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3.2.1

— Philo’s view on the relationship between God and humans —

Introduction

In the previous chapter, I focused on Philo’s view on the relationship between
God and creation, and on the attribution of human characteristics to God.

In this chapter, I zoom in on Philo’s view on the relationship between God

and humans, because divine forgiveness takes place between God and

human beings. Having seen in the previous chapter how Philo held God to be
connected to the whole of creation, the central question of this chapter can
now be phrased as: how does Philo’s view on God’s relationship to the whole of
creation in general translate to his view on the relationship between God and
human beings in particular?

This issue will be tackled from two different angles in this chapter. In the first
part, I will examine how Philo saw the whole of creation in general and humans
in particular as connected to an ‘image of God’. This notion will be explored
through an analysis of sections from De Opificio Mundi, where Philo presents

an interpretation of Gn. 1:26 according to which humans were created ‘after the
image of God’. I will show how this phrase represented for Philo both a general
and a particular, even unique, way in which humans are connected to God. I will
also discuss how Philo saw the general connection between God and humans as
permanent, whereas the particular connection is conditional: whether it exists
or not, depends on human choice.

The choice humans can make will be further explored in the second part of this
chapter through an analysis of sections from Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis. Here the
second angle of how Philo translated the overall connection between God and
creation to the relationship between God and humans will be explored. This
second angle is how, according to Philo, God’s spirit can manifest itself in the
whole of creation in general, and in human beings in particular. It will become
apparent that God’s spirit manifests itself in its purest form in human beings
when they choose to act rationally. They then fulfil their purpose in becoming
like God. However, if they choose irrationality, they miss that purpose. Instead
of becoming like God, humans rather sink down to the level of irrational
animals. The choice human beings have between rationality and irrationality
will be shown to have fundamental consequences.

Philo’s view on humans as ‘the image of God’

The relevance of De Opificio Mundi to this topic

In De Opificio Mundi, Philo presents his interpretation of the creation account in
Genesis. The structure of Philo’s argumentation in this treatise was presented
in the previous chapter3°® In that chapter, we have seen that Philo begins this

3°8 See pp. 54-56.
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treatise in Opif. 1-12 with an explanation why the world must be created and
why Moses provided the best account of creation.3*® In Opif. 13-36a, Philo
continues his interpretation of the creation account with a discussion of

what he sees as the most fundamental part of creation, namely the intelligible
world3*° Next, in Opif. 36b-68, following the narrative of Gn. 1:6-31, he
discusses what he sees as the creation of the material world on days two to six
of creation, beginning with the visible heaven and ending with humans. Then,
in Opif. 69-88, he elaborates on the unique qualities of human beings. We can
expect an analysis of these sections to help us understand how Philo considered
God and human beings were connected to each other, particularly because he
interprets in these sections the phrase from Gn. 1:26—27 that human beings are
created ‘after the image of God’ (kat’ eixdva 6eod). Philo has quoted from Gn.
1:26-27 already earlier in the treatise, however. This quote occurs in Opif. 25,
where Philo uses it as biblical support for his idea that the material world is
created based upon the model of the intelligible world. Philo brings this idea
forward in Opif. 16-25, which forms an important part of Philo’s description of
the intelligible world’s creation (Opif. 13—36a). Therefore, Opif. 16-25 will also be
analysed.

Opif. 16-25: Humans as models in the mind of God

Paraphrase

In Opif. 1625, Philo explains why the material world must be created based
upon an intelligible model. In the preceding sections (Opif. 13-15), Philo has
discussed the special nature of day one in relation to the other days of creation,
as it is dedicated to the creation of the intelligible world. In the subsequent
sections (Opif. 26—36a), Philo will explain how the intelligible world was created
first in order and not first in time because it exists outside the dimension of
time, and he will discuss the creation of two concepts in particular, namely life-
breath and intellectual light.

In Opif. 16, Philo first states the reason why God created the intelligible world.
This reason is that the material world can only be beautiful if it is formed
after an ideal archetype. He will elaborate on this necessity in Opif. 21-22, but
first he discusses in Opif. 17-20 the question of where the intelligible world
exists. Philo is certain that it must exist in God’s reason, using an analogy of
how human architects build a city. Architects first create a plan, a conceptual
city, in their mind for all the elements that will make up the city and then use
this conceptual city as a model to create the tangible city. Philo explains that
likewise, God first conceived in his reason the intelligible world - that is, the
design and models that will be used to form the material world.

399 See also my analysis of Opif. 6b-12 on pp. 56-67.
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See also my analysis of this section on pp. 68-79.
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Philo then argues (in Opif. 21-23, returning as it were to his statement in Opif.
16) that the intelligible world can only exist in its truest and fullest form within
divine reason, because the material world is too weak to fully receive and
contain all the elements of the intelligible world. The material world exists as
the result of God, being good, giving to formless matter as much of the ideal
forms as it is able to receive, granting it a share in existence. The imprints of the
concepts give form and meaningful, actual existence to matter, creating all the
objects of the material world. Matter itself is nothing, but can become anything.
Through the imprint of the concepts matter becomes something definite, taking
on form and quality, order and harmony - things Philo associates with beauty
and goodness. Matter receives as much as it can of the beautiful and good
concepts, but the concepts themselves exist in their pure and most beautiful
form as imprints within divine reason.

In Opif. 24-25, Philo then draws the conclusion that the intelligible world can
be nothing else than God’s reason while he is planning to create the world,
just as the conceptual city is identical to the reason of the architect while he
is planning the creation of the city. Philo presents biblical support for his
view, referring to the description of the creation of humans in Gn. 1:26-27.
Philo argues that if each material human being is a copy of an image, then the
whole material world must be a copy of an image. A copy, or imprint, is made
with a seal. Philo concludes that it is clear that the original seal, also called the
intelligible world, can only be the reason of God. With the paraphrase of Opif.
1625 complete, I will turn to the analysis.

3.2.2.2 Analysis
What follows is an analysis of Opif. 16-25, focusing on what we can learn from
these sections regarding how Philo saw the relationship between God and
humans. As Philo declares in Opif. 25, quoting from Gn. 1:26-27, humans were
created ‘after the image of God’ (kat’ eixdva Beod). Philo uses this phrase in a
double meaning. He explains the genitive in ‘kat’ eikova 8o’ sometimes as a
genitivus possessivus: ‘after the image God has (in mind)’, and in other instances
as a genitivus obiectivus: ‘based on the copy of (what) God (is)’3"* Each of these
options will be analysed, to understand how Philo saw humans as being
connected to God, both in a general and in a particular way. I will explore the
particular way in the next section, with the analysis of Opif. 69-88. First, by
analysing Opif. 16-25, I will focus on the more general meaning of ‘image of
God’: humans exist, like anything else, as an original form in God’s mind.

w
1
2

Bréhier describes how Philo oscillated between these two meanings of ‘the human created after the
image of God’, in BREHIER, Les idées, pp. 121-122.
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The relationship between God and humans will be explored here, in light of
how Philo considered a copy to be related to its original form. The relationship
between copy and original form will come into view by focusing on how Philo,
in Opif. 16-25, compares the way God conceived the original forms in his divine
reason, to the way a human architect creates a city3'* Philo describes in Opif.
17-18 how he believes the process of creating a city takes place. He writes how
the architect first receives in his soul, like in wax, the imprints of every part

of the city33 The architect next employs the power of his memory to press the
imprints of the model for the city firmly into his mind. With the design for the
city firmly settled in his mind, the architect uses the imprints (tvmnol) of the
parts of the conceptual city in his memory as a model (napadetypa) to build
the material city. The metaphor of imprinting in wax used for the process of
memory was a common intellectual notion, originally conceived by Plato and
adopted and further developed by Aristotle and the Stoics.34

In our context, the crucial element regarding this metaphor is how original
forms and their imprints remain connected to each other. The original forms
are imprinted twice: once into the mind of the architect, and then again into
the materials used to build the tangible city. Thereby, what was first received as
an imprint in the mind, becomes an original form used to make imprints into
materials. Original forms and imprints remain intertwined, and an imprint
can again become an original form, to be used for making other imprints. This
intertwined nature is present in the Greek words used by Philo and in general
for imprints: tomog, oppayis, xapaktip. They can all have a double meaning:

Philo in his comparison of God to a human architect identifies God as the creator of both the original
model for the material world and the material world itself. As Niehoff describes (in NIEHOFF,
Biography, pp. 100-101) Philo, under the influence of Stoicism, wanted to emphasise that there is

one creator-God, different from Plato who presented the demiurge as a second god, who created

the material world by looking at a given model. Niehoff (in the same section) also suggests that
Chrysippus may have inspired Philo to compare God to an architect, as Chrysippus compared the
world to a beautiful house created for humans to live in. Before Niehoff, Runia (RUN1A, Timaeus, pp.
168-169; and similar but with added references in RUNIA, ‘Polis’) has provided many references to
various sources in Hellenistic philosophy, not only Stoic, that may have inspired Philo in using the
architect metaphor for God’s creation act.

