, he invokes (énikAnocic)

).40 Gregory’s philosophical solution

the Holy Spirit’s presence in divine power (Oia d0vapug
thus presents an opportunity for him to depict the event more explicitly as a type of baptism.

As he continues paraphrasing the Exod 14 passage, Gregory portrays the cloud in
language reminiscent of the actions of the Holy Spirit at baptism. Scripture first introduces the
cloud in Exod 13 when the Israelites initially leave Egypt. According to Gregory, the cloud
appears only after Moses cries out for divine assistance, at which point the people are led by its
divine power (Ogia dvvauic).*! Gregory’s sequence of events suggests that the cloud’s
appearance occurs as God’s response to Moses’s request for divine aid.

While describing the cloud, Gregory asserts that the cloud differed in nature from other
clouds (ov katda kownv evowv) due to its divine nature. By using language drawn from

contemporary natural sciences, he highlights how the cloud’s composition (6ia 6Ovapug) differs

from the composition of normal clouds:*?

40 Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 33 (GNO 16.82.14-21).

41 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.14.2-3): vepélng 8¢ 1od Aaod Oeig Suvdpet
Kafnyovpévne.

42 Ancient scholars who studied weather phenomena included Hesiod, Aristotle, Theophrastus,
Vegetius, Aratus, Virgil, Seneca, and Pliny. While these scholars covered a wide chronological
span of time, this meteorological knowledge remained remarkably consistent from the classical
period until late antiquity. For discussions, see, for example, Liba Taub, "Greco-Roman
Meteorology and Navigation," in Maritime Technology in the Ancient Economy: Ship-Design
and Navigation, ed. W.V. Harris and K. lara (Portsmouth: Journal of Roman Archaeology,
2011), 133—145; Liba Taub, "Cosmology and Meteorology," in Cambridge Companion to
Epicureanism, ed. James Warren (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009); Liba Taub,
Ancient Meteorology (London: Routledge, 2003); Andrea Falcon, Aristotle and the Science of
Nature: Unity without Uniformity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005); 1. G. Kidd,
"Theophrastus’s Meteorology, Aristotle and Posidonius," in Theophrastus: His Psychological,
Doxographical, and Scientific Writings, ed. William W. Fortenbaugh and Dimitri Gutas, Rutgers
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The people were guided by the divine power (Beiq duvapet) of a cloud of a
different nature than usual (o0 katd Koy eOow). For it did not have the
composition (1] cvotaocig) of some vapors (dtpoi) and exhalations (dvaBvpdoeic);
nor was the air (tod dépog) deeply compressed by vapors (toig dtpoic) and winds
(toig mvevpaoty) through a misty composition (S THg OpYADOOVG GLGTAGEMG)
into itself.*?

Gregory’s description here of the composition of typical clouds, from which the divine cloud
differs, draws on scientific language. In Gregory’s day, Aristotle’s Meteorologica still served as
a significant text in the study of meteorological phenomena. According to Aristotle, clouds were
composed of air (dnp) and water (OVdwp) which combined into precipitated vapor (dtpic) and
mist (OuyAddng).* Clouds formed in a process described as exhalation (dvafopiacic).*> By
using the same scientific language, Gregory’s narrative shows how “that cloud was something

better and loftier than human comprehension.”*

University Studies in Classical Humanities 5 (New Brunswick: Transaction, 1992). We also
know that in late antiquity Aristotle’s Meteorologica was still a part of the curriculum for natural
philosophy. See Andrea Falcon, "Introduction," in Brill’s Companion to the Reception of
Aristotle in Antiquity, ed. Andrea Falcon (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 5; Andrea Falcon, "The
Reception of Aristotle in Antiquity," in Oxford Handbooks Online (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2015), 8.
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199935314.001.0001/oxfordhb-
9780199935314-e-54print=pdf.
43 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.30 (GNO 25.14.2-6): vepéing 8¢ 10od Aaod Oeig Suvdpet
KaOMYOLUEVIC OV KATA TV KONV UGV 000" Yap €5 ATU®V TVeV §) Avabuidoemy 1] GVGTOCLS
adTic v Padvvopévov Toig dtpoic Tod dépog Sid Tfig OULAMDEOVE GVGTAGEMC Kol TPOC EAVTOV
CUUTIAOVUEVOD TOTG TVEVUAGLY, ALY KPETTTOV TL KOl yMAdTEPOV THG AVOP®TIVIG KATOANWE®C.
44 Aristotle, Mete. 1.9 (346b31-34).
45 See, for example, Aristotle, Mete. 1.3 (339a33-341a38, especially 340b24, 31) and 1.9-12
(346b16-349a12), as well as throughout the work. See also Liba Taub, "Meteorology," in 4
Companion to Science, Technology, and Medicine in Ancient Greece and Rome, ed. Georgia L.
Irby (Wiley Blackwell, 2016), 236; Taub, Ancient Meteorology, 88-91; Patrick Cronin, Greek
Popular Meteorology from Antiquity to the Present: The Folk-Interpretation of Celestial Signs
(Lewiston: The Edwin Mellen Press, 2010), 63.
46 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.30 (GNO 25.14.6-7): xp&ittov 1 kai DynAoTepoV ThC
avOpomivng KOTOAYE®G.
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After asserting how the cloud’s divine nature distinguishes it from natural clouds,
Gregory then demonstrates how its unique nature causes it to function differently. According to
him, scripture itself gives witness to its unique operation:

Scripture testifies about that cloud (ékeivng thg vepéAng T Ypapiic

noaptupovong) that it was such a great miracle (toodtov 10 Badpa) that, even

when the ray of the sun warmly shone (kai tfig AloKfi¢ dKTivog Beppdg

gmiopmovong), the cloud was a fortification (Swateiyopa) for the people, casting

shadows on (ckidlovcdv) what was below and moistening (bmovotifovcov) with

light dew (8p6ow) the fiery heat (pAoy®ddeq) of the air (tod dépoc), and during the

night it became a fire (ndp yevécOau), carrying a torch (dgdovyodoav 10 PEyyoc)

for the Israelites from evening until morning with its own light (1@ idi® ewti).*’

Unlike a regular cloud, the divine cloud does not dissipate in sun’s light, and it even provides
shelter from that heat for the Israelites by moistening the dry desert air. During the night, it even
lit up the night sky by becoming fire. This contrasts with typical clouds, which were thought to

form in cool air and dissipate in the heat.*® According to Aristotle, clouds could not form close to

47 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.30 (GNO 25.14.7-13): ékeivng tiig ve@éAng thig ypaiic
HapTLPOVONG To1DTOV TO Badpa v MOC Kai Thg ARG dKTivoc Oepude Emhaumodong
Sratelyiopa givan Tpog TOV Aadv, oKIALoVGEY TE TO VTOKEILEVOV Kol AT SpOGm TO PAOY®SEG
10D A€pog vovotiovsav, Kol Sl THg VuKTOG TTop YevésOar ae’ Eomépag gic OpBpov @ 1dim ewTi
101¢ Topanitoig dgdovyodoay TO PEYYOG.

“8 Even as Gregory provides a theological explanation for the existence of the cloud, he
continues to make use of the language of elements (otoyeia) from nature. Alluding to Exod
13:21-22, however, Gregory adds the element of fire (nmdp) to the miraculous cloud. Exod 13:21-
22: “And God was leading them, during the day in a pillar of cloud (év oTOA® vepéing) to show
them the way, but all night long in a pillar of fire (v o0 A® mVPdG). The pillar of cloud during
the day and the pillar of fire during the night did not depart from before all the people” (6 d¢ 0e0g
NYETTO aOT®OV, NUEPOS HEV &V GTOA® VEQEANG OTEUL AVTOIG TNV OdOV, TIV 0& VOKTA £V GTOA®
TupdS oVK EEEMTEY O GTOAOG TG VEQPEANG MUEPAS KOl O 6TOAOG TOD TVPOG VUKTOG EvavTiov
navtog Tod Aaod). This element makes the cloud in the desert stand apart from natural clouds.
Gregory likely alludes to Ps 77:14 LXX: “and he guided them in a cloud by day and for the
entire night in an illumination of fire (kai ®ONYNGEV AOTOVG £V VeQEAN NUEPOS Kol OANV TNV
vOKTO &V OTISU® Tpog). Gregory also potentially brings in Isaiah 4:5—6 as an intertext, which
speaks of the cloud on Mt Sinai, which provides “shade from the heat” (gig oxiiv dmo KavpaTOC)
during the day, and becomes like a “light of fire burning during the night” (®©g wTOg TLPOG
Kolopévov voktog). Isa 4:5-6: kai fi&et, kol Eotan mag 1Mo ToD dPOVG L1V KOl TAVT T
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the ground due to the heat (tf] Oeppdtnt) of the sun’s rays (dktiveg) on the land. Moreover, they
could not from high in the atmosphere because a kind of fire (otov ndp) in the air prevented it.*’
In the above passage of the cloud’s supernatural actions, Gregory provides a theological
layer to the description through intertextual allusions to other passages associated with the Holy
Spirit in patristic exegesis, including, the imagery of light (p&c) and illumination (¢meaivo)
(Num 6:25 LXX; Deut 33:2; Ps 103:2 LXX, 117:27 LXX; Eph 1:18; Heb 6:4, 10:32; Rev 21:23,
22:5; ete.), (¢m)oxidlo and dvvopug (Luke 1:35),°° dpdcog (Dan 3:50 LXX; Zech 8:12; Hos

14:6; and Sir 18:16),°! and (k00)0dnyéw/kodnyéopar (Ps 77:14 LXX and Deut 1:33). As he does

TEPIKOKA® OVTHG OKIAGEL VEPEAN NUEPOS KOl O KATVOD Kol MG PMTOG TUPOS KALOUEVOD VUKTOG'
ndon 1) 00EN okenacOoeTol Kol 0T €1G OKLAV ATO KOVUATOG Kol £V OKEMN Kol £V AmokpHO®
4o okAnpotntog kai vetod. See also Theodore of Mopsuestia, Hom. Ps. 77:14 LXX; Theodoret
of Cyrus, Comm. Ps. 77:14. Both exegetes have very similar interpretations of the cloud as
Gregory because they both see the cloud as providing protective shade from the hot desert air
with its cool moisture.
49 See Aristotle , Mete. 1.3 (340a30; 340b33). See also H. Howard Frisinger, "Aristotle and his
Meteorologica," American Meteorological Society 53, no. 7 (1972): 636; Cronin, Greek Popular
Meteorology from Antiquity to the Present: The Folk-Interpretation of Celestial Signs, 63. See
also Aristotle, Mete. 1.9 (346b16-36).
39 In Luke 1:35 the Holy Spirit overshadows the Virgin at the incarnation. Luke 1:35: “The holy
spirit will come upon you and the power of the Most High (6Ovaypug Oyiotov) will overshadow
(dmoxiaoet) you” (mvedpo drylov Emelevoetot i 6€ Kol dSuvapg Vyiotov €mokidost cot). While
the language is not exact, it is likely Gregory has the Lucan passage in mind. Andrew Radde-
Gallwitz provides a list of everywhere that Gregory cites the Lukan description of the Holy Spirit
overshadowing the Virgin Mary, thus indicating its importance for him (Radde-Gallwitz,
Doctrinal Works, 50 n.67). The imagery of shade was a biblical image connected with the Spirit.
See Exod 25:20; 38:8; 40:35; Deut 33:12; 1 Chr 28:18. See also Theodoret of Cyrus, Hom. Ps.
77:14, where Theodoret offers a similar interpretation regarding the cloud using the verb
EMoKIAL.
> Patristic exegetes associated cool dew or mist with the grace of the Holy Spirit (see, for
example, Clement of Alexandria, Quis div. 34.1; Apollinarius of Laodicea, Fr. 102; Life of
Pachomius 5; Gregory of Nyssa, Diem nat. [GNO 58.245.9]; Inscr. [GNO 21.54.22]; Theod.
[GNO 50.71.10]; Cant. 2 [24.53.2], 13 [GNO 24.392.17]; Infant. [13.73.17]). In the Daniel text,
when the three youths are thrown into the fiery furnace, a dew-bearing breeze (mvedpa dpoGov),
protects them from the heat. Exegetes interpret this mvedpa as the grace of God’s Spirit.

142



this, he composes a paraphrase which suggests that the cloud’s divine nature is due to its
association with the Holy Spirit.

The Life of Moses is by no means the only work in Gregory’s corpus where we find him
use this same lexical constellation in reference to the cloud in the desert. In the other passages in
which we find the same language, Gregory makes more explicit connections between the Holy
Spirit and the cloud. For example, we see Gregory do this in the thirteenth homily of his On the
Song of Songs, likely dating to sometime in the late 380s.

The bridal chamber was the power of the Most High (1] 100 vyioctov dvvapug)

overshadowing (émokialovca) the virgin like some cloud (tig vepéin) the

wedding torch (mvupcdg) was the illumination of the Holy Spirit (tod ayiov

TVELHTOG). >
We see similar vocabulary in reference to the cloud, namely, the noun cloud (ve@éAn), the verb

overshadow (émokidlm), the carrying of a torch (mvupodg versus dgdovyodoav TO PEyyog), and

the power (dOvauic) of God.>* But perhaps the strongest link to the Life of Moses passages occurs

52 Daniélou, "La chronologie des oeuvres de Grégoire de Nysse," 168; Daniélou, "From Glory to
Glory: Texts from Gregory of Nyssa's Mystical Writings," 8. Dani¢lou dates the homilies to
about 389. While he preached them as a series of homilies in Constantinople in 390-394,
Daniélou argues that Gregory likely delivered them to Olympias and the community of women
in the capital before her death around 390 since they were dedicated to her (Daniélou, "La
chronologie des oeuvres de Grégoire de Nysse," 168).

33 Gregory of Nyssa, Cant. 13 (GNO 24.388.9-12): o0 0dAapoc 1} Tod Dyictov SHvapg olov Tig
vepéAn v mapBeviav Emokidlovoa, Tupcsog O YopMAlog 1 Tod dyiov Tvevpatog EAAapyiG. See
also Cant. 11 (GNO 24.322.17-18; 324.5-9). For the section numbering for Gregory’s Cant., |
have used the edition in the Writings from the Greco-Roman world series in Norris, Gregory of
Nyssa: Homilies on the Song of Songs.

>4 For the importance of dOvoyug in early Christianity, see Barnes, Power of God, 94—124. While
the immediate context of On the Song of Songs suggests that these are primarily references to the
incarnation via the Holy Spirit, Everett Ferguson has recently argued for a baptismal context for
the homilies, due to the extent of the baptismal imagery within them. According to him, “that
baptism seems to provide a subtext for much of Gregory’s spiritual interpretation of Canticles
testifies to its importance for Gregory and suggests the freshness of the experience to the minds
of his hearers” (Everett Ferguson, "Theology of Baptism in the /n Canticum Canticorum of
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in the second homily of his On the Song of Songs, as he interprets Song 1:5-6. By appealing to
Matt 13:3-23; Luke 8:5-15; Isa 49:22, 60:4, 66:20; and Ps 120:5-6, Gregory again links the
Holy Spirit with the cloud:

If the opposing onslaught of temptation is called “sun,” let no one listening
consider it strange since they are taught such a thing by the God-breathed
scripture in many places. [ . . . ]. Our life becomes shady (ockiepdc) and moist
(0pooddng) when the heat (kabowv) is quenched by the sunshades (okidoeia) of
virtue. Therefore, this is the sun which causes damage, namely, whenever the
flame from it (i.e., the sun) is not walled off by the cloud of the Spirit (1] vepéin
10D mvebpotog), which the Lord spread out for such (souls) as a shade (oxénn) for
them. For this is the sun that that burns (émikaim) the bright appearance (Aapmpd
gmoavewn) of the body with the onslaught of temptations and darkens its form
with ugliness.>

We see almost the exact same vocabulary as in the Life of Moses. The sun represents temptation,
thus being negative in both texts. However, God protects faithful souls with shade and moisture.
These two passages in his On the Song of Songs heavily suggest that Gregory’s use of the same
vocabulary in his Life of Moses in connection with the cloud carries the implication that the

cloud should be read as the Holy Spirit.