Philo used the metaphor of imprinting in wax throughout his works for various processes: memory
(here in Opif. 1721, and see also next note), matter receiving a form (Spec. I, 47), and sense—
perception (Opif 166; Deus 43). As will be explored in the analysis of Opif. 69-88 (see pp. 106-111),
the process of sense-perception is actually a way for human beings to retrace the imprints to their
original form, closing the circle between the two.

As described by Runia (RUNIA, Creation, p. 139 and 141). Plato compared the process of memory in
Theaetetus to that of seals imprinting in wax and also discussed the properties of the wax necessary
for creating accurate impressions (see Tht. 191C-194C). Similarly, in Mut. 212 Philo writes that eikovég
play an important part in the process of memory: the soul reproduces what it has received as images
in his memory. In the same section Philo writes that the wax of the soul should be of a balanced
nature, namely neither too soft, nor too solid. When they are too soft, the imprints will blur out
quickly, and when too solid, the imprints are difficult to be made.
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they can refer to the object making the imprint (seal, die, form), as well as to the
imprint made with the object.

The interconnection of forms and imprints is part of the creation of the world
as well, as Philo describes it in Opif 19-25. First, when God conceived (¢vevonoe,
Opif. 19) the models for the material world, they were received and contained
(8¢EaoBai te kai xwphoat, Opif. 20) in his reason. It is important to note, however,
that for Philo ‘conceiving’ (2vvoéw) was probably the best verb to describe how
the original forms were created by God, somewhat better suited than ‘receiving’
(8¢xopan), because the analogy between God and a human mind had limitations
for Philo, since he did not consider God to have a passive mind that receives
imprints like in wax3*s In God’s mind the original concepts exist in their purest
form, as immaterial images. The concepts conceived in God’s mind are then
used as stamps to create the whole material world: they are imprinted upon
formless matter, to create all the material objects, including human beings (Opif.
22 and 25)3*° The imprints existing in God’s reason transform into original
forms to create imprints in matter.

Being aware of this transformation of imprint into original form and their
interconnection helps to understand why Philo expresses a permanent
connection between God and humans, when he writes in Opif. 25 that humans
are created as an eikwv eikovoc. In this phrase, Philo uses the same word eix@v
twice, once for the original form and once for the copy, exploiting the double
meaning eix@v can have, similar to, for example, T0m0637 Eikwv eixdvog, here
means ‘an imprint of an original form’3® The first eikwv refers to an individual
human being, who, like anything else in creation, comes into being as an
imprint in matter of an original form. The second eikwv refers to that original
form - that is, the concept for human beings as it exists in God’s mind. Philo
saw the interconnection of original form and imprint as an inseparable

As will be discussed in the analysis of Deus 33-50, see especially pp. 124-138.

As Philo writes in Opif. 25: 6 ovpmnag aicbntog ovtoot kOGROG, & peilov Tig avBpwnivng éotiv, pipmua
Oeiag eikovog. I suggest translating eikwv here as ‘model,” for the context indicates that Philo means
something like the image that exists in God’s mind, employed by God as a model to create the
material objects. A translation of the whole phrase could be: “This whole world that is perceived by
the senses (that is more than only the human copy), is a copy of a divine model’

For Philo’s use of eikwv for original form see, for example, Som. I, 79, where he identifies the iepwtdaran
{8¢a1 with dowpdror eikovég. Tobin points out Philo’s double use of eik@v (see TOBIN, Creation, p.

65, nt. 30); Tobin claims that Plato used the word eikwv only for the copy of an original, not for the
original itself (ibid., p. 64). Tobin refers to Tim. Loc. 99b and Plutarch Quaest. Conv. 718F as parallels
for the use of eixwv in the meaning of ‘original form”.

Contra the interpretation that here eikwv eikévog means that humans are an image of God’s logos,
which in turn is the first image of God; as, for example, Runia interprets eikwv eikovog, when he
comments on Opif. 25, writing: “The Logos is God’s image, so humankind is created as an image of the
image’ (RUNI14, Creation, p. 149).
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connection. He held that imprints remain inseparably connected to their
original form and therefore also held that each individual human being remains
inseparably connected to God in a general way, because each individual has
come into being as a copy based upon a model existing in God’s mind.

Results from the analysis of Opif. 1625

Philo’s description of the creation of the intelligible world in Opif. 16-25 was
analysed to see how Philo saw God and humans as connected in a general
way. This general connection between God and humans takes the form of

the model for human beings existing as an indestructible concept in God’s
mind. Each individual human being comes into being as a material copy based
on an original form. This form was originally conceived (although not at a
moment in time) in God’s mind. Imprints and their original forms remain
inseparably connected. All individual human beings are therefore in a general
way inseparably connected to God, through the connection with the original
template that defines them. Philo described this original template as an ‘image
of God’, meaning an immaterial image - that is, a model - existing in the mind
of God.

One meaning of ‘image of God’ is that it refers to the template for human
beings as it exists in God’s mind, implying a general connection between

God and humans. But in the case of humans, ‘image of God’ for Philo means
more. According to Philo, a similarity exists between God and humans. Such a
similarity between God and humans is already implied when Philo compares
God to a human architect. Apparently, Philo felt free to compare what happens
in the human mind to what happens in God’s reason. In the case of human
beings, ‘after the image of God’ not only refers to an image existing in God’s
mind, but also to an actual similarity between God and humans. What is this
similarity? This will be explored in the analysis of Opif. 69-88.

Opif. 69-88: Humans as reflections of the mind of God

Paraphrase

The passage Opif. 69-88 forms the last part of Philo’s exposition on the creation
of all the elements of the material world on days two to six (Opif. 13b-88, where
Philo interprets Gn. 1:6-31). In the subsequent sections (Opif. 89-128) Philo,
following the biblical narrative and reaching day seven (Gn. 2:1-4), discusses
the special properties of the number seven. In the preceding sections he has
described the hierarchic order in which all living creatures are created (Opif.
65-68), and Philo now returns to the topic that he introduced in Opif. 65: the
creation of humans. In Opif. 69-88, he discusses three topics: in what way are
humans ‘like God’, why were humans created by a ‘we’, and why were humans
created last?
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Philo first explains (in Opif. 69—71) how the similarity between God and humans
is to be understood, as they are created ‘after the image and likeness of God’
(kat’ eikova Beod kai kad’ dpoiwory, Gn. 1:26). The word ‘image’ (sikadv) used

in Gn. 1:26-27 offers Philo the chance to reflect on the similarity (¢upépeia)
between God and humans, and on what distinguishes them from all other
earthly creatures. Philo decides that the similarity between God and humans
must refer to the mind (vodg) which rules the soul (yvxn). Each human being is
endowed with mind. That mind is modelled (&newovioBn) after God’s reason.
With their mind, humans can gain knowledge, first of the material world, then
of the intelligible world, and their mind is able to reach out even to apprehend
God himself. Apprehending the nature of God is, however, beyond human
understanding.

Philo next investigates (in Opif. 72-76) why a plural is used in the creation story
when the creation of humans is described (Gn. 1:26). Philo’s educated guess,
for he concedes that only God knows the true reason for this plural, is that
humans were made by God and subordinate beings because the human mind

is of a mixed nature. The human mind is home to thoughts both good and bad.
Since God is the source of only good thoughts and actions, subordinate beings
are made responsible for the creation of the human ability to think and do evil
things. This ability for both good and evil is part of the human genus (Opif. 76).

The third and final question that Philo addresses is: why was humankind
created last (Opif. 77-88)? Philo explains that in this way everything would be
ready to receive humans. Philo sees this also as a moral lesson: everything is
readily available for those who control the sensations. Philo furthermore sees
a connection between what was created first and what was created last. He
calls human beings a ‘miniature heaven’ (Bpaxvg odpavog). Heaven was created
first and humans are created last, thus closing the circle. Human beings were
also created last to impress the animals. And finally, last is no sign of ‘least’, of
inferiority. Rather it proves that God has meant humans to rule the world. This
completes the paraphrase, and I will now move to the analysis.

3.2.3.2 Analysis
Through the analysis of Opif. 16-25 in the previous section, it was shown
how Philo maintained that humans and God are connected in a general way,
because the model for humans exists in God’s mind. Now, the analysis of Opif.
69-88 will show how Philo considered human beings as connected to God in a
particular way. However, as I will argue, whereas the general way in which God
and humans are connected is unavoidable, the particular way is conditional: it
depends upon a choice humans can make.
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Before proceeding to examine how Philo held humans and God to be alike to
each other, it is important to note that in Opif. 69-88 Philo is discussing aspects
of the human species. In Opif. 69, the original form used to create human beings
is called eixwv. In Opif 76, connected to Opif. 69 by the repetition of ‘most
excellently’ (névv kal@g), Philo calls this model the species (10 yévog). Philo
has explained earlier in De Opificio Mundi how all species of living creatures are
created by God directly3 Each species is a concept belonging to the intelligible
world, existing eternally32° The species represents the template from which the
individual members are created. The individual, material members of living
creatures are not created by God directly, but are produced by natural growth
from the elements in which they are at home (earth, air or sea), on the basis of
the templates that exist in God’s mind.3*

Now, there is something that sets the template or species of humans apart from
all other kinds of living creatures. As Philo writes in Opif. 69, the template from
which individual human beings will take shape contains a similarity (¢peépera)
to God himself. What aspect of human beings is similar to God?3*> Not the
human body, Philo emphasises in Opif. 69: ‘neither is God anthropomorph, nor
is the human body godlike. This leaves the soul (yvxr) and more specifically the
mind (vobg), the leading element of the soul, which makes humans similar to
God, as Philo continues in Opif. 69323 In what respect is the human mind similar
to God?

In Opif. 69, Philo describes the mind in every individual human as an imprint,
which has the mind of the universe as its singular archetype. The mind of the
universe, as we have seen in the previous chapter, is God’s mind.3*4 God in his
mind thinks the intelligible world, and by thinking these concepts he gives
order and stability to the material world, bringing and keeping it in existence.
So, Philo saw the human mind as an imprint of God’s mind while God is
thinking the intelligible world. This imprint is not a faint copy, it retains a
sameness with its original archetype. Because of the sameness between the

319 Philo writes in Opif. 62 how God created the genera of all living creatures on the fifth day of creation.

As Philo emphasises in Opif. 134, where he explains what the fundamental difference is between the
human created after the image and the human created from the earth; he writes: ‘(the human created)
after the image is a kind of idea or genus or seal, conceptual, incorporeal, neither male nor female, of
imperishable nature. Cf. also Spec. I, 76.

See Opif. 63-64; see also Opif. 44 where the same applies to the plants; the process of ‘growth’ (¢pvo1g)
will be discussed on pp. 118-121.

As Philo explains in Opif. 134, the individual human being is a composite being, consisting of body
and soul.

32

@

Compare Virt. 204 where Philo writes of the first and earthborn man: o0 tpoémov Tvé yevopevog eikav
KaTd TOV iyepova vodv v yuxi. See also Det. 83-84.

324 See Chapter 2, pp. 72-75.
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imprint (the mind in an individual human being) and its original archetype
(God’s mind), Philo can describe the human mind as God dwelling inside a
person.3*s

The human mind is like God dwelling inside someone because, as Philo
further explains, the human mind is meant to do in humans what God does in
the whole world: to think the concepts that sustain the world. In Opif. 7071,
Philo then describes how the human mind is supposed to accomplish that:

by, as it were, tracing the connection between God and the material world
back to God himself. God is connected to the material world, as we saw in the
previous chapter, because he gives existence to the material world through the
intelligible world 3*¢ The way this connection works, is that God first created
the concepts in his mind, and then used those concepts to create and sustain
the material world. The connection between God and the material world ‘flows’,
as it were, from God to the concepts and then from the concepts to the objects
appearing in the material world. The human mind can perceive that ‘flow’, and
trace it back to its source: the mind first discerns the material objects, then
transcends them and grasps the concepts manifesting themselves in material
objects, and next the human mind should be able to perceive the concepts in
their true and immaterial form, as they exist in the intelligible world itself.
Finally, the human mind could even almost see God as he truly is, but that

is a sight beyond the limits of human understanding - at least for souls still
connected to a human body3*

Philo describes the same process again in Opif. 82, but more condensed and
with a notable difference. Instead of describing the human mind like an internal
God, he describes the human mind as an internal heaven, filled with ‘star-like
natures’ (¢uoeig dotpoetdeic) 328 As a description of what these ‘star-like natures’

Philo describes the human mind in Opif. 69 as ‘in a way God to the one carrying it, carrying it like a
holy image in his mind’ (tpémtov Tiva Bedg dv To @épovTog Kai dyalpatogopodvtog adtov). Philo here
uses a verb that in our extant sources appear in his works for the first time: dyaApatogopéw. Runia
describes it as ‘perhaps the most remarkable of all the so-called verba Philonica’ (RUN1A, Creation, p.
141); with verba Philonica Runia refers to composite words like dyalpatogopéw of which Philo is ‘the
first recorded author to use them’ (ibid., p. 103). This verb contains dyaipa which can mean ‘image’
in general, but also ‘a statue in honour of a god’ as used in temples. Philo will use that same verb in
Opif. 137 where he describes the human body as a temple for the reasonable soul, ‘the most God-like
of all images’ (dyaApdtwv 10 Beoerdéatarov); he also uses it in Opif. 18 to describe how an architect
has an image of the conceptual city in his mind. For an elaborate discussion of Philo’s comparison of
the human mind to God, including how such a view fits well within Philo’s intellectual context see
HEeLLEMAN, ‘Deification’, especially pp. 66-70.

See Chapter 2, pp. 75-79.

The limitations of human knowledge were discussed in the analysis of Deus 51-85 in the previous
chapter, see pp. 90-95, and will be further explored in the analysis of the human ability to reason, see
PP 124-137.

In Opif. 82 Philo writes that humans within ‘carry like holy images numerous star-like natures’
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are, Philo summarises the exposition he gave in Opif. 70-71 as: ‘numerous skills
and forms of knowledge and glorious songs of every virtue’ Because humans
can contain such star-like natures within themselves, Philo uses the phrase
‘miniature heaven’ (Bpaxdg ovpavog) to describe them 3* The difference between
Opif. 69 and 82 is that, instead of being ‘like God,” Philo now describes humans
as being ‘like heaven’

The difference is not as pronounced as it might seem, however. As discussed in
the previous chapter, in heaven, divine reason provides stability and harmonic
movement to the stars.33° The human mind is able, through its powers of
reason, to identify the harmonic movements of the heavenly bodies.' Humans
then think what God thinks, perceiving the order and stability God provides
through his reason to creation. For humans, ‘becoming like God’ or ‘becoming
like heaven’ is the same thing: in both cases it means that humans think what
God thinks332 Humans then share, for as much as they are able, in the identity
between God, his reason and what he thinks.33

The identity between God, his reason, what he thinks and what humans think,
helps us understand a section in Philo’s works, where he uses the phrase ‘the
human (created) after the image’ (6 kat’ eikova dvBpwmnog) as a name for ‘reason’
(6 Noyog). This is Conf. 146 where Philo designates ‘reason’ as ‘with many names’
(moAvwvopog).334 Philo brings forward a few of the many names that are used

(moANAG &v adTd @voELg AoTpoeldeis dyalpatogopodvTa).

32¢

©

‘Miniature heaven’ is reminiscent of the description of the human being as a microcosm that can be
found both in Philo’s intellectual milieu and in his works. Runia provides background and sources for
the depiction of the human being as a microcosm in RUN1A, Creation, p. 254, as well as references to
Philo: Post. 58; Her. 155; Mos. 11, 135, to which can be added Plant. 28. Cornelis A. van Peursen presents
antecedents for the view that the build-up of the universe is a prototype for that of human beings

in eastern and pre-Socratic thought, present also in the background of Plato’s thinking, see VAN
PEURSEN, Inleiding, p. 43. As noted by Runia, however, microcosm is not quite the same as miniature
heaven (RUN1A4, Creation, p. 254). Moehring briefly discusses how Philo saw similarities between

the human soul and heaven because both can be associated with the number seven, see MOEHRING,
‘Arithmology’, pp. 170-171.