Gregory of Nyssa," in Gregory of Nyssa: In Canticum Canticorum: Commentary and Supporting
Studies, ed. Giulio Maspero, Miguel Brugarolas, and Ilaria Vigorelli [Leiden: Brill, 2018], 263).
See also Antirrh. 2 (GNO 10.134.10-11), where Gregory refers to the activity of divine power
(Beia dvvapug) and the Holy Spirit operative at the incarnation. See also his reference elsewhere
in the work to 1 Cor 1:24, which refers to Christ not as a power of God but as the power of God,
indicating that for Gregory all the attributes of God rest in Christ. Therefore, any attributes that
the Father has, the Son has too. This includes the Father’s power, which is present in the Son as
the power of God (Antirrh. 4 [GNO 10.137]). Therefore, this constellation of elements in both
works could have a connection to baptism.
35 Gregory of Nyssa, Cant. 2 (GNO 24.51.19-52.2, 53.2-9): i 6 fjog | dvtikeipévn tod
TEPACHOD TPosPoAr dvopdletal, undeic Eevilésbm TV AKovdVTOV &V TOALOTG TO TO10DTOV
nap TH BeomvenaTOL YPOETig 10a0KOUEVOC. [ . . . |. oKlEPOG O YiveTan UV Kod Spoc®ming O
Biloc S TéV fig dpetiic oriodeinv katacBevvopévov Tod KaHGmVOg. 0DTOG 0DV 6TV O
napofArdntov fiog, dtav pn dateryilntat 6 Tap’ ovTod EAOYUOG TH VEPEAN TOD TVELLLOTOS, TV
Siemétoce Toig T0100T01C 6 KOPLOG £l oKEMMY adTOlG: 0VTOC Yép 0TIV O HiAog O TV Aoumpay Tod
OONOTOC EMPAveLOY TH) TPOGPOAT TOV TEPASUDV EMkainy Kol pelaivav &v dSuspopeia to
gldoc.
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In addition, with vocabulary of guidance ([ka0]odnyéw/kabnyéopar)

Gregory alludes to passages (e.g., Ps 77:14 LXX and Deut 1:33) in which the Exodus cloud
serves as a kind of representative for God’s presence. Both of these texts describe the cloud in
the desert as one who guides the people with a light of fire. According to Ps 77:14 LXX, “he led
(®onynoev) them in a cloud (v vepéin) by day and all night in an illumination of fire (év
POTIGU® TVPOS).” ¢ Deut 1:33 similarly states that God went before the Israelites “guiding
[them] in fire by night, showing [them] the way, on which [they] should go, and in a cloud by
day.”’ According to Gregory’s account, the cloud served to guide the people. He makes this
clear in Vit. Moys. 1.30 and 31, with the language of guidance (ka0)0dnyéw. In addition, the Ps
77:14 LXX and Deut 1:33 passages link the guiding aspect of the cloud to the use of a fire used
as a light to lead the people.

Gregory merges these images together with the baptismal imagery often associated with
the illumination given through the Holy Spirit. In his paraphrase, he draws on the language of
initiation into the mysteries with the verb dadovyém.>® This verb refers to the one who, during the
initiation ceremony, leads the procession of initiates at night with a torch. By describing the
cloud with this non-biblical term, Gregory recasts the cloud as an initiatory hierophant as it
conducts initiates by torchlight (dgdovyodcav 10 @éyyoc). Rather than the light of a torch, it
guides the way with its own light (1® idi® @oti). Instead of a limited number of initiates,

Gregory casts the entire nation as undergoing ritual initiation. For Gregory, the nation

6 Ps 77:14 LXX: xai ®dynoev avtodg &v ve@éin fuépag kol SANY Thv vikTa &V oo Tioud
TVPOG.
7 Deut 1:33: 63nydv VUGS &V Tupi VOKTOG de1kvomv DUV THY 080V, kad’ fiv Topevecbe én’
avTG, Kol &v VEQEAN MUEPaG
38 For instances of the word in Greek literature, see LSJ, s.v. “dadovyéw” A: Euripides, Tro. 343;
Lucan, Catapl. 22; Themistius, Or. 5.71a; Socrates of Rhodes, 1.
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presumably prefigures the church/Christian initiates. Moreover, the crossing of the sea is likened
to the moment of mystical revelation toward which the cloud leads.

Gregory uses the term dadovyéw in several other places in his corpus.® In all of these
passages, it has the significance of initation. For instance, in the fifteenth homily of On the Song
of Songs, he refers to Philip enlightening Nathanael to become a follower of the word and
initiating him into the mystery of true religion.®® In addition, in the opening of his homily In
sanctum et salutare Pascha, Gregory uses the motif of enlightenment through light (p&®c) to
connect the initiation of those who had just been baptized in the paschal feast with the Israelites
in the desert: “for the light (¢®g) our eyes saw in the cloud of fire (ndp) was illuminated
(dadovyovuevov) by torches (816 tdv Aaumddwv) in the night.”®! In both of these passages, the
trope of illumination is associated with initiation, especially with the verb dadovyéw. Recalling
his thirteenth homily in On the Song of Songs, Gregory associated the light of illumination of the
Holy Spirit with torchlight. Gregory thus uses the verb dgadovyéw in Life of Moses to prefigure
the illumination of the Holy Spirit as it initiates catechumens in the light of baptism.5?

Gregory thus uses the text of his paraphrase of scripture in Book 1 to imply to the reader

that the cloud and the Holy Spirit are one and the same. He does this by using scientific language

3% The LG lists only three instances. These occur in Or. Dom. 1 (GNO 26.10.16), Cant. 15 (GNO
24.432.12), and Salut. Pasch. (GNO 42.309.11).
0 Gregory of Nyssa, Cant. 15 (GNO 24.432.11-12): mepihdpnet tov Noabavan dadovynocog
avTd 10 ThG eVoEPeiog puoTnpLov.
1 Gregory of Nyssa, Salut. Pasch. (GNO 42.309.9—11): o p&v yap OpdUEVOV Toig OQOALOIC
PdG NV T} 10D TVPOG VEPEAT S18L TRV Aapmddmv iy &v Th vokti dadovyovuevov. See also his
comments in Or. Dom. 1 (GNO 26.10.16—-17) and Salut Pasch. (42.309.21-24).
62 Enlightenment and illumination were a major part of Gregory’s theology regarding the Holy
Spirit, especially its role in baptism. See Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 32 (GNO 16.82.3); Diem
lum. (GNO 39.235.18-19; 236.3-7); Cant. 2 (GNO 24.49.2-4). See also Everett Ferguson,
Baptism in the Early Church: History, Theology, and Liturgy in the First Five Centuries (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 613.
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to demonstrate how the cloud’s composition is not like natural clouds while also appealing to
scripture in order to show how the cloud is divine. Since the cloud possesses divine power,
Gregory has already indicated that the cloud is divine in some way. By using language associated
with the Holy Spirit in orthodox Trinitarian theology, Gregory specifies that the cloud should be
equated with the Holy Spirit. In this way, Gregory’s narrative of the cloud in the desert lays the
groundwork for his later interpretation in Book 2 that the cloud is in fact the Holy Spirit.

Much as we saw in his reworking of Exod 14:15, Gregory appeals to the scriptural text of
Exod 14 itself to give testimony that his paraphrase is an accurate accounting of the facts (i.e.,
YPaeTic paptupodong).® At the same time, immediately after appealing to scripture, he makes
intertextual allusions to other biblical passages, thereby altering his account from what the
biblical text literally says. This creates a tension between what Gregory claims he does and what
he actually does. It is no coincidence that these intertextual allusions appear in the same location
as his appeals to the text of scripture. By appealing to the text of scripture as witness, Gregory
can draw the reader’s attention away from the fact that he paraphrases the text through the
insertion of these intertextual allusions. Moreover, through the appeal to scripture, he is able to
justify his intertextual reading of the passage that conflates multiple passages of scripture that all
are associated with the Holy Spirit in the patristic tradition.

After Gregory has interwoven his baptismal understanding of the invocation of the cloud
into the narrative fabric of the paraphrase, he must move on to the physical water itself in order
to complete his baptismal theology. As we already observed in the case of Philo, the Exodus

account presents an inconsistency regarding the mechanism by which the parting of the waters

3 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.30 (GNO 25.14.7-13).
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occurs. According to Exod 14:16, God commands Moses to raise his hand and strike the waters
with his rod in order to part the sea. However, what actually occurs in the narrative differs from
this. According to Exod 14:21, while Moses raises his hand, a wind arrives that drives back the
sea and causes the waters to divide. Like many previous biblical exegetes, Gregory perceives this
apparent inconsistency and seeks to reconcile it in some way.

Unlike Philo, who aims to resolve the inconsistency by embellishing the events as he
rearranges them, Gregory seeks a more muted response. As he paraphrases the crossing of the
sea in his Life of Moses, he omits the wind from the episode and focuses on the actions of
Moses’s staff alone. In this way, he resolves the inconsistency regarding the mechanism that
parted the sea. This becomes clear through an examination of Vit. Moys. 1.31, where Gregory
gives his version of the actual parting of the sea, in comparison with the biblical depiction in

Exod 14:16, where God commands Moses, and 14:21, where Moses carries out that command:

Exod 14:16, 21 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31

Kai oV Emapov Th PaPow cov Kai Ektevov v | Beig duvapel Ttapopundeig 6 Movotig | . . . ].
¥EPA cov &mi v Bdhaccav Kai piigov avtv
[...] Urged on by divine power, Moses®*

“And as for you, raise your rod, and stretch
out your hand over the sea, and break it. [ . . .

1"

gétevev 0& Mmuotic TV yelpa €mi TV [...]m\ooet T paPfdw 10 méELAyOG.
Bdracoav.

struck the sea with his rod®’
And Moses stretched out his hand over the
sea,

Kol DI yoryev KOplog v Bdlacoay &v AvErm
voto Puoio OAnv v vOkTa Koi €roinoev v
Bdraccov Enpdv.

% Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31 (GNO 25.14.20-21).
5 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31 (GNO 25.14.22).
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and the Lord drove back the sea with a strong

south wind for the whole night, and made the

sea dry land,

Kai €oyictn 10 HOwp. 10 0¢ mepl TV TANYNV Vreoyilero.
and the water was divided. and the sea was split at the blow.%¢

Gregory here attributes the parting of the sea entirely to it being struck by Moses’s staff, while
the wind is entirely omitted.®” This clears up any ambiguity regarding the manner in which the
sea was split by focusing on one (i.e, the staff) and ignoring the other (i.e, the wind).

As he does this, Gregory creates continuity with the prior events by stating that the
“divine power” (Beia dvvapug) of the wind urged on Moses’s actions. Previously, when Moses
prayed to God at the Israelites’ moment of need, God sent the divine power (Bgia dOvapg),
residing in the cloud, to render aid. This cloud led the people to the sea. From the very moment
the cloud was introduced in the narrative in Vit. Moys. 1.30, Gregory refers to it as a Ogia SOvopg
that guides the people. This function was so significant that Gregory states that Moses taught the
people to follow this cloud as a leader.®® Once they arrive at the sea, this same divine power
(Beia dSvvapg) continues to guide the people, this time by directing Moses’s actions in parting the
sea.

Gregory’s narrative reading of the crossing of the sea follows closely in the exegetical
tradition of Origen, who emphasizes the baptismal symbolism of the event. He does so by

interpreting the cloud as the Holy Spirit, who guides the people, while omitting the wind and

6 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31 (GNO 25.14.22-23).
7 Compare this to Gregory of Nyssa, Thaum. 52 (GNO 49.30.11-16).
8 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31 (GNO 25.14.15, 17). See the use of the verbs kotnyéopau,
Kafodnyém, and dkorovbiw.
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attributing the parting of the sea to the staff alone. In one passage, Origen provides a narrative
description of this event:

Moses is ordered to strike the sea with his staff, so that it might part and withdraw

for the people of God as they enter, and the obedience of the elements might serve

the divine will. And when the waters, which they feared, became a “wall on the

right and the left” for the servants of God, not only were they [i.e., the waters]

incapable of destruction, but they also produced a defence. The water, then, is

driven into a heap and the restrained wave is curved on itself.%’
As in Gregory’s account, Moses’s staff serves as the instrument that parts the waters, while the
wind has no function. But does something cause Origen to make the exegetical moves that he
does?

At the start of his homily, which begins as the Israelites set out from Egypt according to
Exod 12:37, he states that he will follow the “rule of interpretation the Apostle Paul handed

70 of the exodus in 1 Cor 10:1—4. There, as we have discussed,

down to us about these matters,
Paul links the Red Sea crossing and the Christian rite of baptism.”! Origen goes on to state that,

based on this Pauline regula intelligentiae, that the cloud is the Holy Spirit and the crossing of

 Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.5 (GCS 29:189.21-26): iubetur Moyses virga percutere mare, ut
ingredienti populo Dei dehiscat et cedat ac voluntati divinae elementorum famulentur obsequia
et aquae, quae timebantur, “dextra laevaque” famulis Dei “murus” effectae non solum
perniciem nescient, sed et munimen exhibeant. cogitur ergo fluctus in cumulum et unda in semet
ipsam repressa curvatur.
70 Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.1 (GCS 29:184.2-4): nobis autem qualem tradiderit de his Paulus
Apostolus intelligentiae regulam, videamus.
711 Cor 10:1-4: T do not want you to be ignorant, brothers and sisters, that our ancestors were all
under the cloud (vepéAn), and all passed through the sea (Baddooa), and all were baptized into
Moses in the cloud (v i) vepéhn) and in the sea (€v tf) Baldoon), and all ate the same spiritual
food, and all drank the same spiritual drink. For they drank from the spiritual rock that followed
them, and the rock was Christ. (O0 0éAw yap OGS dyvoelv, ddeApol, OTL 0l TaTEPEC UMY TAVTES
VO TV VEPEANY fioav koi Tévteg S1d Tiig Oardoong SifjAdov kai mavieg £ig 1OV Mwbotjv
gPanticOnoav &v T veeéAn kai €v 1} BoAAoon Kol TAVTEG TO aDTO TVELLATIKOV Bpdo EQayov
Kol TAVTEG TO AOTO TVELUATIKOV ETLOV IO EMLVOV VAP €K TVELUATIKTG dikolovBovong méTpag,
1 métpa 8& qv 6 Xp1otoq).
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the sea is baptism.”> He then proposes to apply this rule in other similar passages, namely, in
Exod 14 and beyond, the very passages that Paul alludes to in 1 Cor, and see what results he
gets.”3 According to Origen, the crossing of the sea symbolizes baptism. He then proceeds to
explain how the events depict this Christian process of initiation. As he does so, he gives
symbolic meaning to Moses’s staff, but never to the wind.

Perhaps Gregory, too, leaves out the wind from his own account for the same reason.
While the most readily available symbol for the wind (nvedpa) would be the Holy Spirit (10
nvedua o dywov), the cloud already represents that for both exegetes, due their reliance on 1 Cor
10:2—4. Both Origen and Gregory omit the wind from their accounts in order to remove any
inconsistency regarding the mechanism by which the sea was parted without sacrificing the
Christian baptismal symbolism of the episode.

In our analysis of his paraphrase of the crossing of the Red Sea, we have examined how
Gregory recasts the crossing of the Red Sea by interweaving the events with his theology of
baptism. In his On the Day of Lights and Catechetical Oration, Gregory provides his baptismal
theology. In addition to the physical water, one requires the Holy Spirit to be invoked in prayer.
Faith is another necessary component. Gregory inscribes these elements lexically into his
paraphrase of the crossing of the Red Sea in Vit. Moys. 1.29-32.

As the Egyptians approach the Israelites, they become frightened. Moses cries out to God
at their moment of need. As Gregory paraphrases God’s question to Moses in Exod 14:15, he
fashions the biblical question into Moses silently praying to God. This silent prayer results in the

summoning of the Holy Spirit to give aid to the Israelites. However, this is no ordinary cloud.

72 Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.1 (GCS 29:184.9-11).
73 Origen, Hom. Exod. 5.1 (GCS 29:184.20-185.2).
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According to Gregory, the cloud contains divine power, which guides the people to the sea. At
the sea, this same divine power urges Moses to strike the sea with his staff, thus parting the
waters and creating a channel through which the people may escape. It is thus thanks to the cloud
sent by God due to Moses’s prayer that the Israelites are saved through the water at the moment

of their need.

5.3 The Destruction and Restoration of the Tablets (Vit. Moys. 1.57-60)

In his paraphrase of the golden calf episode in Book 1, Gregory interweaves his
incarnational theology with his account of the destruction and restoration of the tablets. We see
this especially in regard to his understanding of the restoration of humanity with Christ’s
incarnation. Gregory’s theology of incarnation underwent significant development during the
380s as a result of the controversy with Apollinarius. According to Gregory, Apollinarius held a
belief that the flesh for Christ’s incarnation had a heavenly origin. Gregory, on the other hand,
argued that it had an earthly origin since Christ took flesh from the Virgin Mary at the
incarnation. While Christ took flesh from the Virgin Mary as material (bAn) for the incarnation,
he did this by means of the Holy Spirit. For Gregory, only by assuming flesh from the Virgin
could Christ redeem fallen human nature.

The destruction and restoration of the tablets of the law serve as one image that Gregory
uses to symbolize the fall and restoration of humanity. Gregory demonstrates much dependence

on Pauline passages such as 2 Cor 3:3 and 1 Cor 15:42-49. According to 2 Cor 3:3, human
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hearts are likened to the Mosaic tablets.”* Moreover, in 1 Cor 15:42-49, Paul explores how
Christ, as the second Adam, restores the fallen nature of Adam, the first Adam.”> Under the
influence of these Pauline passage, later Christian exegetes interpret Moses as a figure for Christ
who restores the broken tablets of human nature.”® Gregory himself shapes the events in his Life
of Moses in such a way that the narrative of the episode resonates with such an interpretation.