33% See Chapter 2, pp. 57-59.

u

33t See, for example, Opif. 54 where Philo describes discerning the harmonic movements of the heavenly

bodies as the beginning of philosophy, ‘the greatest of all things good.

»

332 Comparable to Philo’s statement in Dec. 134 that of all living creatures a human being is because

of his soul and mind closest to heaven and to God. In LA III, 104 Philo identifies reason itself with
heaven, when he writes about ‘the highly elevated reason, brim-full of divine lights, that is also called
“heaven”’

33

&

The identity between God, his reason and what he thinks is discussed in the analysis of Opif. 13b-36,
especially in light of Philo’s use of the term ‘monad’, see pp. 72-75. In Her. 233, Philo, while comparing
the human soul to heaven, describes the ‘intellectual and reasoning natures’ (1&g odv voepag kot
Noyikag Vo guoeig) of both as ‘whole and indivisible” (6AoxkAfpovg kai dStapétovg).

334 Philo uses moAvavupog for the ovpaviog cogia in LA 1, 43.

109



33,

@

336

— Philo’s view on the relationship between God and humans —

for reason: ‘first principle; name of God; reason; the human after the image; the
one who sees; Israel” At first sight we could see this as an example of slipshod
thinking on Philo’s part: in De Opificio Mundi the phrase ‘human (created)

after the image’ is used to identify the mind of human beings; in De Confusione
Linguarum it is used to identify God’s reason. However, Philo considered the
human mind and God’s reason to be one, because of their content; they are both
employed to think the same thing: the concepts sustaining creation.

Philo indeed saw various meanings for ‘the human (created) after the image”:
the phrase can refer to the template for human beings as it exists in God’s
mind, it can refer to the likeness to God contained in the template - namely the
human mind - and it can refer to God’s mind itself. These various meanings

are interconnected, because of the identity between God, his reason, what

he thinks and what humans can think .35 However, at first sight, Philo’s use

of the phrase ‘human (created) after the image’ might appear confused and
inconsistent. A close reading of how he used the phrase, however, reveals that
this is not the case. The reason why Philo decided to use the same description
for what might appear as different matters is because he held them to be in their
essence one and the same: God is one with what he thinks in his mind, and
humans share in this unity, when they think what God thinks, namely the truly
existing concepts.33®

In Opif. 69-88, however, Philo emphasises that there is an important difference
between God’s mind and the human mind. Humans do not automatically think
the truth. False opinions and wrong ideas can come into the human mind as
well. As he puts it sharply in Opif. 72: ‘mind and reason are like a home for vice

The interconnectedness between the various meanings of ‘human after the image’ is described by
Philo in Her. 230-231: ‘One is the archetype above us, the other is the copy (pipnpua) that exists in
each of us. Moses calls the one above us “image of God”, the one in each of us “cast of the image” (tfjg
elkovog éxpayeiov). For he says: “God made humans”, not “an image of God”, but “after an image”.
Thus, the mind in each of us, being of course in full and true sense “human”, is the third impress
(tomov), when counted from the maker; the middle one [that is, the mind that is part of the genus of
humans, FJT] is the model (napadetypa) for this one [that is, the mind in each individual human being,
FJT], modelled (&mecdviopa) after the other [that is, the mind of God, FJT). Similarly in LA, 22 and LA
111, 96.

Compare Gig. 26-27. Philo writes that God’s spirit is full of knowledge and wisdom, and that this
knowledge and wisdom is one thing. It cannot be diminished when it is distributed over others. It
remains always intact and full. Winston notes how Philo can describe the human mind as both a copy
of God’s reason and a part of God’s reason, see WINSTON, Logos, p. 29. Zeller describes Philo’s use of
the concept of ‘logos’, which encompasses ‘ein Spektrum von der gottlichen Idee der Ideen bis zum
menschliche Vernunft prigenden 6p86g A\doyo¢’ (ZELLER, Studien, pp. 125-126). I will return to the
topic of the identity between what God thinks and what humans think when they are rational in the
analysis of Deus 33-50, see especially pp. 124-137. For a discussion of the notion of ‘becoming like God’
in various philosophical traditions, see VAN DEN BERG, ‘Becoming Like God’ and L1u, Homoidsis thedi.
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and virtue, whose nature it is to dwell in them. This is, as Philo writes in Opif.
73, what sets the human mind apart from that of the stars. The stars are wholly
rational beings, they are not susceptible to thinking evil thoughts3¥ This can
be deduced from observing their behaviour: they never leave their appointed
places, but always follow the course upon which God has put them. This,
however, also means that they are not free33® Human beings, however, are free
to choose their own path - even if it leads them away from God and rationality,
and consequently away from what is good and towards what is evil. Philo
presents the possibility of evil thoughts entering the human mind as a probable
explanation for the reason why God created the human species in cooperation
with subordinate beings.33

Results from the analysis of Opif. 69-88

The analysis of Opif. 69-88 has shown how humans can become connected to
God in a particular and very intimate sense. Humans not only exist as an image
in the mind of God, but humans can also become an image, i.e., a reflection,

of the mind of God. This happens when humans think what God thinks: the
concepts underlying the material world, as they exist in their original form in
the intelligible world. Because God, his mind and what he thinks are in essence
one and the same, humans not only become like God when they think what God
thinks, they also become one with God. When this happens, human beings truly
become an image, a mirror-like reflection of God.

However, the unity of the human mind with God is not something that happens
automatically or constantly. The human mind can just as easily become a home
for evil thoughts. When it thinks evil thoughts, the human mind is no longer an
image of God in the particular sense, it no longer reflects what God is thinking
in his mind. Whether humans let their minds be filled with good and truthful
thoughts, or evil and false, is a matter of choice, a choice only human beings - of
all creatures - have.

Conclusions: A general and a particular form of connection between
God and humans

How are God and humans connected to each other according to Philo? To find
an answer to this question, I have analysed Opif. 16-25 and Opif 69-88. We have
seen that in each of these sections Philo brings forward different aspects of how
human beings are created ‘after the image of God’. One aspect represents the
general way in which God is connected to humans, and the other a particular

337 In Spec. I, 66 Philo describes these wholly rational souls as angels. Compare 1 En. 21:6 where the stars

are identified with angels.

338 Cher. 24.

339 This aspect of the human mind and the cooperation of ‘others’ in the creation of the human species,

will be more elaborately discussed in the analysis of Conf. 83-106 in Chapter 4, see pp. 171-177.
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way. The general form of connection between God and humans is that the
template for human beings is first conceived as a concept, an image, in the

mind of God. Individual humans who appear in the material world come into
existence based upon that template. Just as everything appearing in the material
world comes into existence as imprints based upon original forms eternally
existing in the mind of God. Because imprints remain inseparably connected to
their original forms, the general way in which God and humans are connected is
permanent. This permanency, however, does not apply to the particular way in
which God and humans can become connected to each other.

The particular form of connection between God and humans is that, according
to Philo, the human species not only exists as a mental image in the mind of
God (as do the species of all living creatures and everything that exists), but also
that the human species itself contains a reflection of the mind of God: humans
can become like God. They can become like God through their ability to reason,
which Philo saw as the defining element of the human species - that which sets
humans apart from all other earthly creatures. He saw this ability to reason as a
direct image, a reflection, of God’s reason. With this ability humans are able to
apprehend, albeit not in full, the divine concepts. When humans fill their minds
with these divine concepts, their mind becomes as one with the mind of God,
who also thinks these concepts.

The two meanings of ‘image of God’ can become entwined: the human mind,
being a copy of the mind of God (meaning two of ‘image of God’) can perceive
the concepts, the images, as they exist in the mind of God, including the
concept of humankind (meaning one of ‘image of God’). When this happens,
when humans think what God thinks, Philo describes the human mind as
becoming one with God, for as much as it can. However, the human mind does
not automatically become one with God, nor does it always remain that way.
Evil can abide in the human mind just as easily as virtue. Becoming like God
involves an element of choice for humans. Rather than with divine wisdom,
humans can allow their minds to be filled with irrational and evil thoughts.
This particular aspect of the human mind will be explored further through an
analysis of sections from Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis.