As we turn to the Exod 32 text, we are confronted with several potential TpofAnpara.
Patristic interpreters, including Origen, Basil, and John Chrysostm, seem to regard Moses’s
destruction of the divine tablets as particularly problematic.”” Gregory follows in this interpretive
tradition. Gregory demonstrates a desire to address the tablets’ destruction in his Life of Moses,

where he seeks “to learn how (n®c) Moses restored again the divinely made tablets, on which the

742 Cor 3:3: $01¢ émoTtoln Xpiotod drakovnOeico VO™ UMY, Eyyeypoppuévn od uélavt GALL
nvevpatt Beod {dVTog, ok &v mhaiv MBivaig dAL™ &v mhaéiv Kapdiog capkivorg. For other
similar LXX passages, see also Jer 38:31-34 LXX (31:31-34 MT), Ezek 11:19 and 36:26-27a,
Exod 31-34, Deut 9:10-11.
75 For discussions of the Adam-Christ typology see, for example, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, First
Corinthians, Anchor Bible 32 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008), 591-600; Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 1281-1290; James D. G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul the
Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 199-212.
76 For the complex history of interpretation on the Pauline passage and Paul’s use of his source
material, see, for example, Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 265; Hermut
Lohr, "Steintafeln: Tora-Traditionen in 2Kor 3," in Der zweite Korintherbrief: Literarische
Gestalt, historische Situation, theologische Argumentation, ed. Dieter Sdnger, Forschungen zur
Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 250 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2012), 175-187; Peter Arzt-Grabner, 2. Korinther, Papyrologische Kommentare zum
Neuen Testament 4 (Go6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014), 278-279; Victor Paul Furnish,
11 Corinthians, Anchor Bible 32A (New York: Doubleday, 1984), 182—183. See also William
McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah, 2 vols., International Critical
Commentary 21 (Ediburgh: T&T Clark, 1986-96), 817-827; Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy. 1—
11, Anchor Bible 5 (New York: Doubleday, 1991), 408—409.
7 See Origen, Comm. Rom. 2.14.12 (PG 14:917); Basil the Great, /ei. 1.5 (PG 31:169); John
Chrysostom, Hom. Col. 4.3 (PG 62:328-30); Theodoret of Cyrus, Quaestiones in Exodum 2.68;
and Photius of Constantinople, Quaestiones ad Amphilocium 269 (PG 101:1096).
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divine law was inscribed.””® Gregory starts to answer this question in Book 1, where he shapes
the biblical narrative to explain how Moses restored the tablets. In Book 1, he lays the
groundwork that the tablets prefigure the restoration of humanity at the incarnation.

As Gregory seeks to explain the tablets’ destruction, he contrasts the actions of Moses
and the people in terms of virtue and vice in order to place the blame for the destruction with the
Israelites rather than with Moses. Gregory begins by signaling to the reader the significance that
the tablets will hold for his interpretation of the episode by framing the events with paired
descriptions of the tablets in Vit. Moys. 1.57 and 60. This creates a narrative inclusio around the
episode. He opens the account with a description of the first set of tablets:

[Moses] carried the divine tablets, which were a divine creation and gift that did

not require any human activity to be brought into existence, in his hand. Rather,

both the material (DAn) and what was inscribed (yapdypota) on it were equally
God’s work (&pyov 0eod émiong). What was inscribed was the law (vopoc 8& fv td

yopdrypora).”
He concludes the episode with a description of the second set of tablets:

Their writing (1] ypaor)) was from divine power (€k Belog dvvdpewc), but the
material (1] UAn) was fashioned by Moses’s hand (31& tfic Mobcéng y£1pog).5°

By beginning and ending the episode with these two descriptions of the tablets, Gregory
indicates their centrality to his version of events. Everything else in the narrative contributes to

the theme of the tablets in some way.

8 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.214 (GNO 25.107.22—-108.2): nofsiv nidg tig 0£0Te0KTOVG
mhdkag, aic 6 Ogiog vopog dvekexdpaxto, [ . . . ] méAtv 6 Mwboiic dvarxopiletar.
7 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.57 (GNO 25.26.6-10): &pepe d¢ kol T0g iepag mAdkog S
ve1pdc, ai Oelov ebpepa kol dBdpov foav ovdepiog dvOpmmivng vepyeiag gig O yevécOar
npocdendeicor GAL" Epyov Ogod émiong éxdrepa fv, 1 T BAN Kkad Té &mi TodTN YoP&yHaTo” VOLOG
8& v T yopdypata.
80 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.60 (GNO 25.27.7-8): @v 1 ypan v &k Osiac Suvapenc nv, i
0¢ AN dud thic Mowicémg €EnoxnOn xepog.
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Immediately after introducing the tablets as the central theme of the account, Gregory
provides a proleptic solution to the problem of their destruction even before its narration: “but
the people prevented grace (éx®Avce TV ybpwv 6 Aadg) before the giving of the law by rebelling
into idolatry (gig eidmAiolatpeiov donvidoag).”! For Gregory, the law on the tablets represents
grace. When the tablets are destroyed, the people fail to receive the grace therein. According to
this summary statement, the people, rather than Moses, bear the responsibility for the loss of
grace/tablets, due to their actions. By signaling this essential information in the opening
paragraph before he has narrated the actual events, Gregory prepares the reader by already
shaping their perception of the coming incident. In this way, in his opening paragraph of the
episode, Gregory does the important task of indicating both the centrality of the tablets for his
reading and that the people, not Moses, bear the guilt for the destruction.

Within the inclusio between Vit. Moys. 1.57 and 60, Gregory constructs his argument for
the culpability of the Israelites by composing a synkrisis, introduced with an émeon...101e
construction, that contrasts the activities of Moses atop the mountain (érgdn [ . . . ] 1@ Mwbdoel)
with those of the people below (tote [ . . . ] 6 Aadg) by drawing on contemporary ethical theory.3?
In this comparison, while Moses has characteristics of self-control and piety, the Israelites

demonstrate a complete lack of restraint that ultimately leads to the impiety of idolatry.??

81 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.57 (GNO 25.26.10-12): AL’ §kdAvce TV xapv 6 Aadg Tpiv
EMoTHVOL TOV VOpoBETV €lg eldwAoratpeiay ApMnvidcog.
82 We know that Gregory made use of ethical language in his Viz. Moys. This may be seen, for
instance, in Vit. Moys. 2.14. Interpreting Moses’s fight with an Egyptian before his exile (Exod
2), Gregory distinguishes Moses and the Egyptian. While Moses displays “piety” (Beocéfeia),
“temperance” (co@pocvvT), “righteousness” (dtkatoovvn), and “moderation” (perpiomg), the
Egyptian demonstrates “idolatry” (gidwAioratpein), “intemperance” (dxoiacia), “injustice”
(adwcia), and “vanity” (tdpoc) (Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.14 [GNO 25.37.21-22]).
8 For Gregory, impiety and idolatry are synonymous (see Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.14
[GNO 25.37.21-22)).
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According to Gregory, Moses was “spending his time in conversation with God in that divine
initiation” (tf) TpdOg BedV OpAia S T Belag Ekeivng pootaywyiog dnocyoralovtt) where he
was “sharing in that everlasting life for forty days and nights” (v &v tecoapdiovta Huépaig Ko
Tocatalg Vo&i tig didiov ékeivng (ofig [ - . . | petéywv). These are marks of pious devotion to
the divine.®* During these forty days, Moses has complete mastery over his own nature and his
natural impulses, demonstrating his self-control. According to Gregory, Moses existed “almost
beyond nature itself (for at that time he did not have need of food for his body).”®> Similarly,
when Moses goes atop the mountain a second time, to receive the tablets again, he also
demonstrates the same exceptional self-control. According to Vit. Moys. 1.60, “he was living in
another manner, not like we are accustomed to live, nor did he take into his body any sustenance
through food which is necessary for our nature.”®® In all of these portrayals of Moses during his
time on the mountain (€newdn), Gregory casts him as one who has the virtues of piety and self-
control.?’

While Moses lives such a heavenly life, the people demonstrate a complete lack of
restraint. “At that time (t6t€),” he describes, “the people, like a child (016v Tt peipdxiov) away

from the eyes of his tutor (t@v 10D madaywyodvioc dyemv EEw), were carried away (EkpépeTat)

84 See, for example, Maximus of Turin, Serm. 35.3. See also Augustine, Ep. 55.
85 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.58 (GNO 25.26.17-18): avtfig oxedov tii¢ pvoeng ££m
veVOEVOG (0D Yap €medendn Katd TOV YpdvoV EKETVOV €1 TO G TPOPTG).
8 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.60 (GNO 25.27.10-12): &\kov tivé tpémov Koi o0 Kot TOV
VEVOLLGHEVOV MUV Brotedmv, 000EV T@V DTOSTNPILOVI®V O1d TPOPTIS TO THG PUGEMG UMDY EVOEEG
10 101 chpoTt TPocdeEduevog.
87 Compare this with De Beneficentia, where Gregory again connects the virtues of piety and
self-control in the context of of fasting (Benef. [GNO 35.93-97]). According to Gregory, fasting
is a “foundation of virtue” (vnoteio Oepéhog apetig) (Benef. [GNO 35.95.17-18)).
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by foolish impulses (&voritoig 6puaic) into disorder (gig dra&iav).”®® Gregory depicts them as the
complete opposite of Moses. Whereas Moses is introduced in 1.57 in control and carrying
(pépw) the divine tablets (iepai mAdkeg), the people come into the account here in 1.58 carried
away (8x@épm) by their foolish impulses (dvonrtot oppoat). While he brings tablets crafted from
above, they are encumbered by passions born from below. Whereas Moses controls his material
impulses (0ppai) to such a degree that he lives beyond the needs of his body, almost beyond his
very nature, the people are completely controlled by theirs. Whereas Moses acts as a kind of
disciplinarian (modaymydc) who brings order to the people, the people themselves are portrayed
as immature (pepdxiov) and easily falling into disorder (dta&io). Whereas Moses receives the
tablets due to his self-control and piety (i.e., after spending forty days living beyond nature), the
people have no self-control and force (dvayknv éndyet) Aaron to craft the calf.

While Gregory finds many of these antitheses already latent in the biblical text, he
amplifies them into a full-blown rhetorical synkrisis. As he does so, he demonstrates the tension
that the paraphrast has with the original. Since these features are implicit in scripture, he is to
some degree faithful to his source material. Yet, at the same time, by amplifying the text in new
ways, he shows great flexibility and freedom with respect to the source material. As he weaves
the original text of scripture in new ways, he is able to direct the reader’s eye to focus on the
tablets of the law, since he now makes them the primary focus of his version of events.

After the construction of the idol, the synkrisis is brought to a climax with a pév...0¢

clause that contrasts the complete disconnect between Moses and the Israelites. The Israelites (ot

88 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.58 (GNO 25.26.18-20): 16t 010V Tt HEPAKIOV 6 AadC TdMV TOD
TSy ®YodvTog Syemv EE® YeEVOLEVOG AvonTOolg OpUaTS ig dtasioy EkpépeTat.
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89 while Moses (6 8¢ Mwbofic) “broke the tablets.””° Gregory

pév) “exulted in their impiety
paraphrases the account to make the destruction of the tablets into a calculated act by Moses
rather than an impetuous deed done in a fit of anger. Moses waits to break the tablets until he is
in the Israelites’ presence.’! Moreover, according to Gregory, Moses broke the tablets for a
specific purpose. This is made clear due to his use of a purpose clause: “so that (og dv) they
might suffer (Vndoyoiev) a worthy punishment (é&iav v tipwpiav) for their transgression by
not having a share in the God-given grace (y&pitoc).”? Not only does Gregory indicate that this
punishment is one fitting (a&iav) for their deed, but he also links it back to his initial statement in
1.57 about who ultimately bears responsibility. Gregory had previously said there that “the
people prevented grace (xapic) [ . . . ] by rebelling in idolatry.” Moses now becomes the agent
who carries out the just punishment that the Israelites brought upon themselves by their own
actions. Therefore, according to Gregory, while the people bear the responsibility for the loss of
grace (xap1g), Moses carries out the punishment.

After the destruction of the tablets, Gregory immediately moves to the narration of their
restoration. In Gregory’s paraphrase, Moses’s actions are portrayed as undoing Israelite

transgression and restoring grace. This is seen, among other things, in the parallels between Vit.

Moys. 1.57 and 60. While the destruction of the idol parallels the act of idolatry, the reception of

8 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.59 (GNO 25.26.23-24): oi pév énnydiiovto 1@ doeprpoti.
% Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.59 (GNO 25.26.24-27.1): 6 8¢ Mwbofic kat’ avtovg fidn
YEVOUEVOG GLVTPIPEL TOG TAGKOGC.
o1 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.59 (GNO 25.26.24-27.1): “after he had come to them” (xat’
avToVG oM yevopévog). However, in Exod 32:19 Moses shatters them in a fit of anger
immediately upon seeing the idol while still at a distance from the camp.
92 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.59 (GNO 25.27.1-3): ®&¢ Gv 10od minpuedfuatog d&iav v
TILOPIOY VTOGYOLEV THG B20600TOV YAPITOC AOIPT|CAVTEC.
93 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.57 (GNO 25.26.10-12): AL ékdAvce TV xaptv 6 Aadg mpiv
EMoTVoL TOV VOpoBETV €ig eldwAoratpeioy Apnvidcog.
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the tablets corresponds to the loss of grace. In Vit. Moys. 1.57, the people rebel in idolatry (gig
eldwAloratpeiav apnvidoag), resulting in the loss of grace (éx®Avce v ydpw). In Vit. Moys.
1.60, Moses ameliorates the situation. He “purifies the guilt” (xaBapicag to éyoc), “propitiates
the divine” (10 OB€iov ilewodpevoc), and “destroys the idol” (t6 e €ldwAov €apavicag), which
results in him receiving the tablets again (tdg mAdkog kopiletar).”* In both sequences, the
participles build to the final, resulting action of the main, finite verb.

As the people’s action (i.e., rebellion) leads to the loss of grace through the destruction of
the tablets, so Moses’s three actions (i.e., purification, atonement, and destruction) result in the
restoration of grace through the reception of new tablets. As the construction of the idol
prevented grace, so its destruction is a necessary step before grace can be restored. In the various
ways argued above, Gregory responds narratively to what could be seen as an ethical lapse in
Moses’s destroying the tablets in a fit of rage. According to Gregory’s account, Moses broke
them in order both to punish the people in a fitting way for their own actions and to aid in the
restoration of grace. He does this by finding antitheses in the narrative logic of scripture and
greatly amplifying them in his rhetorical synkrisis in order to contrast Moses and the people in
terms of contemporary ethics, especially self-control, piety, and justice.

While Gregory uses his paraphrase of the destruction of the tablets as a means to respond
to questions related to the literal tablets’ destruction, he also uses this as an opportunity to
respond to other kinds of questions, namely, theological questions regarding how the restoration
of humanity in the incarnation happened. In his Life of Moses, Gregory amplifies what he deems

to be most essential from the biblical account. According to him, God made and wrote upon the

%4 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.60 (GNO 25.27.4-7).
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first tablets.”> However, while Moses made the second tablets, it is still God who wrote upon
them.”® So, while the material is new, the divine writing upon them stays constant. While
scripture contains these same basic elements, Gregory highlights these aspects of the narrative.”’
In so doing, he emphasizes the tablets themselves, their destruction and restoration, their material
(bAn), and the divine inscription/writing (yopdypota/ypoen).

As Gregory describes the restoration of the tablets, he uses language that has significance
in his debate with Apollinarius regarding the incarnation, namely regarding the material (VAn)
and divine power (Beia duvdpug). During that controversy, Gregory refined his ideas about the
incarnation, especially how the union of divine and human occurred in reference to the
combination of soul and body. In particular, Gregory responded to Apollinarius’s belief that the
union of divine and human was achieved because Christ was an “enfleshed mind” (vodg
g&voapkoc) in which the divine Adyog took the place of the human mind (vodg), that is, the

rational, upper part of the soul (yvyn). In response, Gregory argued that without Christ having a

95 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.57.
%6 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.60.
7 The first tablets are described in Exod 31:18; 32:15—-16, while the second ones are narrated in
Exod 34:1, 4, 27-28. While Exod 34:1 suggests that God will write on the second tablets, 34:27—
28 implies that Moses himself writes on them. According to Exod 34:1: “And the Lord said to
Moses, ‘Carve for yourself two stone tablets just like the first ones, and come up to me on the
mountain, and [ will write on the tablets the words, which were on the first tablets, which you
broke”” (Kai ginev koprog tpdc Mmvasiiv Adégvcov ceantd dvo midiag Adivac kadog kai o
npéToL Kol Avapno mpdg pe €ig 1O 8pog, Kal yphym &l TéhV mAoK®V Té PYpoTa, & TV &V Toic
iy Taic TpdTaLS, aig GLVETPLYOG). As it states in Exod 34:27-28: “And the Lord said to
Moses, ‘Write for yourself these words, for on the basis of these words I have made made a
covenant with you and Israel.” And Moses was there before God for forty days and forty nights.
He did not eat bread and he did not drink water. And he wrote these words on the tablets of the
covenant, the ten words” (Kai ginev kdplog tpog Mwvoijv Ipéyov ceontd T pripate tadto: i
Yap @V Adyov todtov té0soi cot Stadnkmy kol 16 Iopank. kai v kel Mwvotic vavrtiov
Kupiov TEGGAPAKOVTA TUEPOG KoL TEGGAPAKOVTO VOKTAC 8pTOV 0UK Epayev Kol Ddmp ovk Emiev
Kol Eypoyev To pPripoTo TodTo L TOV TAAKAV THS 0100MKNS, TOVG dEK0 AOYOVG).
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complete human soul and body, salvation would be ineffective. According to him, Christ’s
incarnation consisted of the Son forming his own body—composed of body and soul—at the
incarnation by taking flesh from the Virgin Mary through the cooperation of the Holy Spirit.”8
From this examination of Gregory’s account of Exod 32 in Vit. Moys. 1.57-60, we have
sought to conclude several things. First, while Gregory demonstrates a similar concern as other
patristic exegetes for the question of Moses’s motivation for the tablets’ destruction (i.e., “why”),
his primary interest lies with the question of “how” Moses restored the tablets. However,
Gregory’s answer to the first question builds up to the answer to the second. Second, Gregory
provides a solution to these problems by shaping the events in his paraphrase. As he does so, he
uses paraphrase to focus the account primarily on the tablets. While they have a key role in the
LXX text too, they now become the center of attention. As he responds to the first question
regarding Moses’s motivation, Gregory seeks to remove any blame from Moses for his actions in
the account. In regard to the second question about how the tablets were restored, Gregory’s
paraphrase indicates that Moses refashioned the tablets with material (JAn) available to him
while divine power (Bgio duvdpug) inscribed the same law that was on the first tablets upon them.