Philo’s view on humans as existing in a borderland

The relevance of Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis to this topic

In the first part of this chapter we saw, through an analysis of sections from
De Opificio Mundi, how Philo held humans to be permanently connected to
God in a general way, and how both could become connected to each other in
a particular way, depending on the choices human beings make. I will explore
this conditional aspect of the particular connection between God and humans
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in this second part of the chapter, through an analysis of sections from Quod
Deus Sit Immutabilis. The structure of Philo’s argumentation in this treatise was
presented in the previous chapter3+ We have seen that he begins this treatise
by presenting in Deus 1-19 what he sees as the main argument of Gn. 6:4-12,
namely that human souls fare better when they are close to God instead of far
removed from him. Philo then continues with an elaborate discussion of the
anthropomorphic presentation of God in Gn. 6:5-7, by explaining first in Deus
20-32 that the statement that God ‘bethought himself” (Sievor6n) does not
mean that God changed his mind, because God is immutable.

The succeeding passage Deus 33-50 is especially important for our purpose,
because here Philo elaborates on the relationship between God’s mind and the
whole of the material world, and in particular between God’s mind and humans.
The analysis of this passage will add important aspects to my previous analysis
of Opif. 16-25 and 69-88. The general and particular way of the connection
between God and humans is presented by Philo in Deus 33-50 as a continuum of
God’s mind manifesting itself in the material world in increasing steps of purity.
According to Philo, God’s mind is already present in everything in the material
world, even in lifeless objects, but in an indirect form. Only in humans does it
appear on earth in its purest form, namely as the ability of the human mind for
rational thought. However, similar to what we encountered in Opif. 69-88, the
presence in the human mind of this purest form of the manifestation of God’s
mind is not a given, but depends upon the choices humans make. As we will
see, human choices have fundamental consequences for their soul.

Deus 33-50: God’s mind in human beings3+

Paraphrase

In Deus 33-50, Philo investigates the meaning of Gn. 6:6, quoted by him in Deus
33: ‘God considered (¢veBupnOn) that he had made humans upon the earth and
bethought himself (Stevon0n).’ In the previous sections (Deus 20-32), Philo has
explained what these words do not mean, namely that God, being immutable,
does not change his mind. In the following passage Deus 51-85 Philo will explain
that Moses employed such anthropomorphic descriptions of God to allow less
sophisticated people to come to know God.3#* In Deus 33-50 Philo wants to
explain what he believed the words of Gn. 6:6 do mean.

34° See pp. 81-84.

341 Parts of this section were previously published as a paper in a multidisciplinary volume exploring the

meaning of spirit in various settings of antiquity, namely as TIMMERS, ‘TIvedpd’.

342 Deus 51-85 is analysed in Chapter 2 (see pp. 84-95).
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Right at the beginning in Deus 33-34, Philo explains that according to Gn.
6:6 God constantly considers and assesses everything he has created. Praise
is reserved for those creatures that are obedient and conform to the order of
creation. Punishment is reserved for those who rebel against that order. The
latter introduces the fundamental question of how it is possible that some of
God’s creatures apparently are able to rebel against God, their creator.

To answer this question, Philo discusses the characteristics of all created things,
dividing them (in Deus 35a) into four defining categories: form-giving force
(8&15); growth (euoi); life-giving force (yuxr); and the ability to reason (Aoywkr
yoxn or davota). Each category envelops the one before and adds something
new and better. Each category also represents an increasing form of freedom of
movement. Philo describes the characteristics of each category as follows:

(a) Form-giving force (¢€1) is an indestructible spirit circulating in lifeless
objects, for example stones or blocks of wood, imparting form and qualities on
them; it is the most enduring, but also the least flexible category (Deus 35b-36).
(b) Growth (¢boig) represents several other abilities, more dynamic than that of
the form-giving force: that of feeding, that of changing and that of increasing.
Plants are an example of this category (Deus 37-40).

(c) Life-giving force (yvyn) is characterised by sensation, imagination and
impulse. All animals have these three abilities, excelling plants in terms of
dynamics, as it gives them the ability to move (Deus 41-44).

(d) The ability to reason (Aoyuwr| yoyn or Stévoia) is what makes humans excel
all other earthly creatures. Humans share this ability with heavenly creatures,
but different from them God has granted only humans the freedom of choice.
Humans are able to deliberate their choices and anticipate the consequences
that follow. This ability allows only them the freedom to consciously choose
whether to obey God’s order, or rebel against it (Deus 45-47a).

The implication of this freedom to choose is that only humans can be held
accountable for their wrongful actions, because they alone can know better.
Equally, only humans are praiseworthy if they choose to do good; for with them
alone such a choice requires a deliberate decision. All other creatures are and do
what they are and do because of necessity. Philo concludes: when God thinks
about the nature of humans, he thinks about their ability to decide to do either
good or bad. With the gift of the ability to reason, God has given the knowledge
of what is right and wrong to humans and also the duty to choose to do good
(Deus 47b-50).

3.3.2.2 Analysis part 1: Four manifestations of God’s mind
In this part of the analysis, [ will argue that Philo held that God’s mind
manifests itself in four categories, maintaining the order of everything he
created. In the subsequent parts of the analysis each of these categories will
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be explored separately. This exploration will aid us to further understand the
general and particular way in which God and humans are connected to each
other. We have already encountered these two forms of connection between
God and humans in the first part of this chapter, but in this second part we will
see how Philo thought they manifest themselves on the most fundamental level
of existence.

In Deus 33-50, Philo discusses the nature of everything that exists in creation.
He does so in light of how he believed God constantly assesses the whole of
creation. According to Philo, God constantly considers whether everything in
creation complies to the order (td€ig) he has installed in it34 In the previous
chapter we have seen that Philo held this order to be connected to God’s
mind 34 In Deus 33-50, Philo describes how this order is maintained through
four categories that bind (¢v8¢w) physical bodies firmly together: form-giving
force; growth; life-giving force; and the ability to reason.34 Philo presents the
four categories in a hierarchic order. This hierarchy has two dimensions. Each
dimension is related to the order of creation, but in a different way.

One dimension is the amount of freedom of movement in relation to the order
of creation each category allows. Philo describes the range of this dimension

by comparing the first and the last category to each other in Deus 35. The first
category (form-giving force, ££1) represents very little freedom: it is ‘the most
powerful bond.” At the other end of the spectrum, however, the fourth category
(the ability to reason, hoyw| yoxn or Sidvoia) allows for a far-reaching form of
freedom: it allows human beings freedom they can even use to rebel against the
order in creation. The human ability to rebel against this order will be discussed
in the next chapter34 In the present chapter the inquiry is still focused on

how human beings are related to God. The relationship between God and
humans comes into view with the second dimension of the hierarchy of the four
categories described in Deus 33-50.

The second dimension of the hierarchy of the four categories discussed in
Deus 33-50 is connected to the mind of God. Each category represents a more
direct and pure way in which God’s mind manifests itself in creation. That is
to say, in each category God’s mind manifests itself more and more as itself. To

343 See Deus 34.
344 See my analysis of Opif 6b-12 and 13-36 in Chapter 2, especially pp. 57-59 and 75-79.

345 Philo’s use of the verb ¢v8¢w, meaning (in medio-passive voice) ‘to bind fast’ (as if in chains),
illustrates how the activity of these categories is to maintain order in creation. Philo uses the same
verb in other instances to describe how the body can encase the soul (Conf 106; Her. 274; Som. 1, 138).
Philo occasionally describes rational thought as being encased in the human soul, where it risks
becoming overwhelmed by the input of the senses (Som. 1, 111; Spec. IV, 188).

346 See my analysis of Conf. 83-106 in Chapter 4 (see pp. 177-184).
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understand how these four categories were seen by Philo as manifestations of
God’s mind to sustain the order in creation, the philosophical antecedents will
be briefly explored, beginning with Plato’s philosophy.

Plato argues in Tim. 30A-B that order (té£ig), which makes the creation good
and beautiful, is necessarily connected to mind (votg). Plato reasons that God,
being good, wants the created world to be good and beautiful. The world can
only be good and beautiful if it has order. As Plato sees it, if the visible world is
to become harmonious and ordered, and thus good and beautiful, an intelligent
soul has to permeate that world. Therefore, God made an intelligent soul part of
the whole of creation, to give it order and harmony:3+

By Philo’s time, Plato’s argument had been developed into the idea that mind
(vodg) manifested itself in the world as the four categories: form-giving force;
growth; life-giving force; and most as itself in the ability to reason. The Stoics
contributed in particular to this development, but it can be considered a
common intellectual notion of Philo’s time.34 Philo presents these categories
as manifestations of vodg in sections of Legum Allegoriae 1134 He explains, as

in Deus 33-50, that humans share the first three with other beings and that the
ability of reason is unique to humans among earthly creatures. All four abilities
are abilities of the mind, according to Philo, yet, of these four the ability of
reason is most particular (i8i0¢) to the mind.3%°

Plato reasons in Tim. 30B that the world requires a soul to be intelligent, for, as he writes: ‘without
a soul mind could be no part of it’ (vodv & ad xwpic Yyuxijs advvatov napayevéobat tw) (see also
Crat. 400A-B; Phil. 30C). Plato concludes in Tim. 30B that ‘this world came into being as a soulful,
intelligent living creature’ ({@ov &uyvyxov &vvouv).

According to Diogenes Laertius, the Stoics believed that vovg manifests itself in every part of the
world, albeit in varying degrees. In some parts it manifests itself only ‘as a form-giving force’ (wg &5),
in other parts, specifically the leading part of the human soul, it manifests itself as itself, ‘as mind’ (o¢
vobe) (DL VII, 138-139). Seneca’s distinction of four natures (that of the tree, that of animals, that of
humans and that of the divine) in Ep. 124, 14 is somewhat comparable to this fourfold division. For
this reason, the fourfold manifestation of voog as a form-giving force, growth, a life-giving force and
the ability to reason is said to be Stoic (for example by Colson in COLSON/WHITAKER, Philo vol. 1, p.
480, note on LA 11, 22; and also in COLsON, Philo vol. 9, pp. 238-239, note a). It is likely, however, that
the fourfold division itself was part of the common philosophical vocabulary of Philo’s time. Plutarch,
for example, presents this fourfold division as something on which he and his opponents agree
(Plutarch, Virt. Mor., 451B-452D); similarly, Sextus Empiricus cites three of the four as the opinion of
all dogmatic philosophers (Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. IX, 81).

In LA 11, 19-30 Philo explores Gn. 2:21, specifically the meaning of the statement that God took one
of Adam’s ribs (piav T@v mhevp@dv avtod). Philo interprets the word for ‘ribs’ (m\evpai) to mean ‘sides’,
which he then takes as referring to abilities of the mind (votg) when it is not yet clothed in the body.
The abilities of that mind are countless, Philo writes here, but he draws special attention to four:
Sovapug xtikn, guTik, yoyikr and StavoTikn.

LATI, 23.
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To sum up. In line with common philosophical notions of his time, Philo saw
the world as endowed with a rational mind (vo0g), giving it order and harmony
by manifesting itself as a form-giving force, growth, a life-giving force and the
ability to reason.®' Through the discussion of the previous chapter, we know
that Philo considered the rational mind of the universe to be identical with the
intelligible world, which again is identical with God’s mind.3* We have also
seen that, according to Philo, the intelligible world connects God to the material
world. Now, the hierarchy of the four categories adds a new aspect to how God
is connected to the material world: in each category God’s mind manifests itself
more and more as itself. On earth, God’s mind manifests itself at its purest in
human beings, as the ability of rational thought. As we will see by focusing on
each category separately, the first three more indirect manifestations are always
present in humans, whereas the fourth and purest, i.e., rationality, is a matter of
choice with fundamental consequences.

Analysis part 2: Form-giving force (£§1¢)

In the following four parts of the analysis of Deus 33-50, I will focus on each

of the four categories that define physical bodies (cwpata) separately. In Deus
35-36, Philo describes the first category with &ic. ‘Form-giving force’ as a
translation for ££ig best captures the implied combination of form and quality3s
How is this category connected to God’s mind?

Philo describes &1 as a ‘circulating spirit’ (nvedbpa dvaotpégov), which is
indestructible (&pBaptog).35+ What Philo meant with this description can be
brought to light by using passages where Plutarch describes Stoic thought.
Plutarch claimed that, according to the Stoics, &1 is a form of anp which

gives lifeless objects certain qualities - for example, it makes iron hard, stone
solid and silver white3ss At first sight, air is something different from spirit.
However, in Stoic fragments, nvedpa is defined as a combination of fire and air,
a definition similar to that of Aristotle, who described nvedua as Oeppog anp.3°
So the form of air that Plutarch mentions might very well refer to nvedpa. This

In Aet. 75 Philo describes cohesion, growth, life and rationality as manifestations of to0 k6opov QUGG
See pp. 68-8o.

The word &€i¢ is derived from the verb &w. When &€c is used with the transitive sense of &xw in mind,
it can mean ‘having’ and variants thereof. In light of an intransitive use of éxw, €1 can mean ‘being

in a certain state, a permanent condition’ or variants thereof. Colson used ‘cohesion’ as a translation
for &&i. As will be discussed in the following, however, £ as Philo uses it in Deus 33-50 refers to the
defining properties, the combination of the particular form and qualities of an object.

Deus 35-36. Other instances where €1 appears in this meaning are: Her. 242; Praem. 48; Aet. 125. In
Opif. 131, mvedua appears in the role of &g, without é€i¢ itself being mentioned.

Plutarch, Stoic. Rep., 1053F. In Som. I, 136 Philo describes &£ as a form of air.

SVF 11, 310: ko yap dépog kol mupdg vgiotavtal Ty odaiav éxev 10 mvedpa; see also LONG, Stoic Studies,
p. 231. For Aristotle’s description of nvedpa see Gen. An. 11, 736a 2.
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identification is strengthened by the fact that, according to Plutarch, the Stoics
proposed that qualities in general are mvevpata3s?

Philo states in Deus 36 that the constant motion with which &g is present
throughout a material object is indestructible. This notion can be understood
through seeing &§1c as a form of mvedpa imparting qualities to objects. As we
have seen in the previous chapter, for Philo quality (rotdtnc) is something

that belongs to things appearing in the material world, it is what defines the
characteristics of an object35® At the same time, these qualities exist as abstract
concepts in the intelligible world. As such they are eternal, they cannot be
destroyed.® The solidness of stones provides an illustrative example. Even
though an individual stone can be smashed to pieces, that which makes a stone
a stone, its character, cannot be destroyed.

To sum up. According to Philo, God’s mind manifests itself in everything that
exists in the material world as ‘form-giving force’ (¢¢c). Philo describes it as

a form of nvedpa that goes around within an object, imparting the defining
qualities to every part of that object. These defining qualities of objects are
indestructible. This is because qualities are part of the intelligible world, which
exists in God’s mind. ‘Form-giving force’ is a static, and therefore stable - even
indestructible - manifestation of God’s mind in the material world. The next
level in which God’s mind can manifest itself in the material world, namely as
growth (¢vo1g), is more dynamic.

Analysis part 3: Growth (@voig)

The second category defining material objects is ‘growth’ (gvotc). Philo
describes the properties of ¢pvoig in Deus 37-40. Here, he describes ‘growth’ as

a recurring process, comparing it to an athlete participating in a contest. Just
before, in Deus 36, Philo has similarly compared the way &€1c imparts qualities

to an object to the double course (Siavlog) that athletes run at festivals. Both

g€1c and guoig are described by Philo as recurring processes, and for this reason,
Philo presents &g as indestructible and ¢voig as eternal3* The eternal nature of
@bolg connects it to the divine world of being.

This connection between ¢@uoig and the divine becomes more evident by
comparing Deus 37-40 to how Philo presented ‘growth’ in sections of De Opificio
Mundi. As I will argue, in these sections Aristotelian and Stoic elements can

Plutarch, Stoic. Rep., 1054A. On Plutarch, also in comparison to Philo, see contributions in HIRSCH-
LurpoLp (ed.) Plutarch.

See the analysis of how God through the intelligible world gives existence to the material world, pp.
75779-
See Deus 78, similarly in Cher. 86.

360 Sqcr. 98; Her. 114.
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be discerned in Philo’s presentation. Retracing them will illuminate how Philo
saw growth as much as a spiritual force linked to God’s mind as the form-giving
force.