As we will see when we turn to Book 2, by shifting the blame for the destruction to the Israelites

% Gregory of Nyssa, Antirrh. 8 (GNO 10.144.5-10): “Rather he prepared an entrance for his
power through the Holy Spirit, although he needed no material principle for the construction of
an appropriate dwelling, according to the statement about wisdom, ‘He built a house for himself’
(Prov 9:1) by fashioning a human from the dust of the Virgin, through which he was mixed with
humanity” (GAAG T® ayi® TveduaTL TPOoOdoTOm oG TV THS 1diag duvAape®S 0000V Kol UndEV
TG DVMKRG AQOPUTS TPOS TNV KATOGKELT|V TOD OIKEIOV GKNVOVG TPOGdENDElg KT TO elpnuévov
nepi thig copiag Bavtd Grodouncey oikov 1oV &k tiig mapbivov yodv dvOpomoromoac, St” oD
ovvekpabn Tpog 10 avOpmmvov). Note that Gregory adjusts the LXX from a feminine co@ia in
his quotation of Prov 9:1 to a masculine, with the masculine Jesus as subject. I have taken the
section numbering from Robin Orton, St. Gregory of Nyssa: Anti-Apollinarian Writings, Fathers
of the Church 131 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2015).
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and thus composing the account of their restoration with these lexical elements, Gregory shapes
the account to be in line with his understanding of the fall of humanity and its restoration at the

incarnation.

5.4 Conclusion

In the present chapter, we have analyzed how in Book 1 Gregory paraphrases the events
surrounding the crossing of the Red Sea (Vit. Moys. 1.29-32) and the forging of the golden calf
(Vit. Moys. 1.57—-60) by silently engaging with problems (rpofAnpata). As he does so, we see
Gregory craft an intricate theological narrative that is in line with his orthodox Christian
theology. As our analysis indicated, because Gregory cannot provide an explicit commentary on
events due to the paraphrastic form, he sprinkles in allusions to vocabulary that is significant in
early Christian exegesis. For example, for early Christian exegetes the cloud in the desert was
symbolic of the Holy Spirit. Also, the tablets of the law were considered to represent human
nature, which was broken at the fall and restored as the incarnation. While Gregory’s audience
was likely familiar with these readings of scripture, his paraphrase of those events now
reverberates with lexical allusions to contemporary orthodox theology. Gregory’s readers could
not help but come away from a reading of Book 1 nodding their heads in agreement at the
allegorical interpretations present under the form of a paraphrase of the literal text of the LXX.
As we turn to Chapter Six, we will observe how in Book 2 Gregory distills these allegorical

readings present in his paraphrase of scripture in Book 1.
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Chapter 6
Gregory’s Life of Moses:
From Paraphrase to Allegory Articulated
6.1 Introduction

While Chapter Five investigated how Gregory shaped the LXX account in Book 1 of his
Life of Moses via paraphrase so that the narrative conveyed allegorical readings under the guise
of the literal text, we now begin to examine in Chapter Six how Gregory distills those readings
into a fully articulated allegorical presentation in Book 2. In order to do this, we will undertake a
comparative analysis of the paraphrase in Book 1 with the more explicit explanation of events in
Book 2. As examples to illustrate how the readings in Book 1 prepare for the interpretations in
Book 1, we will continue to look at the same two biblical episodes, namely, the crossing of the
Red Sea and the golden calf. As the analysis in this chapter will demonstrate, Gregory’s
paraphrase in Book 1 prepares the reader for the fully articulated exegesis in Book 2, because
Book 1 contains the same readings but in narrative form.

As we will demonstrate in this chapter, Book 1 mediates the meaning of the biblical text.
However, it only marginally does so directly to the reader—as was the case in Philo’s Life.
Gregory’s Book 1 functions as a mediator between LXX and Book 2. Our analysis will show
how Book 2 has much exegetically in common with Book 1 that is absent from scripture. In this
way, Book 1 serves to guide the reader from LXX, to the narrative interpretation of scripture, to

the fully articulated interpretation in Book 2.

163



6.2 Crossing the Red Sea (Vit. Moys. 2.117-129)

In both his On the Day of Lights and Catechetical Oration, Gregory responds to
criticisms regarding the Christian rite of baptism. In response to the criticism of how material
water can lead to salvific results, Gregory responds that baptism requires both material water and
immaterial Spirit. His opponents do not believe that physical actions (10 copatikdg
gvepyovpevov) correspond to the spiritual reality (copPoivov tfj émayyeAiq). That is, they hold a
“gnostic” denial of the sacramentality of physical reality. In response, Gregory asserts that both
water and Spirit are essential components for the rite of baptism. While the one being baptized
undergoes mystical baptism in the physical water, the Spirit is present invisibly:

For what is the trouble to believe in this matter that God is everywhere, and that

he is present in all things and to those who invoke (toig émkaiovpévorg) his life-

giving power ({otikn duvapc), and when he is present he acts appropriately? The

salvation of those in need (1) T@®v deopévov cmtnpia) is characteristic of divine

activity (Bela évépyela). This becomes actual (€vepyog yivetar) through the

purification in the water.!

While Gregory acknowledges two essential components of the act of baptism (i.e., water and
Spirit), the Spirit is present and active in the waters of baptism due to its prior invocation in

prayer. It is for this reason that Gregory asserts elsewhere in his Catechetical Oration, that in
addition to water and Spirit, the invocation of the Spirit over the water in faith completes the

sacramental action.>? We see Gregory reflect similar baptismal logic in the text of his Life of

Moses in the events of the Red Sea.

! Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 36 (GNO 16.92.13-18): tic yap mépeott TOVOC ¢ Tpdrypott
moTEdGOL TaVTooD TOV OgdV £val, &v mict 88 dvto mapeival Kol Tolg ETkalovUEVOLG TNV
CoTiknv avtod dvvapy, Tapodvia ¢ TO oikelov motelv; 1dtov 08 TG Belag Evepyeiog 1 TOV
deopévav €oti cwtnpio adtn 8¢ dd Thg v Dot Kabdpoewg Evepyog yivetat.
2 Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 33.
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As we turn to his interpretation of the episode in Book 2 of his Life of Moses, we see
Gregory explicitly interpret the cloud as the grace of the Holy Spirit and the sea as the waters of
baptism. According to Gregory, the people receive baptism when they passed through the sea.
While the Israelites cross safely, the Egyptians, who represent the passions, are destroyed. The
cloud, representing the grace of the Holy Spirit, guides the people to this salvation. However, it
only does so after its invocation by Moses. We will now turn to each of these individual aspects
of the account, namely the invocation in prayer, the grace of the Holy Spirit as the cloud, and the
sea as the waters of baptism in order to see how Gregory’s interpretation of the events of the Red
Sea episode reflect the baptismal theology in On the Day of Lights and Catechetical Oration.

As we recall from our analysis of Book 1, Gregory provides an exegetical paraphrase of
Moses’s cry that attempts to solve the question of how Moses is said to cry out to God in Exod
14:15 when scripture does not contain a description of him crying out in any of the prior verses.
While scripture poses a possible contradiction, Gregory’s account seeks to demonstrate that,
when interpreted correctly, no such contradiction exists. According to his paraphrase of the
passage, Moses performs two speech-acts simultaneously. While speaking to the Israelites
audibly in voice and word, Moses speaks to God silently in his mind:

In voice and word (1] pév ewvij Kai t@® A0Y®), he was encouraging

(mapaBappivewv) the Israelites and exhorting (mopakeievesBor) them to hold fast

to their good hope. Inwardly in his mind (§vdo0ev 6¢ 11} dwavoiq), he was

supplicating (mpocdyewv Vv ikempiav) God (1@ 6e®) on behalf of those who had
cowered in fear (Vnep TV KateTTNVOTOV).>

3 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.13.22-25): tij p&v @ovifj koi t@ Aoym
napadoppovey 1€ 100G Topaniitag Kol Tag ayadag Exev EAmidog mapakerevectal, Evoobev 08 T
dtavoig 1@ Bed Tpocdyety TV LIEP TOV KATENTNVOTOV iKETNPlov.
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With an additional allusion to the Pauline intertext of Rom 8:26-27, Gregory formulates a
philosophical solution to the contradiction, namely that Moses spoke with an “unspoken voice”
(dAdAnTog ewvn). Gregory draws on the Platonic distinction between the sense-perceptible and
the intellectually perceptible in order to distinguish between the two modes of Moses’s speech.
While Moses’s sense-perceptible voice is narrated in scripture, his intellectual voice goes
unnarated, yet God’s question in Exod 14:15 (“Why do you cry out to me?”) gives testimony to
it.

Returning to the same events in Book 2 (Vit. Moys. 2.117-118), Gregory now distills the
allegory, which was present in the paraphrase in Book 1. The reading contained in the
paraphrastic Aistoria (i.e., that Moses externally encouraged the Israelites in word while
internally supplicating God in mind on behalf of those cowering in fear) exegetically prepares
the reader for the interpretation in the theoria. This is apparent due to the many close lexical
correspondences between Vit. Moys. 1.29 and 2.117, which do not appear in scripture, including
P6Poc, cupfovin, i, katomtioon, didvola, Tapadappive:*

Whenever those who already look to virtue and follow the lawgiver in life

abandon the borders of the dominion of the Egyptians, the assaults of the

temptations somehow pursue them and bring on distress, fear (¢6povg), and risks

of death. When frightened by these things, the mind (didvoia) of those newly

established in the faith, loses all hope (dvekmiotiav) for the good. But if Moses or

some leader of the people like him happens to come, he will give counsel
(ovpuPovAn) against fear (p6pog) and will encourage (mapabappOvwv) their

“ There, in order to provide a solution to the contradiction in Exod 14:15, Gregory paraphrases
the biblical account to narrate Moses simultaneously speaking audibly to the Israelites and
praying inaudibly to God. In voice and word (tfj e®vi] kai T® Ady®), Moses encouraged
(mapaBappiverv) the people to maintain their hope (éAmic) in the face of great fear (pofog). At
the same time, in his mind (tfj dtavoiq), he supplicated God on behalf of the cowering people
(Omep @V katentnvotwv). God then provided counsel (cuppovAn) on how to escape the
Egyptians.
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cowering minds (t0 katentnyoOg Thg dtovoiag) with the hope (€Amic) of divine
help.?

According to his Gregory, Moses represents the leader who must guide new initiates (i.e., the
Israelites) as they embrace the faith and become catechumens. As they begin this journey,
catechumens undergo many temptations. Good leaders must respond like Moses.®

Catechumens had a long and arduous path toward baptism. Gregory argues that their
journey of faith would be successful only if divine help were given. This divine aid comes when
the leader speaks with God in prayer. Gregory asserts that Moses differs from typical leaders.
While most leaders are concerned only about outward appearances (t0 eawvopevov), Moses is
concerned about the spiritual. This is attested by Moses’s noetic voice, an inaudible
communication (undepiov Kot tO eowvopevov emviv) with the higher realm:

[Divine help] which might not occur if the leader’s heart does not speak

(Aadovonc) with God. For many of those who are positioned in such a place of

leadership are concerned only with outward appearances, with how they might be

arranged well. But for the hidden things, which are seen by God alone, there is

hardly a thought. But this was not so in the case of Moses. While he was

exhorting the Israelites to have courage, he cried out (Bodv), although he uttered

no perceptible voice (undepiov Katd tO pavopevov eoviyv) to God, as is testified
(napropeitar) by God himself.’

> Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.117 (GNO 25.69.4—14): 611 10i¢ pO¢ dpetnv idn PAémovot kol
1@ vopoBEétn Katd v {onv Emopévolg, dtav KoTaAnmaot thg TdV Atyvrtiov duvacteiog Tovg
Opovg, EmakorovBodoi Tmg al TdV Tepacudy Tposforal otevoympiog Kol pofovg Kai Tovg mepl
6V doydToOV Kvdivoug ndyovcat, St GV katomtondgica TV Kot TV ToTY VEOTay@V 1
dtvola €ig TavteAn) TdV dyafdv dvedmotiov ékmintet. GAL" el Mwioig 7 &1 11g TdV kot avTov
EMGTATAV TOD Aaod THYOL, AVTIGTNOEL TQ POP® TNV cLUPovANV Tf ¢ Oeiog cuppayiog EATidl TO
KOATETTNYOG TH|G dtavoiag mapabappivav.
® We see Gregory employ the language of leadership throughout this short passage, indicating its
importance (Vit. Moys. 2.117-118 [GNO 25.69.11, 14-17]).
7 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.118 (GNO 25.69.14-23): 6mep ovk &v yévorto un Thg Kapdiog
10D TPOESTNKHTOG TG Be@®d AahovoNG. TOIG Yap noMng TAV &V TPOGTAGIY TOLOTY
TPOTETOYUEVOV TO PAIVOUEVOV LLOVOV BTG Gv €V dlatedein 0nov§a§arat TV 08 KSKpDuusvoav a
nove t® Oed kabopdrar, dAiyog yivetar Adyog. mi 88 10D Maicémg ovy obtwg v, GAL’ &v @
Bappeiv toig Topaniitaig dtokedevetal, undepioy KOTd TO QOIVOUEVOV QOVIV TPOG TOV BedV
nomoapevoc, fodv map” avtod Tod Beod poptopeital.
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By exploiting the distinction between the sense-perceptible and non sense-perceptible speech of
Moses, Gregory distinguishes Moses from other leaders. While most care about physical, sense-
perceptible matters, Moses along cares about spiritual affaris.

By describing Moses’s voice as one that is “no perceptible voice” (undepiov Kotd to
eawvopevov povny), Gregory uses language reminiscent of his depiction in the paraphrastic
historia. There, Moses is portrayed as crying out with an unspoken voice (GAdAntog wvn). In
both cases, Moses speaks with a voice, yet it is a voice that utters no physical sound. In this way,
Gregory appeals to the platonic distinction between the sense-perceptible and the intellectual.
While Moses cries out (fodv), that cry does not consist of physical sound. Instead, it is an
intellectual cry. As a result, although the Israelites do not perceive it, God does. Gregory asserts
that God attests to the fact that Moses did, in fact, utter an intellectual voice in his exegesis of
Exod 14:15. We here see Gregory’s paraphrastic historia laying the exegetical groundwork for
his later explicit interpretation.

This distinction between the sense-perceptible and the intellectual voice that Moses utters
leads Gregory to a lesson that he wants his reader to take away. According to him, the voice that
is audible to God is not the sense-perceptible one, spoken by the mouth, but the intellectual one,
spoken by the heart, arising from a pure conscience:

The word teaches, I think, that that voice (¢wvn) that is melodious® and ascends to

the divine ear is not the cry (kpavyn) made with some kind of extension [of the
voice] but rather the thought sent up from a pure conscience.’

8 Following Daniélou’s edition of the Vit. Moys., I have used the alternate reading eimyoc.
% Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.118 (GNO 25.69.23-70.3): $184cx0vtoc, oipat, Tod Adyov 81t
ednvog € éotv €ketvn 1 v Kol péxpt thg Beiog avaPaivovca dKofig, ovy 1 HETA TVOG
JTACEWMS YVOUEVT KPOWYN, GAL 1) €K KaBopAG GUVELINCEMG AVATEUTOUEVT EVOOUNGIS.
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Here, he brings to fullest fruition Moses’s two speech-acts distinguished as a spoken voice and
an unspoken voice (dAdAntog wvn), which began all the way back at his paraphrastic Aistoria in
response to the problem of contradiction in Exod 14:15.1° By making use of such language of
speech and voice, Gregory builds lexically upon his paraphrastic historia to establish his explicit
interpretation of the episode that stretches from Books 1 to 2.

This is by no means the only place where Gregory arrives at such an interpretive solution
concerning the problem of contradiction in Exod 14:15. For example, in the prior chapter on
Gregory, we already analyzed Eun. 2.268, where he similarly resolved the problem by arguing
that God’s question in Exod 14:15 indicated that Moses spoke in an intellectual, unspoken voice
heard by God alone:

“Why do you cry out (Bodc) to me (npdg pe)?”” And yet, before these things were
said, the account mentions no voice (00dgp1dg ewviig) of Moses, but the thought
(1 duavoia) of the prophet directed toward God (mpog Tov Bedv) is called a voice
(pwvn T15) when it is cried out (Bowpévn) silently (katd 10 clondpevov) in the
secret thinking of the heart (év 1® xpvnt® ti|g Kapdiag vorjuatt). Now if Moses
cries out (fod), although not uttering a sound (un @Oeyyduevog), by the witness of
the one who gives ear to unspoken groans (0nd péptopt T® T®V AAAANTOV
otevayudv émaiovtt), why is it strange if the prophet also, knowing the divine
will, as much it was possible for him to speak and for us to listen, made it plain to
us through known and ordinary words, outlining a conversation with God in a
rather bodily manner, although it did not happen in words (o0 prjpact yvopevov),
but it was cried out through the deeds themselves (1o Tdv Epymv avtdV
gkpmvovuevov)?!!