As part of his analysis of the creation story in Genesis, Philo describes in Opif.
65-68 how all living beings grow from semen into their definite shape. In

Opif. 67, Philo writes that ¢voig shapes the living creature ‘like a craftsman’

(ola texvitng). The term texvitng used by Philo resembles a definition of guoig
that Diogenes Laertius presents in his overview of Stoic philosophy. Diogenes
Laertius writes: ““Growth” (¢0owv) they considered to be an artistic fire (top
texvikov), which essentially is a fiery and crafting spirit (nmvedpa mupoedic kai
texvoeldéc), that goes about methodically creating things.s* The identification of
‘growth’ as a ‘fiery and crafting spirit’ is reminiscent of how Aristotle described
in De Generatione Animalium that all living creatures grow from semen. There
are several indicators that link Philo’s exposition of the growth of living beings
to that of Aristotle.3** Aristotle’s views shed further light on how Philo held that
¢Voig and God’s mind are connected.

According to Aristotle, the semen from which every living being takes its
beginning is a foam consisting of two parts3% One part is a liquid substance,
from the watery element. The other part is spirit (nmvedbua), from the ethereal
element 3% The watery part provides the raw material which then grows into a
body:3% The spiritual part provides the generative heat, which has two functions.

DL VII, 156. In SVF II, 1027 God is identified with nop texvikov.

In Opif. 67, Philo writes that semen resembles foam, which was also the view of Aristotle. The clearest
indicator that Philo for these sections was inspired by Aristotelian philosophy, is Philo’s reference in
the same section that the reasoning faculty (Aoyiouog) comes into the soul from the outside (vpaBev)
and is divine (0¢iog). This echoes Aristotle’s claim in Gen. An. I, 736b 27-29, where the same
qualifications are used for the reasoning faculty. Runia also notes these similarities between Philo
and Aristotle in RUN1A, Creation, pp. 218-219. It is a matter of debate whether a) Philo has indeed read
Aristotle himself, and uses his philosophical insights when it suits him, or b) Philo’s thought appears
as eclectic, because it arose in a philosophical milieu where various philosophical traditions (Plato,
Aristotle, Stoicism, Scepticism) were integrated into one whole. I believe the latter to be the case, as
argued in the discussion of Philo’s method in Chapter 1, see pp. 29-34.

In Gen. An. 11, 736a 1-3 Aristotle describes the nature of the semen from which all living creatures

take their beginning. He determines that the characteristics of semen are that it is thick when it is
hot and that it becomes more liquid when it cools down. Semen therefore must be a foam, for it is

thick when hot and becomes more liquid when it cools down.

Aristotle defined spirit as hot air, see note 356. This heat is not the devouring heat of fire. Instead, it is
a generative heat, the type of heat that Aristotle claims belongs to the stars. He determines that spirit
must be made of the same element as the stars, namely ether, see Gen. An. II, 736b 35-39. For ether as
the element of which the stars are made see Cael. I, 269a 30. I am indebted to Francis H. Sandbach for
his comparison between Aristotelian, Stoic and Platonic views on the soul and the role of nvedpa, in
SANDBACH, Aristotle, pp. 46-49.

365 Gen. An. 11, 736b 20-35.
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The first is to energise growth itself. The second is to determine the shape that
the living being will take 3% Here we see the resemblance between Aristotle and
Diogenes Laertius’ description of ‘growth’ as a ‘fiery and crafting spirit” What
happens, according to Aristotle, is that the heat of the spirit solidifies the watery
element into the body, and simultaneously defines the shape of the living
creature3® The shape that the living being grows into has to correspond to the
possibilities that the living being will have when it is fully grown: for example, if
the living being is to be a walking animal, it will need legs to walk with.

Aristotle argued that the semen from which the living creature grows must
contain a template of the full-grown creature. Aristotle rejected the idea that
such a template existed in a metaphysical form and maintained that it was part
of the spirit-element in the semen, which he considered to consist of ether - a
very fine, but still material element. Philo, however, considered the templates
to be immaterial. As we saw in the previous chapter, for Philo the templates
that define the shape a living creature will grow into, had to be part of the
immaterial intelligible world. He held that only if they were part of that realm
of true existence could their continued existence be guaranteed. ‘Growth’ is a
manifestation of God’s mind in the sense that it establishes a link between the
physical body and the immaterially existing template that defines the shape it
will grow into.

To sum up. ®voig is as much an eternal, indestructible spiritual force as &g, It
is linked to the divine in two ways. Because of its recurring nature it is linked to
the eternal existence of the divine world. It is also linked to the divine because
it represents the templates God used to generate each material individual of

a species. Philo held that these templates existed as concepts in God’s mind.
‘Growth’ guarantees the eternal recurrence of each successive generation of
individuals within a species. These two aspects linking ‘growth’ to the divine
can be illustrated with a quote from Opif. 44: ‘For God determined that nature
should run a long course, making the species perpetual and giving them a share
in eternity’ ®voiq is also connected to the next category, namely the ‘life-giving
force’ (yvxn), as the template for a living creature not only defines the shape of
the body it will grow into, but also the characteristics of its soul, as will become
apparent in the next section, where the category ‘life-giving force’ will be
examined.

Gen. An. 11, 741b 37.

Aristotle claims that the spirit is provided by the male alone, and the raw material by the female and
the male together. The male provides the crafter (106 Snuiovpyodv) of the raw material. The male is also
the beginning (i) &px)) and maker (10 momtikdv) of the soul, because he provides the spirit. See: Gen.
An. 11, 737a 29; 738b 20-25; 7412 14.
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3.3.2.5 Analysis part 4: Life-giving force (yoxn)

368

369

370

371

Philo discusses the third category defining physical bodies, ‘life-giving force’
(wouxn), in Deus 41-44. In this section, I will translate yvxr mainly as ‘life-giving
force’, and only occasionally as ‘soul’, to avoid evoking the idea of a dichotomy
between body and soul.

First, I will return briefly to Opif. 65-68 to see how the ‘life-giving force’ is

an expression of God’s mind, just as are ‘growth’ and the ‘form-giving force’
In the previous section I discussed how, according to Aristotle, the body of a
living creature grows out of the raw material provided by the watery element in
semen, while the shape the body grows into is defined by the ethereal nvedpa-
element of the semen. However, a body alone is not enough to form a living
creature. According to Aristotle, the body requires something that animates it,
and makes it a moving, living being. Returning to the example of walking (of
the previous section), for a living being to walk, having legs alone will not be
enough. To actually walk, the living being will need something that will move
those legs. This something, according to Aristotle, was yoyn: ‘life-giving force’
or ‘soul’

According to Aristotle, living beings exist as a kowvév of body and soul 3%
Aristotle saw this combination as inseparable: the soul cannot exist without the
body3% He rejected a dichotomy between body and soul. The body provides the
material shape for the living being; the soul or life-giving force is what powers
or animates this shape, it is what makes it alive. It was Aristotle’s view that the
potential to walk, and almost all other possibilities of living creatures (to grow,
to procreate, to see, etc.) can only be realised through the kowo6v of a body and
soul.° A living creature needs the combination of both to be exactly that: a
living creature3”

The ethereal nvedpa-element of the semen provides the template for the
combination of body and soul. For Aristotle, this template was not something
metaphysical; for Philo, however, it was. He held, inspired by Plato, that the
templates defining living creatures existed in God’s mind. We now see how

this template not only contains the shape of the body, it also contains the
characteristics of the life-giving force or soul that will animate it. As Philo
writes in Opif. 67, ¢boig not only forms the shape of the body of a living creature,

For my understanding of Aristotle’s view on the soul I am indebted to Bos, The soul.

An. I, 4142 19—20. Palmyre Oomen explains in her inaugural speech at the Eindhoven University
of Technology in September 2003 how Aristotle held that everything that exists, exists as the
inseparable combination of matter and form, and how Aristotle uses ‘soul’ as a designation for the
form-aspect in living creatures (see OOMEN, ‘Werkelijkheid’, especially p. 4).

An. 1, 408b 25-30, An. 11, 414a 5-28.

To put it in Greek terminology: a {@ov is the combination of a c@ua and a yoxy (see An. II, 413a 1-5).
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it also translates the mvebpa-element of the semen into yvyn, specifically into
functions of the soul that elsewhere in Philo’s work appear as separate types

of soul, namely the nutritive and sensory soul.3* Philo considered these types
of soul to be material. The template that defines their characteristics for a
particular living creature, however, exists as an immaterial form in God’s mind.

Having discussed how the category of ‘the life-giving force’ is connected to

the mind of God, the specifics of this category can be considered. Even though
every animal requires a form of life-giving force particular to the abilities of that
creature, there are three abilities that this force gives to every animal, as Philo
describes in Deus 41-44. These three are the sensory abilities, that differentiate
animals from living creatures such as plants defined by ‘growth’ alone. The
sensory abilities are: sensation (aioBnotg); imagination (¢avtaocia); and impulse
(6pun) 37 According to Philo, all animals have these three capacities. The
statement that all animals share in the abilities associated with the life-giving
force becomes quite fascinating, in light of how Philo describes each ability in
Deus 41-44. In this description, the distinction between animals as irrational
and humans as rational beings seems to become blurred. I will explore this
apparent contradiction, because this exploration will bring the aspect of choice
into view and prepares the way for the analysis of the fourth and final category
that defines physical bodies, namely understanding (Si&voia).

The three sensory abilities are described by Philo as follows. He describes
‘sensation’ as what connects the mind (vodg) to the objects appearing in the
material world. Next, ‘imagination’ stands for the process by which those
objects create an impression in the mind. Finally, ‘impulse’ is the movement of
the soul in response to an impression. Do these descriptions imply that Philo
maintained that animals are intelligent beings, endowed with mind (vodg)?
How can this be, when a little further in Deus 45 he describes ‘mind’ as that
which sets human beings apart from animals?3# This seeming contradiction

QGII, 59. The translation of the watery element into the body-aspect of a living creature, and of the
ethereal element into the soul-aspect as brought forward by Aristotle, echoes in Opif. 67. Aristotle
also distinguished between the nutritive, the sensory, and the reasoning soul (Part. An. I1, 656a 7-8;
Gen. An. 11, 736a 35-36). The translation of nvebua into Yoy is also described by Plutarch, as an idea
of Chrysippus. According to him the nvedua at birth is cooled down and is changed into a living
being. Hence the word yvyn for soul, because it owes its existence to the yv&ig (cooling-down) of the
nvedpa (Plutarch, Stoic. Rep., 1052F-1053A).

In Som. I, 136 Philo mentions gavtacia and oppn as what differentiates ‘life’ from ‘growth’.

Similarly, in Opif. 66. Philo’s use of yvxn and vobg can be somewhat confusing. He can use either one
as a totum pro parte to designate the human ability to reason as a specific function of the human mind,
which is again a part of the human soul, or even more generally in the sense of the ‘life-giving force’.
He can also use both yoxn and votg as a pars pro toto to describe the whole human soul, including

the human mind and its ability to reason. For example, in Her. 55 Philo explains that he uses yvxn

as a designation for 1o fiyepovikov pépog of the soul, the part he also calls yvxi yvxig, a phrase that is
applied to the mind (vobg) in Opif. 66.
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becomes less acute when seen in light of Philo’s discussion of whether animals
can be rational in De Animalibus, in combination with a testimony from Stoic
philosophy.

Philo discusses the question of whether animals should be considered as
rational in De Animalibus37 In this treatise, Philo first presents the arguments of
an imagined opponent supporting the rationality of animals (in Anim. 10-71) .37
He then brings forward his refutation of these arguments (in Anim. 72-100). His
imagined opponent argues that ‘nature has placed a sovereign mind in every
soul,” not only in that of humans but in all animals.37” Philo then supports his
opponent’s case with many different examples of animals expressing rational
behaviour.

Philo refutes his opponent’s claims not by simply denying that animals have

a sovereign mind in their soul. His argument is more subtle. He argues that
animals may behave in ways that appear rational, but in truth these are no
rational acts. Philo defines rationality as the ability to consciously choose one’s
actions through deliberation and articulation. Animals are not able to deliberate
nor articulate decisions, they only activate the abilities nature has given them.
They act out of instinct, and not out of insight.3”® They have no insight into
their own behaviour, let alone in abstract concepts or other divine things.37
Human children are like animals, Philo further explains - they too act without
conscious deliberation. However, as humans mature, their rational abilities
mature as well. The ability to learn and to become rational is what truly sets
humans apart from animals.

A similar view to that of Philo can be found in Seneca’s epistles.3® Seneca
argued that animals do have a dominant part of the soul, observing that
animals display intentional behaviour, for instance when moving their body

to something edible. The process of the senses presenting something in the
soul, which generates an impulse, on which the soul sets the body in motion, is
common to animals and humans alike. The difference between adult humans
and animals, is that the latter are irrational. Irrationality in this case means that

For a plausible argumentation for Philo’s authorship of De Animalibus see TERIAN, De Animalibus, pp.
28-30.

Philo identifies his opponent as his nephew Tiberius Julius Alexander; for a discussion of the various
speakers in De Animalibus see ibid., pp. 25-28.

377 Anim. 29 (translation by A. Terian).

378

Compare Anim. 92; in Anim. 97 Philo concludes: ‘Animals do nothing with foresight as a result of
deliberate choice. Although some of their deeds are similar to man’s, they are done without thought’
(translation by A. Terian).

379 Anim. 85s.

380 Seneca discusses whether animals can be considered as rational in Ep. 121.
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understanding has no part in an animal’s decision, so it cannot articulate its
decision3® The same condition of irrationality applies to human children 3%
With human children the state of irrationality can be remedied through
education, gradually producing rationality.

To sum up. Yy is the third category that can define physical objects
appearing in the material world. It is the ‘life-giving force’ that animates living
creatures. The template existing in God’s mind for each living creature defines
not only the shape of the body of a creature, but also the characteristics of that
which animates it, what we usually call the soul. The soul gives living creatures
the abilities to interact with their environment: sensation; imagination; and
impulse. According to Philo, all living creatures — animals and humans alike

- have these abilities. As a consequence, Philo held that the soul-element

of humans and animals are very much alike, so much so that both can be
considered to be endowed with mind. There is, however, an essential difference
between the quality of the human mind and that of animals: humans can
become rational, whereas animals will always remain irrational. This essential
difference brings us to the fourth and final category: the ability to reason
(8tdvora).

3.3.2.6 Analysis part 5: The ability to reason (5idvoia)
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The fourth and final category of defining physical bodies, is that which makes
humans unique compared to all other earthly creatures, namely ‘the ability to
reason’. In Deus 35, Philo uses Moy yoyn to describe this category, in Deus
45-50 he uses didvota. ‘The ability to reason’ allows humans to grasp the nature
of everything that exists, of both material and intelligible things3® It is the mind
(vodg), illuminating the soul with its own special light, driving out ignorance.
‘The ability to reason’ is indestructible (d4¢Baptog), because the substance
(ovoia) of this type of soul (todto g Yuxiig 10 €id0g) is not formed (Stemhdodn)

As Seneca explains in Ep. 121, 11, an animal uses its abilities, but does not understand them. This,
according to Seneca, is the true difference between animals and human beings, namely that humans
can gain understanding, whereas animals will remain in their state of irrationality. Plato in Tht.
186B-E ascribes consciousness to humans alone as well, when he states that humans and animals
receive impressions from the outside world in similar fashion, whereas humans alone are able to
contemplate and classify these impressions.

Seneca, Ep. 121, 13. See also LONG, Hellenistic Philosophy, p. 173.

Philo used the combination of cwpata (bodies) and npdypata (abstracts) to embrace everything that
exists. He associated cwpata with the material world of sense-perception and mpdaypota with the
immaterial world of thinking (see, for example, Her. 242; Som. 11, 101, 134) (as discussed by Colson
in a note to Her 242, see COLSON, Philo vol. 4, p. 573). Philo can also associate cwpota with literal
and concrete, and npédypata with figurative and abstract (see Mut. 60, 179). For further background
on Philo’s use of the combination of couata and mpaypata see HARL, Heres, p. 330 and WINSTON/
DILLON, Two Treatises, p. 298. See also the analysis of Conf. 60-82 in Chapter 4 (pp. 165-169).
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from the same elements (ototxeiwv) as the other types of soul3® Instead, it
consists of the same element as divine beings.3® Most significantly, it gives
human beings freedom of choice, an ability they share wi