19 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.29 (GNO 25.14.1-2): adtod o0 0cod, kabdg enotv 1 ictopia,
TG GAANTOL PMVIG EmaiovTog.
' Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 2.268 (GNO 1.304.24-305.4): Ti Bodig mpd¢ ue; Koitotl ye mpd T®V
elpNUEVOV 000eAG O AOYOS Empépvntor Moioémg emvilg, AL 1| TPOG TOV BEdV TOD TPOoP|TOV
Jtvola PV TG GVOUAGHT KOTA TO CLOTAOUEVOV €V TG KPUTTY THS Kapdiag vonuatt Bompévn.
el 0 Mwbot|g Bod pun eBeyyodpevog VO PAPTLPL TA TOV AAOANTOV GTEVAYUDV EmaiovTt, T
Kooy &l kai 10 Oeiov BovAnua yvodg O TpoeNNg, O SuvaTdV RV 0T TE eimelv Koi Huiv
axodoat, od TV yvopipwv NUiv kol cuvnbov épavépwoe AdYmV, S1dhoyov 00D COUATIKOTEPOV
SypAPOV 00 PUACT YIVOUEVOV, GAANL O10L TOV EPYOV ODTAV EKQMVOVUEVOV;
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There are a substantial number of lexical and thematic parallels between Eun. 2.268 and Vit.
Moys. 2.117-18.
A close comparison of the two texts reveals the close correspondences in the way that

Gregory resolves the contradiction in the biblical account:

Eun. 2.268 Vit. Moys. 2.117-18

Moses cries out (fodm) Moses cries out (fodm)

the cry is directed toward God (mpdg tOV the cry is directed toward God (mpdg tOV
0gov) 0eov)

the cry is silent (katd TO GLOTOUEVOV/UT) the cry is silent (undepiov kaTd TO
@Beyyouevoq) QOLVOLLEVOV QMVIV)

the cry is called a voice (pwvn) the cry is called a voice (pwvn)

the voice is a thought (vonua) the voice is a thought (vBOunoig/61dvora)
this thought proceeds from the heart (kapdia) | this thought proceeds from the heart (kopdia)
God serves as witness (V0 LAPTLPL TG TOV God serves as witness (a0toD 10D 00D
GAoANTOV oTEVAYUDY EmaiovTl) popTUPETTOL)

We are able to conclude several things from the comparison between the two texts. First,
Gregory sought to solve the literary problem (mpdfAnua) of contradiction in the Exod 14:15 text
in both works. Second, in both texts, he arrives at virtually the same theological solution (AVc1g)
of the event, namely, that Moses spoke in both a sense-perceptible and intellectual voice. Third,
due to genre-specific conventions, he goes about stating and solving the problem differently in
each text. Even though he arrives at the same exegesis for the passage, he gets there in different
ways. Whereas he jumps straight from Exod 14:15 to his explicit reading in Eun. 2.268, Book 1
provides the reader with an intermediate step in which the biblical account has been shaped
according to the his interpretation. This is especially the case since both texts demonstrate a
similar use of allusion to Rom 8:26-27.

Having established that Moses supplicates God at a moment of distress, Gregory states
that the result of that petition is divine guidance. According to him, Moses received guidance

(6dnyeioBar) by counsel from above on how to escape the danger when God heeded his cry. As
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this happened, God sent a cloud to assist. Gregory’s initial paraphrase makes clear that this was a
divine cloud and not a natural one. The divine power (Bgiq duvdpet) of the cloud acts to guide
(kaBnyovpévng) the Israelites on their journey. Realizing this, Moses instructs the people to
follow (dkolovBéw) it wherever it leads. It eventually guides (ka0odnyém) them to the sea.!?
Even after crossing the Israelites have crossed the sea, the cloud continues its role as guide,
leading the way to Mt Sinai.!? In these passages, Gregory employs the language of “guide”
(601y06g) or “guiding” (60nyéw) in reference to the cloud while using the vocabulary of
“following” (dkoAovBéw) or “being led” (kaBodnyéw) in connection to the people.

In addition to focusing on the guiding function of the cloud, Gregory amplifies other
characteristics of the cloud in his paraphrase, which do not appears in scripture, including that it
overshadows the ground, moistens the hot desert air with dew, and possesses a fire, which serves
as a torch to guide those being initiated:

Scripture testifies about that cloud that it was such great a miracle that, even when

the ray of the sun warmly shone, the cloud was a fortification for the people,

shadowing (cxidlovcdv) what was below and moistening (bmovotifovcav) with

fine dew (Aemti) Opdow) the fiery heat of the air, and during the night it became a

fire (mdp), carrying a torch (dgdovyodoav t0 péyyoq) for the Israelites from

evening until morning with its own light (& i6i® ewti).!*

With these three significant descriptions of the cloud, Gregory makes intertextual appeals to

several passages traditionally associated with the Holy Spirit in patristic exegesis of the fourth

12 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31 (GNO 25.14.15-17).

13 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.34-35.

14 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.30 (GNO 25.13.25-14.3, 7-13): énwg¢ &v Siagiyot TV

Kivouvov did Th¢ dvwbev cupfovAitig 6dnyeicHat avTod Tod Beod, kabdg enov 1 icTopia, THg

aAoAnTov eoVviic Eraiovtog. veéing o0& tod Aaod Beig duvapetl kabnyovuévng ov kaTd TV

KOWMV UGV 0038 [ . . . ] ékeivng ThC vepEANg THC Ypaefc Laptupovong totodtov 1o Oadua fv

o¢ Kai g Aok dxtivog Oepudc dmhaumovong Srateiyiopa givat Tpdg TOV Aadv, oKIALovcay

1€ TO VTOKEIIEVOV KOl AENTT] OpOC® TO PAOYDOES TOD dépog Vmovotilovoav, Kail o1l THG VUKTOG

nOp yevéohar 4’ Eomépag ig dpBpov 1@ 101w ewTi T0l¢ TopanAitaig dadovyodcav TO EYYOG.
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century—especially in the context of baptism—including to Luke 1:35 ([émt]oxiélo and
duvapg), Dan 3:50 LXX (8p6coc), and Ps 77:14 LXX and Deut 1:33 (60nyéw/kadnyéopor and
potiopdc).!> As we argued in the prior chapter, Gregory interweaves such lexical elements into
the narrative fabric of the text as a way to suggest that the cloud is the Holy Spirit without stating
so explicitly. We will now analyze how Gregory makes these suggestions explicit in Book 2.
Turning to Book 2, we observe how Gregory moves from his exegetical paraphrase of the
cloud, where he lexically hints at its identity as the Holy Spirit, to his interpretation in Book 2,
where he explicitly states the correspondence between the Holy Spirit and the cloud. He begins
by indicating that the events speak about the appearance of the divine nature with the cloud: “But
at that time the epiphany of the transcendent nature occurred.”'® We should note Gregory’s
language here of nature (pVo1g) in reference to the cloud. While he had previously stated in Book
1 that the cloud did not have a nature common to clouds (1] ko @Oo1g) like most clouds, here
he says that it manifested the transcendent nature (1) Vreprelpuévn voic). Gregory thus begins to
make more explicit the fact that he sees the cloud as the manifestation of the Holy Spirit.
Gregory is making a shorthand allusion to the earlier paraphrase and its claim, bolstered
by ancient meteorological science, that this is no ordinary cloud. Once he has made that
argument in Book 1, he can make a compressed allusion to it here in Book 2, and then draw out

further inferences from it.

15 For prior exegetes who draw on Ps 77:14 in relation to the Holy Spirit or Christ, see Eusebius
of Caesarea, Comm. in Pss. (PG 23.913); Basil the Great, Hom. in Pss. 44.6 (PG 29.401A-B);
16 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.120 (GNO 25.70.8): AA& tOte yivetan Thg VmepKelévng
QUoEMG EULPAVELQL.
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According to him, we arrive at such an understanding of the passage because
correspondences exists between the contemplation (theoria) of the events and what we hear in
the historia:

That which we hear (dkovopev) from the historia (ictopia) happened at that time

(tote), we learn (pavOdavopev) from contemplation (Bewpia) of the word always

(eloasl) happens (yivesOar).!”

As Gregory moves from historia to theoria, he universalizes the event. What began as a singular
event at that time (t6te) now becomes something with universal application that always happens
(eloael yivesBar). Continuing on, Gregory begins to connect the Red Sea events with his
baptismal theology:

Whenever (6tav) someone (t1¢), fleeing the Egyptian and arriving outside the

bounds, is afraid of the assaults of temptations, then from on high the guide (0

0dny6¢) shows the unexpected salvation;'® whenever (8tav) the enemy is

surrounding the one being pursued with his own force, then for him [the one

fleeing] he [the guide] makes passable by force the sea, into which the guide leads

as a cloud.”

As he continues to universalize the story, Gregory now applies what happened to the Israelits at
the Red Sea to anyone (115), whenever (6tav) they follow in the pattern of the Israelites.

Whenever (6tav) anyone (115) flees metaphoric Egypt, Gregory assumes they will be assaulted

by temptations. Once this happens, the divine guide from heaven renders unexpected aid by

17 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.120 (GNO 25.70.9-11): 6 &1 kai t0te yeyevijohat mapd tiig
iotopiag drovopev kai gicael yiveoBot Tapd thg 10D Adyov Bewpiag poavOdvopey.
'8 The reference to the regeneration or birth from above by the Spirit is one of Gregory’s favorite
ways to refer to baptism according to Everett Ferguson (Ferguson, Baptism in the Early Church,
608.). Therefore, the reference here to salvation “from above” in connection to baptism is a
likely allusion to John 3:3-7.
19 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.120 (GNO 25.70.11-17): 8tav @ebywv t1g tOv Aiydmtiov kol
EEM TV OpwV YEVOLEVOG TTPOG TAC TPOSPOAAG TAV TEWPACUDY dEIMAOT), AvmBey TNV €K
TaPaALOYOL cOTNPioy 0 6ONYOG VTOdEIKVLGLY, OTOV TEPLEGTOLYIGUEVOS O EXOPpOG TT} £avTOD
duvapel TOV StwkopeVoV Bativ O AVAYKNG ADTd KoTaokevdon TV Bdlacoay, gic fjv
KaBodnyeitan 00NYOG 1 VEPEAT.
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making a path through the water. Just as the cloud led the Israelites to safety through the sea, so
the guide leads to salvation through the baptismal waters.

After referring to the cloud as a guide, Gregory acknowledges that by relies on prior
Christian exegetical tradition for taking the cloud to be symbolic of the Holy Spirit, the divine
guide. For Gregory, the connection between the two is obvious in the events of the episode:

To the guide (t@® 00nyodvtl) belongs this name (i.e., cloud), which was interpreted

well by those before us as the grace of the Holy Spirit (1] Tod dyiov Tveduatog

1&p15), by whom the worthy have guidance (1] 0onyia) toward the good. The one

who follows (émopevog) him (i.e., the guide), passes through the water while the

leader walks the path with him. By him (the leader) one comes safely to freedom,

since the one pursuing to enslave disappears in the water.
Just as the cloud rescued those fleeing Egypt by passing through the water, so the Holy
Spirit saves the believer, who follows, through the waters of baptism. Gregory argues that
the word “guide” connects the cloud and the Holy Spirit.?’ Based on the symbolism of the
episode, Gregory believes anyone should be able to see the crossing of the Red Sea as a
symbol of baptism:

Let whoever hears this not be ignorant of the mystery in the water (10 kotd 10

Dowp pvotiplov), in which the one who goes down with the army of the enemy
rises alone while the enemy army is drowned in the water.?!

20

21 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.121 (GNO 25.70.17-71.3): todto yap dvopo td 6dnyodvtt
dmep KOAMC TOIC PO NUABV €ic THV Tod dyiov TvedpTOg PETEM PO &Py, Tap’ oD YiveTon Toig
a&fo1g 1) TpoOg 1O dyadov 0dnyia, @ Tig Endpevog O Hdwp SiéEeisty 6Sotmopodviog adTd THV
nopeiav Tod fyepdvoc, dt” od yiveton 10 doparic Th élevdepie Tod mi SovAein katodidrovtog
gvapavifopévou t@ Hoatt. ToDTO 8¢ O0TIG AKOV®V OVK AV AYVONGELE TO KATA TO DO®P LLGTHPLOV,
&v O TIg peTd Tfig mavoTportidic Tod &x0pod kotaBc Hovog dvaddetal Tod morepiov oTpaTod
KOTOTVIYOUEVOL TG VOATL.
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While his paraphrase in Book 1 contained this same interpretation, Gregory only now makes the
link between the Red Sea and baptism explicitly.??

In the context of his Life of Moses, this interpretation of the cloud as the Holy Spirit does
not come out of nowhere. Gregory already made this connection narratively in his paraphrase in
Book 1. Although the crossing of the Red Sea does not refer to the cloud as a guide, this idea is
implied throughout. In fact, Deut 1:33 and Ps 77:14 LXX state that the cloud guided (66nyéw)
the people. Moreover, John 16:13 speaks of the Holy Spirit as one who guides the believer.
While the exegetical tradition on which Gregory relies already understands the cloud as a symbol
for the Holy Spirit, by describing the cloud as a guide already in Book 1, Gregory narratively
makes the argument for the connection. There, he stated that the people were led by the cloud’s
divine power.2* This connection is now fully brought to light here in Book 2.

In addition to capitalizing upon his description of the cloud as a guide from Book 1,
Gregory also makes productive use of the language of light and illumination. In Book 1, Gregory
employed the language of illumination and initiation with terminology often related to those

joining the mystery cults. While such language hinted at an initiatory role of the cloud, this

22 For example, he refers to the “mystery in the water” (10 katd 10 H8wp pvotiprov; 2.121 [GNO
25.71.1]), the water as “live-giving” ({womo16g; 2.124 [GNO 25.71.23]), the cloud as
“illuminating” (potilovong; 2.124 [GNO 25.71.23]), he speaks of “all those who pass through
the mystical water in baptism” (wévtog TovG dlEPYOUEVOVG TO HVGTIKOV DO®P &V T@ Panticportt;
2.125 [GNO 25.72.9-10]), “saving baptism” (1® cotpio Borticpaty; 2.126 [GNO 25.73.7-8]),
“mystical baptism” (10 pvotkov Bantiopa; 2.127 [GNO 25.73.13]), “the gift of baptism” (10D
Bantiocpatog dwpedg; 2.128 [GNO 25.73.20-21]), “washing” (Aovtpdv; 2.128 [GNO 25.73.22)),
and “mystical water” (tod pvotikod Hdatog; 2.129 [GNO 25.74.9]). Finally, he makes reference
to the feast of Pascha (ndoya; 2.126 [GNO 25.73.1]). While he refers to it in order to make a
statement about unleavened bread, the period between the feasts of Theophany/Epiphany and
Pascha was the time at which catechumens in the early church prepared for baptism. Therefore,
this is but one more baptismal reference for Gregory.
2 Vit. Moys. 1.30 (GNO 25.14.2-3).

175



becomes overt in Book 2. According to his paraphrase, the cloud provided illumination for the
Israelites by providing a fire in the night. In Book 1, Gregory uses the term dgdovyém, which
refers to the one who carries the torch in procession in the ritual of initiation to provide
illumination. For the Holy Spirit, this illumination has a double effect. Not only does it provide
physical light, but it also gives metaphorical illumination of knowledge.

According to the paraphrase in Book 1, “urged on by divine power”** of the cloud, Moses
“struck the sea with his rod, and the sea split at the blow.”?> According to Gregory, Moses’s rod
functions as the mechanism that parts the sea, while he omits the wind from his account. This
version of events becomes important when Gregory interprets the event in Vit. Moys. 2.124. As
the Israelites charge into the salvific waters of the sea, the enlightening cloud and Moses’s staff
of faith guide the way:

So, all these (i.e., the Egyptian army) and similar things rush in after the Israelite

who begins the toilsome approach to the water, at which time, while the staff of

faith leads the way and the cloud provides illumination, the nature of the water

becomes life-giving for those fleeing into it for refuge, but destructive for those

pursuing.?®
While drawing on his reading of the cloud as “guide” and the sea as the life-giving waters of

baptism, he also speaks of Moses’s rod as symbolic of faith. Both the cloud, as the Holy Spirit,

and the rod, as faith, have an important role in leading the people to the salvific waters.

24 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31 (GNO 25.14.20-21): O¢iq duvauet mopopunOsic.
25 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.31 (GNO 25.14.22-23): mAjcoet tij papdm 1o méhayog: 10 8¢
nepl TV TANYNV Vrecyileto.
26 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.124 (GNO 25.71.20-72.2): Tadto. o0V wévta koi 860 T00T01G
OpOPLAN T KoBNYoLUEVE THig TOVNPAG £9OS0v cuvelsTintel 16 Topaniitn émi 10 Hdwp, £¢° OV
1 10D ¥0aT0G VOIS 1)yovpévng ThG Katd v Paktnpiav miotems Kol thg emTiLovong vepéang
Cmomo1d¢ PEV yiveTar TV €1g aDTV KATAPELYOVIMV, AVOLPETIKT O TV SIOKOVIMV.
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Significantly, the wind does not have an allegorical interpretation. It is also the element
from the event that Gregory previously omitted from his paraphrastic Aistoria. While the wind
plays a significant role in the biblical account (e.g., Exod 14:21), it has no role in either the
historia (Vit. Moys. 1.31) or the theoria (Vit. Moys. 2.124).2" It thus seems that the way Gregory
paraphrases events in his historia prefigures the way he interprets them in the theoria.

Gregory demonstrates this same baptismal logic in his Catechetical Oration. While he
asserts that the rite of baptism has two essential components (i.e., Spirit and water), faith (niotic)
and the invocation (§érikAnoic) of divine power (O¢io Suvapig) in prayer (svyr) are also vital.?®
By taking into account the entire scope of the Red Sea episode, we see Gregory interpret the

events with the same general contours. First, Moses prayers to God and invokes the divine power

2T In Vit. Moys. 1.31, we observed how Gregory paraphrased the biblical account to provide
solutions in the narrative for exegetical tpopAnuarta regarding who performed the miraculous
parting of the sea, Moses or God. By putting greater weight on Exod 14:16, Gregory highlights
the active role of Moses as the agent who parts the sea by striking it with his staff. At the same
time, he omits Exod 14:21 and God’s direct involvement in parting the sea by means of the wind.
While these literary changes provide Avceig to the mpopfAnpata in the text, they also prepare the
way for Gregory’s explicit exegesis in Book 2. For Gregory, the staff has an important role in
Vit. Moys. 2.124. According to him, the staff represents the faith that leads one to baptism.
However, in this allegory for baptism, the wind has no role at all. This is somewhat perplexing
considering Gregory easily could have allegorized the wind as the Holy Spirit. However,
Gregory himself states that he draws on an interpretive tradition in which the cloud is considered
to be the Holy Spirit. As a result, the wind likely cannot also then be the Holy Spirit, too. As a
result, the wind does not have a fitting allegorical referent. Therefore, the allegorical
interpretation of the event in Vit. Moys. 2.120-24 is reflected in the changes made in the
paraphrase in Vit. Moys. 1.31-33. That is, the paraphrased narrative anticipates Gregory’s
allegory. In the biblical account, there is a tension between the staff (Exod 14:16) and the wind
(Exod 14:21) as active mechanisms for parting the sea. In his Aistoria, Gregory omits the wind
entirely. This makes logical sense based on the scientific solution he seeks for the miracles. Yet,
the wind remains absent here in the theoria. It seems that the wind continues to have no
interpretive function. Therefore, the omission in the historia implicitly foreshadowed the fact
that Gregory had no allegorical referent for the wind. As a result, he simply found a way to
remove it from his historia.
28 Gregory of Nyssa, Or. cat. 33 (GNO 16.82.14-21).
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in the form of the Spirit. Second, the cloud arrives and guides the people to the sea. Third, Moses
rod parts the sea. Fourth, the people pass safely through the sea.?’ Not only do these four
elements of the account line up with his baptismal theology in his Catechetical Oration, but he
also weaves them lexically into the very narrative fabric of his paraphrastic historia in Book 1,
thus preparing the reader for this interpretation.

We have now completed our analysis of the way that Gregory adjusted the description of
the cloud in the desert in the crossing of the Red Sea. As we have demonstrated, Gregory seeks
to respond to questions related to the cloud in the desert in the Exodus narrative. Following the
Pauline symbolism in 1 Cor 10, patristic exegetes had long held that the Israelite crossing of the
Red Sea was symbolic of baptism and that the cloud represented the Holy Spirit, who took an
active role in the rite. Gregory himself gives such a reading of the event in his On the Day of
Lights and Catechetical Oration. He also gives this interpretation in the Life of Moses. What is
noteworthy about his exegesis of the cloud as the Holy Spirit in the Life, however, is the way in
which he goes about doing this.

In the Life of Moses, Gregory crafts a new narrative of the events that lead up to the
crossing of the sea in Book 1 with the techniques of paraphrase. As he does this, he provides the

reader with a new description of the cloud that differs from the one in scripture due to his

29

Or. cat. 33 historia (Vit. Moys. 1.31) theoria (Vit. Moys. 2.124)

Prayer Silent cry Silent cry

Holy Spirit Cloud Enlightening cloud guides the
way

Water Water (90wp) Water (00wp) is life-giving
(Cwomo104)

Faith Rod (pafdoc) Faith (niotig) like a staff
(Baxtmpia)
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theological aim. In Book 1, he interprets the cloud in the narrative as the Holy Spirit by using
specific language that patristic exegesis uses for the Spirit. When he turns to the explanation of
those events in Book 2, he has already provided the reader with this exegetical paraphrase in
which the cloud is likened to the Spirit. In Book 2, he sets as his task the further distillation of
that interpretation. He now tells the reader in no uncertain terms that the crossing of the sea is a
symbol for baptism and that the cloud represents the Holy Spirit. As he makes his interpretation
fully transparent, he relies on the account in Book 1 as much as he does on the LXX text. In
particular, he exploits the language of guidance and illumination, both terms heavily associated

with the Spirit in patristic exegesis.

6.3 The Destruction and Restoration of the Tablets (Vit. Moys. 2.202-218)

We now turn to Gregory’s explanation of the tablets in Book 2 of the Life of Moses. As
we demonstrated in Book 1, Gregory crafted a paraphrase of the LXX that differed in certain key
ways. In particular, Gregory used his paraphrase as a focusing mechanism to concentrate on the
role of the tablets in the narrative. According to his paraphrase in Book 1, two sets of tablets
were fashioned. God was responsible for both the material (1] UAn) and the writing (ta
yopdypoto) on the first set of tablets.>® These tablets were destroyed, and a new set was
fashioned. This time, Moses fashioned the material (1] UAn) for the tablets, but God’s divine
power (Ogia dvvapic) inscribed the writing (1 ypaen) upon them.?!

While these same basic elements may be found in the biblical version of events, Gregory

amplifies them and put them front and center in the story. For him, the episode with the golden

30 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.57.
31 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.60.
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calf is more about how the tablets were destroyed and restored than it is about the Israelite
idolatry. The way that Gregory depicts the tablets in Book 1, corresponds to the way he explains
their significance in Book 2. In the following pages, we shall perform a comparative analysis of
Gregory’s presentation of the tablets in Books 1 and 2 in order to demonstrate how Gregory’s
exegesis in Book 1 corresponds to Book 2.

Following Paul in 2 Corinthians, early biblical exegetes often considered the tablets to be
symbolic of humanity. The original divinely crafted tablets represented human nature before the
fall. God fashioned the bodies and wrote the divine law upon human hearts. The second set of
tablets, fashioned by Moses, represented Christ’s restoration of fallen humanity at the incarnation
when he took flesh of the Virgin as the Holy Spirit came upon her. While Gregory is in
agreement with standard patristic exegesis in this interpretation of the tablets, he differs from
other exegetes in that he first provides this reading in the form of a paraphrastic narrative mode
in Book 1 before giving the reader a more transparent explanation later in Book 2.

Gregory’s interpretation of the golden calf episode in Book 2 comes in Vit. Moys. 2.202—
218. While most of his exegesis revolves around the importance of the tablets in one way or
another,?? he turns his attention to the significance of the restoration of the tablets in the final
paragraphs in 2.214-218. There, Gregory states his intention to call to mind those who sinned in
order to learn (dote pabeiv) how (mdg) Moses restored the divine tablets:

It now seems to be the appropriate time to call to mind those who engaged in sin

to learn how (®ote pabeiv TdS) Moses restored again (mdiv 6 Mwicig
avaxopiletor) the divinely made tablets (tag Beotedktovg mAdkag), on which the

32 He begins the account with a focus on the tablets. This focus remains throughout the entire
episode (see the prominent role of the tablets throughout Vit. Moys. 2.202-218; see also the way
he begins and ends the episode with the tablets).
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divine law had been inscribed (aig 6 O&iog vopog évekeydpakto), after they fell to
earth from Moses’s hands and broke on the surface of the ground.?*

After describing how the first tablets were destroyed, Gregory recounts how Moses
fashioned a second set:

They were no longer wholly the same, but only the writing (10 ypdupo) on them

was. For, having taken the tablets from matter below (ék tfic kdt® VANG), he

submitted them to the power (1] d0vaypig) of the one who would inscribe

(éyyapaoocovtog) the law (6 vopog) on them. And so, carrying the law in true

tablets, he summoned back grace (évaxaAieitor v ydpv) since God himself

impressed the words (tdg ewvag) on the stone.>*

Gregory here recalls the basics contours of the account as paraphrased in the Aistoria. He focuses
on two sets of tablets. While the first ones are divinely made (tdg Ogotedktovg mAdkag) and have
the divine law written upon them, the second ones are composed of earthly material (ék tfi¢ kdt®
¥Anc) and are inscribed with the law (6 vopocg) by divine power (1] dOvopig).

As he continues, he states that the sequence of events in scripture reveals God’s foresight
for humanity. This becomes clear for Gregory when one looks at the proper interpretation of the
tablets. Paul reveals this interpretation in 2 Cor 3:3, where he refers to human hearts as tablets.

For perhaps® it is possible to come to a comprehension of the divine foresight for

us, if we are guided by these events. For if the divine apostle speaks the truth

when he calls the tablets “hearts” (2 Cor 3:3), that is, the leading part of the soul

(and certainly he who by the Spirit searches the depths of God (1 Cor 2:10)

speaks the truth), then it is possible to learn from this through the sequence of

events (§otv ék T00TOV 01" AKoAoVOOV pabeiv) that human nature (1 dvOpwmivn
@Vo1G) in the beginning was unbroken (dovvtpurtoc) and immortal (4Bdvatog)

33 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.214 (GNO 25.107.21-108.2): Aokel 8¢ kot kapOv Koi 1

VAU TV TV apoptiov mopadeSopévov neiceAnivbévorl 1@ Adym dote HobElV TG TG

BeotevkTovg TAGKOG, 0ig O Oelog VOLOG EvekexdpoKTO, &I THV YV &K TGV YEIP®Y T0D Mobcéng

TEGOVGOG Kal TR AVTITVTiY TOD VTOKEWEVOL cuvTpiPeicag, miiv 6 Mwioig dvakopileTar.

34 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.214 (GNO 25.108.2—108.7): o0k£Tt 510A00 T0G 0dTaG, AAAY

LOVOV TO 1" aTAV YPAUL. €K YapP THS KAT® VANG AaPav TOC TAGKAS, VTOTIONGL Th) SuVAEL TOD

TOV VOOV aOTOAg EyYapAccovVTog. Kol oVT®mG AvakaAETTOL TNV APtV EP®V €V TOAG AANOIvaig

déXTo15 TOV VooV avtod ToD 80D T® AB® TAG POVAG EVTLTAOGAVTOC.

35 T have employed the textual variant noted in the GNO of téya instead of the téya in the text.
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since it was fashioned (kateckevacpévn) by divine hands (toic Osiong yepoi) and

adorned (kexaAlomopévn) with unwritten characters (toig dypaeotg yapdypact)

of the law (toD vopov).*¢
Keeping the focus on the double set of tablets, Gregory now understands them as representative
of human nature (| avBponivn @Ooic). Human nature before the fall resembles the first set of
tablets before their destruction. It was unbroken (dovvtpurtog) and immortal (dBdvatoc) since it
was fashioned by divine hands (taig Oeioug yepoti) and inscribed with the unwritten characters
(toig dypapoig yapdyuact) of the law (6 vopog).

With these words, Gregory has made the transition from the tablets to the tablets as
symbolic of human nature. As he continues in Book 2, he exploits the language from Book 1 that
he used to describe the tablets, namely the material (OAn) from which they are fashioned, the
significance of the writing (yapdypato/ypaer) upon them and who inscribes it (i.e., divine
power [Beia dvvapig]), the law (vopoc), and grace (yapig).

In order to explain how human nature became broken and mortal, Gregory makes a
scriptural appeal to the fall of humanity in Gen 3 by way of the trope of sound and the lemma
pwv1. According to Gregory, “when the sound (6 1x0c) of sin occurred, which the first book of

scripture calls the voice (pwvn) of the serpent (Gen 3:1-4),37 and the historia concerning the

tablets calls ‘the voice (pwvn) of those leading from wine’ (Exod 32:18 LXX), then they fell to

36 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.215 (GNO 25.108.7—-15): téya yap £6T1 S10 TOOTOV
00Myn0Oévtag tic OBsiog vVEP NUAV Tpoundeiag &v mepvoiq yevésOat. €1 yop ainbevet 6 Beilog
AmO0TOLOG Kapdiog OVOUALmV TAG TAAKAGS, TOLTEGTL TO NYEUOVIKOV THG WLYRS (4ANn0ebeL 08
TavTog 6 i ToD TvedIaTOG TO BAON TOD Be0D depevvdEVOG), EGTIV €K TOVTOV O AKOAOVHOV
Hadgiv 811 dovvTpurTog NV T Kat dpyag koi dddvatog 1y dvOporivyy pooic Toig Osioug yepoi
KOTEGKELOGUEVT] Kol TOIG AypAQOolg TOD VOLOU KEKOAAMTIOUEV AP LLAGL.
37 While the serpent is not said to have a pwvr, it does speak (Aéyw) to Eve.
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earth and were broken.”® For Gregory, these two passages symbolically depict the same event,
namely the fall of humanity.
While Gregory quotes the biblical text of Exod 32:18 LXX, he does this as a way to

distract the reader’s eye from one part of the text and focus it on another:

Exod 32:18-19 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216

"Enel 8¢ npocénece tiig dpaptiog 6 Myoc, Ov 1
TPMOTN YPOUPT] POVIV 0Qe®s OVORAlet, 1) 08
KOTA TOG TAGKOG ioTOopiaL.

When the sound (6 fyoc) of sin occurred,
which the first book of scripture calls the
voice (pwvn) of the serpent, and the historia
concerning the tablets calls*

kai Aéyet OOk Eotv v E€apydvtaov Kot POV €& 0IvoL APYOVI®V.

oYLV 0V0E POV £EaPYOVI®V TPOTTG, AAAL

QOVNV £EaPYOVI®V 01vov &Y® AKOVM. “the voice (pwvn) of those leading from
wine”4!

And he says, “It is not the sound (¢pwvn) of
those taking the lead by force or the sound
(pwvn) of those taking the lead in a rout, but
the sound (pwvn) of those taking the lead in
wine I hear (dko0m).”*

koi Nvika fyylev T mapepforti, 6pd tov
nécyov Kol ToLG yopovgs, kail dpylebeig Bupud
Movotic.

And when he drew near to the camp, he saw
the calf and the dancing, and Moses, filled
with anger,*

38 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.18-20): 'Enei 8¢ mpocéneoe thig Guoptiog O
YOG, OV 1} TPOTN Ypaph oViyy dpemc dvopdlet, 1) 88 katd Toc mAdkag icTopio poviy &€ otvov
apyovTov, T0TE €ig YTV Tecodcat cuvtpifovrat.
39 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.18-19): 'Enei 8¢ mpocéneoe thig auoptiog O
YOG, OV 1} TPOTN Ypapr oIy dpemg dvopdlet, 1) 8& katd Tog mAdkac icTopio.
40 Exod 32:18: koi Aéyet Ovk Eotiv v Eapydviav kot ioydv 008¢ pwvi Eapydviov Tponfic,
AALD @OVTV £E0PYOVI®MV 0TVOL £Y® AKOV®.
41 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.20): pavnv & oivov dpydviov.
42 Exod 32:19: koi fviko fyyilev tfj mapepPorij, 0pd Tov pdcyov kai Tovg xopode, Koi 0pylcdeic
Bopud Movotic.
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Eppyev Amo T®V YEPDOV aDTOD TG OVO 101€ €lg YNV mecodoat cuvipifovrat.
TAGKOG KOl GUVETPLYEV 0TAG VIO TO OpOC.
then they fell to earth (i yfjv mecodoat) and
threw the two tablets from his hands and were broken (cuvtpifovrar).*

broke (cuvétpuyev) them under the
mountain.*

Although Gregory directly quotes the LXX text of Exod 32:18, he adapts the following verse.
While using the vocabulary drawn from Exod 32:19 LXX, he alters it according to his aim in the
passage. According to scripture, Moses grew angry and broke the tablets. In contrast, Gregory
states that at the sound of sin, the tablets fell to earth and were broken. Here, Gregory adapts the
narrative of Exod 32 to the ideas of the fall in Gen 3. Humanity sinned in the garden, which led
to human nature (i.e., the tablets) falling to earth and breaking. By drawing the eye to the direct
quote in Exod 32:18, his reader is less likely to notice his change in the role of Moses as breaker
of the tablets. But why would Gregory feel the need to change Moses’s role in the account? This
becomes clear as we proceed further.

While the Genesis creation account ends with humanity’s fall, the tablets are restored
after their destruction in Exod 32. Since Gregory views the tablets as symbolic of human nature,
the restoration of the tablets represents the restitution of humanity to its original state. Because
Moses fashions a new set of tablets, Gregory regards Moses as a type of Christ, the “true
lawgiver” (6 dAnOwvog vopoBétng):+

For it was not marriage that crafted his God-receiving flesh for him, but he

became the stone-cutter of his own flesh (a0t0g Tfi¢ 16i0g GapKog yiveTor AoTdog)

which was written on by the divine finger (tfig @ Oi® dakTOA® Ypaeiong). For

the Holy Spirit came upon the Virgin and the power of the Most High
overshadowed (éneoxiaoce) (Luke 1:35). When this happened, our nature (1)

43 Exod 32:19: &ppryev and tdv ye1p®dv odTod Tag dV0 TAGKAC Kol VVETPIYEY adTiG VIO TO
opoc.
4 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.20): t61¢ €ig yfjv necodoot cuvrpifovrat.
45 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.21).
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@Vo1G) again became unbroken (dovvipintov), becoming immortal (40dvatog) by

characters [written] by the finger (toig T0D daktoAov yapdyupact). Now the Holy

Spirit is called finger in many places in scripture.*®
Gregory here brings his allegorical interpretation of the tablets to fullest explication. After the
fall, Christ fashioned tablets of human flesh for himself from the Virgin Mary, upon which the
divine finger of the Holy Spirit wrote. In this way, human nature (1| p¥o1g) was restored and
again became unbroken (dctOvtpurtov) and immortal (d6davatoc). Here, Gregory uses the same
two adjectives that he previously used in reference to the first set of tablets before their
destruction, but he now applies them to human nature after its restoration.

He further emphasizes the correspondence between the refashioning of the tablets and the
restoration of fallen human nature. It happened in the case of Moses that no human eye could
look upon him due to his glory. For Gregory, there is a clear correspondence in the events
between the Books 1 and 2:

Certainly, the one educated in the divine mystery of our faith is not ignorant about

how the contemplation according to the higher sense corresponds with the

historia. For the corrector of our broken nature (now you certainly perceive in the

things said the one who healed our broken [nature]), when he restored the broken

tablet of our nature to its former beauty by means of the divine finger, as it is

written, it became radiant. He no longer became comprehensible to the eyes of the

unworthy, becoming unapproachable to those looking upon him due to his
abounding glory.*’

46 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.22-109.7): 00 yap yauog odt@d thv
Be0d6yov £dnpovpyNnoe cdpka, GAL" avTdg ThG 1diog coprog Yivetal AaTONog Thg T® Oeim
SoctOrm ypapeiong - Ivedpo yap Gytov nAev xi v mopBévov kai 1y tod Hyictov éneokiace
duvapug. €net 8€ Todto €yEveTO, TAAY TO AohVTpUTTOV EGYEV 1| PUGIC, ABAVATOC YEVOUEVT] TOIG TOD
JOKTOAOV YOpAyLast. dAKTVAOG 08 TOALOYT Topd THG YPaeTic Ovopaletal T mveduo T dytov.
47 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.217 (GNO 25.109.10-19): ndvtog 8¢ 6 memadevpévog 10 Oeiov
TG mioTEMG NUDY HLGTAPLOV 0VK AyVOEl, TS cupPaivel Tf iotopig 1) kot dvaymynyv Bswpia. 6
YOp 010pB®TNG THS GLVTETPIUUEVNS MUDV TAOKOS (VOETG 08 TAVTMG Ol TV AEYOUEV®V EKETVOV
TOV T0 CLVTPIPpTE UGV BepamedoavTa) Emeldn TaA €i¢ TO dpyoiov Emaviyoye KAALOG TNV
CUVTETPIUUEVNV THS POoEDS UGV TAGK, T® Oeim daxTtOA®, kabmg eipntal, kKoAdomiceicay,
OVKETL YOPNTOG TAig dyeot TdV dvatiov yiveral, T@ VmepPdArlovTt THG 06ENS ATPOoTELNGTOG TOIG
TPOG AVTOV OPMGL YIVOUEVOC.
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When Christ restores human nature, he restores it by means of the finger of God. While Gregory
overtly makes this argument here in Book 2, he already reshaped the LXX account in such a way
that Book 1 contained this allegorical reading.

According to his paraphrase in Bookl1, after the destruction of the first set of tablets,
Moses fashioned a new set. While Moses fashioned the material (DAn) for the tablets, the divine
finger inscribed them. Two things were thus required to restore the tablets, namely the physical
fashioning of tablets and the inscribing upon them by the finger of God. After this, grace was
restored. This prefigures the way human nature is restored in Book 2. According to Gregory
there, both Christ and the Holy Spirit work together in the incarnation. While Christ takes flesh
from the Virgin Mary and acts as stonecutter for himself, the Holy Spirit inscribes upon that
stone the characters of the divine law. This is all remarkably similar to Gregory’s incarnational
logic in Against Apollinarius, which he likely wrote in the winter of 382/3.48

In Against Apollinarius, Gregory responds to what he perceives as Apollinarius’s
incorrect beliefs about the incarnation. In particular, he rejects Apollinarius’s concept that the
Adyog takes the place of the human mind in Christ, thus acting as an enfleshed mind, and that
Christ’s flesh came from heaven. In Antirrh. 28, Gregory argues that Christ takes flesh from the
Virgin Mary by means of the Holy Spirit in order to fashion a body for himself at the incarnation.
In the following passage, we see Gregory situate his incarnational position in such a way that he
responds to both Apollinarian positions at the same time:

Human nature takes its substance from a rational soul mingled with a body. The
composite grows out of a certain material (OAkfig) starting point, which was

48 Daniélou, "La chronologie des oeuvres de Grégoire de Nysse," 164; Daniélou, "From Glory to
Glory: Texts from Gregory of Nyssa's Mystical Writings," 7; Orton, St. Gregory of Nyssa: Anti-
Apollinarian Writings, 35-3.).
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planted beforehand as a structure. When that material (1] UAn €keivn) was moulded

into life ((womAactnOeioa) by divine power (Beiq dvvaypet), it became a human

being. [ . .. ]. As it happens in the case of humanity, a certain life-making power

is observed in the material (tf] An), from which the human being, which is

composed of soul and body, is formed. So, it also happens in the case of the

virgin. After the power of the Most High (1] ToD vyictov duvapug), through the

life-creating spirit (61& 100 {@womotodvTog TvedaTog), was implanted

immaterially (&bAwc) in her undefiled body and made the virgin’s incorruption

into material (OAn) for its flesh, it received a contribution from the virginal body

for the body being formed. And thus, the truly new human was created.*’

Gregory here states what comprises human nature (1 d&vOpwnivn @vo1g). According to him, it is a
combination of a rational soul (voepd yoyn) and physical body (cdua). To create a human being
(&vBpmmog), God took some kind of material (1] YAn) and enlivened it with divine power (Osia
duvapg). Here, we see Gregory appeal to both a Platonic anthropology and the biblical creation
narrative in Gen 2:7.

Both the language and the logic that Gregory uses in the passage are remarkably similar
to both books of the Life of Moses. As he describes his understanding of the incarnation, he relies
heavily on an appeal to Luke 1:35, which refers to the power of the most high and the Holy Spirit
coming upon Mary. In the context of Against Apollinarius, Gregory understands this as a
reference to the Son and the Holy Spirit. The Son takes flesh from the Virgin as (bAn) for the

incarnational body by means of the life-giving Spirit. This results in the restoration of human

nature with Christ as second Adam (i.e., a truly new humab being [0 kavog GvOpwmog)).

49 Gregory of Nyssa, Antirrh. 28 (GNO 10.223.15-19, 23-30): 1| avOponivy ¢Ooig £k voepdg
YUYTG COUATL GLVOPOUOVONG TNV VITOCTOCLY EYXEL VETAL OE TO GUVAUPOTEPOV APOPUT|G TIVOG
VAKTG TpokaTafarlopévng avtod Thg cvoTtdoems. 1 6& VAN €keivn Belg duvapet
{womhaotndgica dvOpmmoc yivetal. [ . . . |. Homep odv €9 UMV {momo1dg Tig Suvaug
gvOswpsgitar tf) BAN, 6’ HiS 6 £k Yuyfig 1€ Kai cONUTOG GLVESTAOC BvOpmTog Stamhdcoetar,
obVTmg €mi ThHg mapOeviag 1 Tod VYicTOL dVVAIG, O1d TOD {MOTOODVTOG TVELLATOG ATAMS TG
ApaVTE coOpatt EPELEIGO Kol VANV THg capkog TV debopiay thg TapBEvov Tomcauévn, Ty €k
10D TopOHeVIKoD CAONATOS TPOG TO TAAGGOUEVOV GUVEIGPOPAY ToPedEEATO Kol oVTMG EkTictn O
Kovog Mg aANBdg dvOpmmoc.
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Just as in Against Apollinarius, we have seen how the concepts of matter (UAn) and the
finger of God prove important for Gregory’s theology in the Life of Moses. In fact, we can track
these concepts throughout the treatise in regard to the tablets. In his paraphrase of events in Book
1, after the destruction of the first set of tablets, Moses fashions a new set of tablets out of
“matter” (1] DAn).>° Gregory then initially expands this in Book 2 by stating that Moses fashions
the tablets “from matter below” (éx tfig kGt® HANG).>! He then further refines this by stating that
Moses fashions the tablets “from our earth” (éx tfic yfic u®dv).>* In these depictions, we can see
Gregory shift from the biblical depiction, where the tablets are not described as “matter” at all to
being called matter, matter from below, then finally from our earth. In a final shift, Gregory
moves to his full allegorical exegesis and now states that Christ, after the fall of humanity,
becomes stone-cutter of tablets made from his own flesh (tfig idiac capkog yiveran Aatdpog).>

We may see this development in the chart below:

Vit. Moys. 1.60 Vit. Moys. 2.214 Vit. Moys. 2.216 Vit. Moys. 2.216
Matter (1] 0¢& OAn)— From matter below From our earth (éx tf|g | Of flesh (capkdg)—
Moses (k th¢ KAt VANG)— | yHig Nudv)—Moses Christ

Moses

Gregory similarly speaks about the finger of God throughout the treatise. In Book 1, he describes
the writing on the tablets as being done by divine power (6ia 60vapig). In Book 2, he first states
that Moses submits them to the power (dUvapg) of the one who can inscribe them. He then

finally refers to it as the “divine finger” (B&ia ddcTLAOC):

Vit. Moys. 1.60 Vit. Moys. 2.214 Vit. Moys. 2.216 Vit. Moys. 2.217
Divine power (Beia The power of the one | Divine finger (0 Oeiog | Divine finger (0
dvvaLLg) who would inscribe JGKTLAOG) Beiog 0diKTLAOCG)

30 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.60 (GNO 25.27.8).

31 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.214 (GNO 25.108.3).

52 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.22).

>3 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 2.216 (GNO 25.108.1-2).
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the law on them (1)
duvapet Tod 1OV
VOLOV aTOAG
£YY0pAsGOovVTOq)

As we have seen in the incident with the golden calf, Gregory provides an incarnational
interpretation of the tablets of the law. For him, the tablets represent human nature. Their
destruction represents the fall of humanity while their restoration symbolizes the reconstitution
of human nature in the incarnation. Since his exegetical focus is on the tablets, he diminishes
other aspects of the narrative. For example, Exod 32:1-24 provides a long lead up to the
slaughter of the three thousand, but this is condensed to a tiny fraction in Gregory’s Book 2.
Similarly, Gregory does not speak about God telling Moses to descend as he does in scripture.
The incarnational interpretation that he presents in the Life of Moses has much in common with
what he puts forth to counter Apollinarius in Against Apollinarius.

In particular, he argues that Christ takes flesh from the Virgin Mary as matter (bAn) for
the incarnation by means of the Holy Spirit. Luke 1:35 gives inspiration for this interpretation.
While there are numerous linguistic parallels between the two texts, we also see correspondences
between Books 1 and 2 of the Life of Moses. In particular, we see such significant
correspondences in the concept of Moses fashioning the new tablets from matter (bAn) with the
assistance of divine power (Bgia dOvapc) that inscribes upon them. In fact, while Gregory
composes a “literal” paraphrase of scripture that actually contains allegorical elements in it, he
develops that allegory throughout the treatise. We have demonstrated in this section how

Gregory develops this allegory from Book 1 to its fully articulated form in Book 2.
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6.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have examined how Gregory moves from his paraphrastic exegesis in
Book 1 to his fully articulated exegesis in Book 2. As he does so, he leads the reader from the
literal LXX text, to allegorical readings conveyed in the narrative, to fully laid out allegorical
readings. As our analysis has demonstrated, the same readings that we encountered in the
narrative in Book 1 reappear in Book 2, but with full explanations. As he does this, Gregory
relies heavily on his prior telling in Book 1, as demonstrated in the number of parallels Book 2
has with Book 1 that do not appear in scripture.

In the case of the Red Sea episode, we have seen how Gregory now makes fully explicit
his reading that of the crossing of the sea as a symbol for baptism. We have demonstrated how
Gregory depicts the cloud in the desert as the Holy Spirit in Book 1, and how he develops that
reading further in Book 2. In the case of the golden calf, we have seen how Gregory focuses on
the tablets in Book 1 while alluding to theological language associated with the restoration of
human nature at the incarnation. In Book 2, he draws on this focus and language from his prior
book. He now explains that the destruction and restoration of the tablets should be read
allegorically for the destruction and restoration of human nature. In both of these passages, we

see how Gregory’s prior paraphrase lays important groundwork for his later exegesis of events.
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Chapter 7
Conclusion: New Perspectives and New Directions

In the preceding chapters, I have examined how Philo of Alexandria and Gregory of
Nyssa paraphrase the LXX depiction of Moses in their respective Lives of Moses. 1 have done so
in order to answer the question of how they seek to mediate the LXX text for their readers as
they shape the story of Moses’s life. I have undertaken this analysis by performing a comparative
analysis of several kinds of exegetical relationships, including 1) external ones between both
Lives and the LXX, 2) internal ones between episodes within each Life, and 3) external ones
between the two Lives. This analysis has yielded significant results about how both authors use
paraphrase as an interpretive mode that serves a mediatorial role between the reader and the
biblical text, as well as the ways in which Gregory learns and adapts such methods from Philo.
We have also revealed insights about the use of paraphrase that contribute to the current
scholarship on biblical hermeneutics.

The bulk of my study consisted of two parts. While the first portion examined Philo’s
Life, the second investigated Gregory’s. In Chapters Three and Five, we studied the relationships
between the two Lives and the text of the LXX in order to determine how both authors shaped
the biblical account via paraphrase. Then, in Chapters Four and Six, we investigated how they
further unfolded the meaning of scripture by revisiting the same episodes. Through this analysis,
we determine how both authors mediate the meaning of scripture through the use of paraphrase.
We will now detail the fruit of this study.

Because Philo and Gregory both use the art of paraphrase to adapt the biblical text, they
have several common characteristics to their paraphrastic method. Eight characteristics common

to both have emerged from our investigation of the two Lives:
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1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Relying primarily on the LXX as source material as they recast the story of Moses’s life.
Composing a two-volume work.

Shaping the paraphrastic narrative of Moses’s life so that it resolves certain questions
(mpoPAnpoto/Cntpata) that they seek to address.

Navigating constantly between the tensions of faithfulness to and freedom from the LXX
text as they deploy the four paraphrastic techniques of addition, omission, rearrangement
and substitution.

Moving between exegetical modes such as paraphrase and fully articulated explanations
of events.

Returning to the same episodes twice in order to interpret events again in the final section
of the treatise.

Demonstrating intentional coordination between the first and second versions of such
repeated episodes.

Mediating between the reader and the LXX text via the intermediary paraphrase.

These eight features demonstrate how both Philo and Gregory use paraphrase in similar ways to

shape the LXX text.

My analysis has also demonstrated the ways in which Philo and Gregory differ in their

paraphrase of scripture. Six principal characteristics have come to light as a result of this study:

Y

2)

While both Lives rely predominately on the LXX as their source material, Philo and
Gregory also demonstrate an internal reliance on their own work in the case of episodes
that appear twice.

While both Lives contain two volumes, the exegetical mode of these volumes differs.
While both books of Philo’s life mainly contain paraphrase, each of Gregory’s books is
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

marked by a dominant mode. Book 1 gives a paraphrastic interpretation of events while
Book 2 largely gives a fully articulated exegesis.

While both Lives resolve certain questions as Philo and Gregory shape events, the
specific questions they have and their answers to them differ due to their unique contexts.
While both Lives demonstrate a mixture of faithfulness to and freedom from scripture in
their use of paraphrase, the individual decisions made at any given moment depend on
their exegetical goals.

While both Lives contain multiple exegetical modes, Philo and Gregory differ in how
they move between them. In some cases, Philo paraphrases an event then immediately
gives a more detailed explanation of its meaning. Gregory paraphrases all of the events of
Moses’s life in Book 1 but waits until Book 2 to provide such detailed explanations.
Whle both Lives contain episodes that appear twice, the placement within the two-volume
structure differs. Philo’s Life contains only four episodes that appear twice. These are
restricted to the final section, dedicated to Moses as a prophet. In contrast, every episode
that appears in Book 1 of Gregory’s Life occurs again in Book 2.

While both Lives demonstrate coordination between the first and second versions of
events, this occurs differently in the case of each work. While Philo returns to the same
event in order to develop a new focus for those events, Gregory returns in order to
provide a fully articulated explanation of them.

While both Lives contain paraphrase that serves to mediate scripture, Philo and Gregory
mediate in different ways. For Philo, paraphrase on the whole creates an intermediary

text that functions to mediate the meaning of scripture directly to the reader. For Gregory,
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paraphrase largely mediates between scripture and his fully articulated interpretation in

Book 2.

These characteristics indicate the ways that both Philo and Gregory use paraphrase distinctly.

In the introduction, we stated our intention to provide a more complete picture of how
Philo and Gregory coordinated their Lives on two levels—namely, between the two volumes and
between episodes that appear more than once. We began by asking questions such as how the
two volumes work together and how episodes that appear more than once function in relation to
one another. Through our analysis, we have demonstrated that both authors provide different
answers to these questions.

In our analysis of Philo, certain patterns began to emerge that indicated how parts of his
treatise worked together. According to the preface of his second volume, he intends to tell the
story of Moses by focusing on four roles, namely, Moses as leader, legislator, priest, and
prophet. While Book 1 described how Moses acted as the ideal leader, it would be left to Book 2
to flesh out the remaining three. Because Philo had these roles in mind, he arranged the events of
Moses’s life across the two volumes to fit this scheme. In Book 1, Philo selects episodes from
Moses’s life that highlight his abilities as leader. These mostly have to do with how he led the
people out of Egypt and through the desert. This consisted of events from Exodus and Numbers.
However, he skipped over entirely what transpired at Mt Sinai, instead leaving these events for
Book 2. As he picks up in the second volume with the narration of Moses as legislator, priest,
and prophet, Philo returns to the events at Mt Sinai. It seems clear, therefore, that Philo
coordinates between the two volumes by arranging episodes according to his overall scheme of

Moses’s four roles.
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In the introduction, we stated our intention to provide a more complete picture of how
two things in the two Lives function, namely how the two volumes work together and how
episodes that appear twice are exegetically connected. We are now in a better position to offer
answers to each of these questions. On both questions, the two works offer different answers. Let
us respond to them by first turning to Philo’s Life, then Gregory’s. Philo coordinates the two
volumes by way of the four functions that Moses undertakes. While one of these roles appears in
Book 1, the other three appear in Book 2. Philo arranged the events that he told for Moses’s life
in order that episodes that highlighted how Moses operated as legislator, priest, and prophet
would fall into his second volume. While the preface to Book 2 states that these four functions
are closely related to one another, especially that of prophecy to the rest, he is silent about how
Book 2 builds upon the foundation laid in Book 1 in any kind of exegetical way. Perhaps the
greatest place in which Philo’s treatise demonstrates a high level of internal correspondence
occurs in the four episodes that appear twice and their relationship to their first tellings.

Four episodes occur twice in Philo’s Life, namely the crossing of the Red Sea from Exod
14-15 (Mos. 1.167-180 and 2.247-257), the descent of the manna from Exod 16 (Mos. 1.191-
209 and 2.258-269), the incident with the golden calf from Exod 32 (Mos. 2.159-173 and 2.270—
274), and the rebellion against Moses in the desert from Num 16 (Mos. 2.174-177 and 2.275—
287). My analysis has demonstrated how Philo paraphrases his former account when he repeats
an episode. As he paraphrases an event again, he now has two exemplars at his disposal from
which to draw, namely the LXX and his first paraphrase. When Philo repeats an episode, the
second version contains many elements of the first because it paraphrases the former account.
While his second paraphrase recasts elements from the first, the initial paraphrase does not seem

to be written with the second already in mind. In other words, Philo’s method displays a general
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lack of an overall plan between the two accounts. Therefore, I call the relationship that exists
between episodes that appear twice “opportunistic.” In other words, as he composes the second
paraphrase, he takes advantage of the fact that his treatise already contains a complete paraphrase
of these episodes as an opportunity to make use of it.

When we turn to Gregory’s Life, we see a much different picture. Gregory composes a
work in which he coordinates the two volumes differently. While Gregory paraphrases Moses’s
entire life in Book 1—from his birth to his death, roughly following the chronological order of
the LXX—he returns to the same events in the same order to explore their deeper significance in
Book 2. How Gregory shapes the events of Moses’s life proves significant as he interprets them
in Book 2. Unlike the case for Philo’s treatise, where only four episodes appeared twice, in
Gregory’s Life every episode occurs twice. Moreover, the two occurrences of a single episode
correspond to the two-volume structure. In other words, an episode appears in Book 1 then again
in Book 2. On this account, for Gregory’s Life the coordination between volumes and events
goes hand-in-hand.

In Gregory’s Life, we see what [ am calling a “teleological” relationship between his
paraphrase of events in Book 1 and his explicit exegesis of them in Book 2. Between the two
volumes, Gregory demonstrates a great degree of forethought and planning for how his
paraphrase of scripture in Book 1 sets up for his allegorical exegesis in Book 2. In fact, when he
sat down to compose the treatise, he certainly already had an interpretation for events in mind.
This aim is contained in Book 2. As he paraphrases the events of Moses’s life in Book 1, he
shapes them in such a way that he begins guiding the reader from the text of the LXX to that

ultimate felos in Book 2. This is not to say that Gregory wrote Book 2 before he wrote Book 1,
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just that he already knew the ultimate aims in Book 2 before he even began work on Book 1. For
this reason, the term “teleological” seems to fit the relationship between the two volumes.

We have been referring to the episodes that appear a second time in the final section or
book of both Lives. In the two works, these episodes receive different designations. In the one,
they are “prophetic” (mpognrtein) interpretations. In the other, they are “allegorical”
(016vola/Bewpia). But how is Philo’s “prophetic” interpretation different from Gregory’s
“allegorical” one? While Philo maintains an exegetical form of paraphrase in his final prophetic
section, Gregory shifts to an explicit mode of exposition in Book 2. For Philo, prophecy has to
do with the inspiration of the composition and interpretation of scripture. Mosaic prophecy is
characterized by inspiration by the divine spirit who causes one to speak.! For Gregory, allegory
has to do with finding the inner meanings of events that are beneficial to the interpreter of
scripture.?

In addition to using different modes of exegesis, they each make use of their earlier
paraphrases of events from Moses’s life, but they do so in different ways. Since Philo crafts
another paraphrase, he requires source material to recast. This material comes from both the
LXX and his prior paraphrase. These become two textual sources from which he recasts in the
act of paraphrase. Gregory, on the other hand, uses an explicit mode of exegesis in which he
fully articulates the meaning. For this, he requires a narrative of Moses’s life to interpret. Instead
of allegorizing scripture directly Gregory primarily exegetes his earlier paraphrastic narrative of
Moses’s life in Book 1. However, he still interprets the text of the LXX itself in addition. In this

way, Gregory ultimately provides the reader with an allegorical interpretation of the LXX, but he

!'See Philo, Mos. 1.188-191; Spec. 4.49.
2 See Gregory of Nyssa, Cant. Pref. (GNO 24.3-5).
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does so through the paraphrased narrative in Book 1. These differences between Philo’s
prophetic interpretation and Gregory’s allegorical interpretation lead our discussion to the
concept of mediation and the ways in which paraphrase serves to mediate the meaning of
scripture for the biblical exegete who reads the respective Lives.

Both authors use paraphrase as an exegetical format that serves to mediate the text of the
LXX in some way. However, how each does this differs. For Philo, paraphrase stands partway
between the LXX and its interpreter. In the episodes that we analyzed, this is true both in the
case of first paraphrases and his prophetic paraphrases. For Gregory, paraphrase also serves as a
mediator, yet it does so indirectly between scripture and the interpreter. It serves as a bridge that
connects the LXX and its interpretation. Between the LXX and its interpretation stands a kind of
interpretive chasm that the exegete must bridge through a variety of strategies by explaining how
to get from scripture to established interpretive meanings. Instead of bridging this chasm in one
jump, Philo and Gregory construct their paraphrases to serve as a kind of bridge to aid the
interpreter as they move from LXX to interpretation. Gregory, however, establishes a double
spanned bridge to cross the chasm. We can imagine if there is a small rock column partway
across the chasm. Gregory first spans the chasm to the rock column, then he crosses the second
part of the chasm from the column to the other side. In this way, aided by the rock pillar he
enables to reader to cross the chasm in two movements but both conveying the reader in the
same direction. Thus, the paraphrastic narrative functions in different mediatory ways in the two
works.

In the case of both texts, the directionality of paraphrase can go both ways. For Philo and
Gregory, the paraphrase is their own interpretive retelling of the biblical narrative. However,

they in turn want their readers to both go back to and find in the LXX what they themselves see.
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Afterward, they want the reader to move forward from that paraphrase into their own
applications of them for their own contemporary contexts.

We started this investigation with the words of Philo and Gregory themselves in their
respective prefaces. By grounding ourselves in the ways in which both presented their projects to
their readers, we were able to understand how they each rhetorically presented their intent to
their readers, the structure, and method of their respective Lives. After this analysis, we must ask
ourselves, however, whether Philo and Gregory actually do what they say they will do in their
prefaces or deviate from it. If they do deviate from it, why do they do so? Let us first turn to
Philo in order to answer these questions. In his preface to Book 1, Philo states that he will
combine scripture with the traditions of the elders in order to provide the reader with the most
accurate depiction of Moses’s life possible. While individual readers will likely disagree about
the “accuracy” of this depiction,?® Philo does, in fact, do what he says will in the following two
books by combining various interpretations with the literal text of the LXX.

At the same time, however, he differs from what he states he will do in the preface by
going beyond it. Nowhere in the preface to either Books 1 or 2 does he indicate that he will
discuss certain episodes more than once. He states in the preface to Book 2 that Moses’s four
functions (i.e., philosopher-king, legislator, priest, and prophet) are connected and rely upon one
another. However, he does not say anything about giving the same events a second time or what
that implies. Therefore, when the reader arrives at the final prophetic section of the treatise, what

are they supposed to make of the fact that four episodes are repeated and even seem to borrow

3 For example, not everyone is likely to find Philo’s interpretation of the cloud containing an
angel persuasive (Mos. 1.166) or agree that Moses spoke in his spirit to God since it is not
literally narrated as such in scripture (Mos. 1.173).
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elements from the earlier version of events? Why only these four episodes? Philo nowhere
accounts for the reason why he gives these events—and only these four events—a second time.
Philo likely has in mind the inspirational character of the events. Philo begins the section by
stating that in the four events Moses speaks with inspiration about future events.* In each of
these events, Moses gives speech-acts under inspiration about the future in some way. They thus
provide the perfect fodder for Philo to explicate further about Moses’s inspiration.

As we turn to Gregory’s Life, we see him do more or less exactly what he stated he would
do in the preface. There, he states that he will perform a two-step exegetical procedure consisting
of a retelling of the biblical account of Moses’s life followed by its interpretation. This is what he
does in the two books of his Life. While Gregory does what he sets out to do, scholarship has not
always fully appreciated this or what it means.

Scholarship has often assumed that Book 1 is a “literal reading” of scripture while Book
2 is an “allegorical reading.” This is due to what Gregory states in his preface. There, he says
that Book 1 will give a ictopia of events while Book 2 will look for their inner meaning
(014vown). His words in the preface are reflected in the names that the two volumes receive in the
manuscript tradition. Book 1 receives the title of ictopia, Book 2 is the Bewpio. When we look
closer at the treatise, however, we see that the two books contain a method far more complex
than a simple literal versus allegorical dichotomy. Book 1 contains a narrative based on the
literal text of scripture. As such it contains literal readings, but it also displays more allegorical
interpretations. When we turn to Book 2, both literal and allegorical exegesis appear there too,

but they are now fully articulated and developed. As we indicated in the introduction, the

4 Philo, Mos. 2.190.
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language of the preface (i.e., &v dpouf] diélbovteg)® suggests that he will provide a narrative of
Moses’s life that is highly selective and exegetical. Much like Philo, he does what he says he will
do, yet there is more than initially meets the eye in his exegetical complexity.

Both Books 1 and 2 demonstrate a much more complex nature than the simple
literal/allegorical scheme suggested at face value by the terms ictopio and Bewpio/didvora.
Gregory uses in Book 1 the form of paraphrase in order to compose a narrative of the LXX
account which carries the allegorical meanings he wishes. He does this most frequently by
inserting language that resonates with Christian theology as well as removing offending elements
that might disrupt that. We can see this, for example, in the case of the cloud in the desert. By
introducing theological language that is typically associated with the Holy Spirit, his narrative
suggests that the cloud is the Holy Spirit. When he arrives at the explanation of the event in
Book 2, he provides a fully articulated allegorical reading of the cloud as the Holy Spirit who
conducts one to baptism.® In addition to such allegorical readings, however, Book 2 also contains
more literal interpretations. For example, Gregory also gives a less allegorical reading for the
Red Sea events in Vit. Moys. 1.117—-118 by stating that it is the melodious voice that rises to God
rather than the sense-perceptible one. While this is not a strictly literal reading, it is also not as
theologicaly allegorical as the cloud.

While we have been examining Philo and Gregory side-by-side for most of this study, the
reader may be asking themselves what is gained by studying their Lives together? Why could we
not simply examine each of the two in isolation? By performing a comparative analysis of the

exegetical use of paraphrase in the two Lives as I have done, we are in a better position to

> Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.15.
6 Gregory of Nyssa, Vit. Moys. 1.120-129.
201



determine how Gregory learned from Philo’s example yet deviated from this source in
significant ways. For example, Gregory adopts the use of paraphrase, a two-volume structure,
and episodes appearing more than once from Philo, yet he sees a new potential in them, distinct
from how Philo employs them. Gregory recombines them into new arrangements that fuse both
the exegetical form and the repeated episodes with the two-volume structure of the treatise itself.
As a result, one volume serves to hold one version of an episode (i.e., allegorical exegesis in the
form of narrative) while the other volume contains a second version of the same episode (i.e., a
fully articulated allegorical interpretation). Without such a direct comparison, the way Gregory
borrowed yet adapted these three elements from Philo into new configurations would not have
been fully appreciated. For example, we see this in the case of Moses speaking silently to God or
in the case of the cloud in the desert. While both of these things appear in Philo and Gregory,
Gregory is the only one who gives a fully articulated explanation in the second book.

Finally, my analysis has much to add to scholarship on biblical hermeneutics by
demonstrating how paraphrase functions as an interpretive mode that blends the literal and
allegorical into a single composition. As such, it is neither literal or allegorical, but stands
somewhere between the literal and the allegorical. In the current study, we consider notions of
the so-called “literal” in order to begin to complexify it. While paraphrase in the two Lives has
been overlooked often as something “literal” and not so much a vehicle of interpretation, my
analysis has demonstrated that this is simply not the case. Neither, however, is paraphrase
something non-literal. Instead, paraphrase stands somewhere between the literal and the
allegorical. Where exactly it stands on that spectrum depends on the individual paraphrastic
decisions made as the paraphrast negotiates the tensions between faithfulness to and freedom

from the original.
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My study further contributes to research on biblical hermeneutics by providing a better
picture of how Philo and Gregory employ exegetical concepts and vocabulary, including ictopia,
Bewpia, and mpoenteia. In regard to Moses, Philo typically uses mpopnreia to refer to the
inspiration received either by Moses in the act of composition of scripture or by the interpreter in
the act of exegesis. In his Life, mpopnteia contains both of these senses simultaneously. On the
one hand, Philo depicts Moses as the prophet who passes along a divine oracle and himself in the
guise of Moses as he prophetically records those oracular words. On the other hand, Philo’s text
serves to mediate Moses’s oracles in scripture to the reader. In this way, his text is prophetic in
both the compositional and interpretive senses.

When we turn to Gregory’s allegorical reading, we gain insights into how he uses the
terms iotopio and Oewpia. The standard understanding of the treatise takes Book 1 to be the
literal reading of scripture (ictopia) and Book 2 to be the allegorical one (Bswpia). However, the
picture is far more complex than this. On the one hand, Book 1 presents a paraphrastic narrative
partway between the literal and the allegorical. On the other hand, Book 2 actually contains both
extended allegorical expositions as well as short paraphrases that serve to recap the episode and
remind the reader of the basic facts of an episode before beginning the allegory. Thus, the
standard literal/allegorical dichotomy is too simplistic to reflect the reality of the treatise.

As we conclude this chapter, let us end with a final observation about our study of the
ways in which Philo and Gregory employ paraphrase as a means to mediate scripture for its
interpreter. The interpretation of scripture is an affair fraught with difficulty and ambiguity. Both
Philo and Gregory understood how problematic the task of biblical interpretation could be. Lest
the exegete be confused about the meaning of scripture, they composed treatises to guide them in

the task, yet went about doing so in different ways. Philo mediates the meaning of scripture by
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presenting a new narrative with its own interpretation of the events of Moses’s life. Gregory first
provides a new narrative that crafts the events of Moses’s life, yet he uses this narrative as a
suitable launching off point for explicit allegories based as much on that narrative as on scripture
itself. In their own ways, both authors interpret scripture in some way for their readers through
the format of paraphrase.

Modern exegetes, theologians, and readers of scripture might learn much from this study.
The paraphrase of the biblical text by no means ended in the ancient world. The Bible is
reworked and re-presented in countless media every day. This study has provided a basic
heuristic for how to approach such adaptations of the biblical text. How does the paraphrase of
scripture—in whatever media—serve to mediate scripture? How does the paraphrast employ
paraphrastic techniques? How does the paraphrast negotiate tensions between faithfulness and
freedom? Because the paraphrase is a fluid thing, how one even determines what is a faithful

reading to scripture and what is a free reading becomes complicated.
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