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Preface

The Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesrepresent an important witness to “Jewish
Christianity” during the third and fourth centuries, and they likely preserve
traditions from an even earlier era. This peculiar body of writings offers a
distinct approach to the interpretation of the Pentateuch. It is the goal of this
study to give a detailed account of the theory of exegesis put forth by the
anonymous author of the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, whom I shall
identify as “the Homilist.”

An integral component of the Homilist’s exegesis is his theory that, as
1t exists 1n its written form, the Pentateuch is contaminated with “false
pericopes.” These falsehoods, enmeshed as they are throughout the
Pentateuch, are not always easy to detect. But it is essential for any who
would interpret the Scriptures “correctly” to be able to recognize them and
then deal with them appropriately. I propose that, drawing on both
“traditional” and “philosophical” resources, in an effort to attain the goal of
a correct interpretation, the Homilist envisions three distinct “external
criteria” to deal with the Pentateuch’s enmeshed falsehoods: (1) the True
Prophet’s teaching and (2) the oral tradition, in cooperation with (3) the
criterion of “harmony.” The first two criteria derive from “traditional”
resources, while the third derives from “philosophy.” From the Homilist’s
presentation of the True Prophet’s teaching, we learn something about the
Homilist’s “Christian” leanings, whereby the words of Jesus are deemed
essential for evaluating the Scriptures. His accent on the oral tradition
displays something of the Homilist’s “Jewish” affinities, whereby appeal is
made to emulate an oral tradition akin to that of the rabbis in order to ensure
correct interpretation of the Scriptures. Finally, the “harmony” criterion—
based on the idea that the Scriptures are “in harmony” with creation and
with God, and are therefore to be checked against both—is an expression of
the Homilist’s philosophical outlook, his cosmopolitan sensitivities, and his
ethical orientation. The Homilist employs all three of these external criteria
—the True Prophet’s teaching, the oral tradition, and the harmony criterion



—in his unique approach to the Pentateuch in general, and his evaluation of
its falsehoods in particular. This constitutes the theory of the exegesis of the
Pentateuch put forth in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies.
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Gilner, Arnona Rudavsky, Daniel J. Rettberg, and Israela Ginsburg. I also
thank Mike Braunlin and Jacqueline W. Riley of the Classics Library at the
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patience, and your good counsel every step of the way. I thank Michael and
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Justine Noel, to whom this book is dedicated. With what words can I thank
you?

... eAoL VT
Yvoooued’ aAMA®V kol Adiov: €oTt yap UiV
onuad’, & on Kol vt Kekpuppéva WOpey am’ dAAwv.



Abbreviations



ANCIENT SOURCES

ARISTOTLE

Eth. nic. Ethica nichomachea
Poet. Poetica

AUGUSTINE

Civ. De civitate Dei
Enarrat. Ps. Enarrationes in Psalmos

CICERO

Div. De divinatione
Nat. d. De natura deorum
Tusc. Tusculanae disputationes

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA

Paed. Paedagogus
Str.  Stromata

CONSTITUTIONES APOSTOLICA

Const. ap. Constitutiones apostolica

CORNUTUS

Nat. de. de Natura Deorum

CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA



Is. Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam

D10 CHRYSOSTOM

Dei cogn. De dei cognitione (Or. 12)

DI1ODORE OF TARSUS

Comm. in Ps. Commentarii in Psalmos

DIOGENES LAERTIUS

D. L. Vitae philosophorum

DIOGNETUS

Diogn. Diognetus

EPIPHANIUS

Pan. Panarion

EUSEBIUS

Comm. Isa. Commentarius in Isaiam
HE Historia ecclesiastica
Praep. ev. Praeparatio evangelica

GREGORY OF NYSSA
Hom. opif. De hominis opificio

HILARY OF POITIERS



Tract. in Ps. Tractatus in Psalmos

IGNATIUS OF ANTIOCH

Smyrn. To the Smyrnaeans

IRENAEUS

Haer. Adversus haereses

JEROME

Vir. ill.  De viris illustribus

JoHN CHRYSOSTOM

Hom. Jo. Homiliae in Joannem

JOSEPHUS

C. Ap. Contra Apionem

LACTANTIUS

Inst. Divinarum institutionum libri VII

LET. ARIS.

Let. Aris.  Letter of Aristeas

LUCRETIUS

De nat. de Rerum Natura



MACARIUS

Hom. Homilia

OLD TESTAMENT PSEUDEPIGRAPHA

T. Jos. Testament of Joseph
T. Lev. Testament of Levi
T. Naph. Testament of Naphtali

ORIGEN

Cels. Contra Celsum

Comm. Jo. Commentarii in evangelium Joannis
Comm. Matt. Commentarium in evangelium Matthaei
Fr. 1 Reg. Fragmenta in librum primum Regnorum
Philoc. Philocalia

Sel. Deut. Selecta in Deuteronomium

PHILO

Decal. De decalogo

Det. Quod deterius potiori insidari soleat
Gig. De gigantibus

Her. Quis rerum divinarum heres sit
Leg. Legum allegoriae

Migr. De migratione Abrahami

Mos. De vita Mosis

Mut. De mutatione nominum

Opif. De opificio mundi

Plant. De plantatione

QFE Quaestiones et solutiones in Exodum
OG Quaestiones et solutiones in Genesin
Somn. De somniis



Spec. De specialibus legibus

PrLATO

Resp. Respublica
Symp. Symposium

PLINY THE ELDER

Nat. Naturalis historia

PORPHYRY

Abst. De abstinentia

Procoprius orF GAZA

Is. Commentarii in Isaiam

PSEUDO-CLEMENTINES

Hom. Homilies
Rec. Recognitions

PseuDO-PHILO

L.A.B. Liber antiquitatum biblicarum

PTOLEMY (THE GNOSTIC)

Flor. Epistula ad Floram

RABBIANIC LITERATURE



’Abot R. Nat. ’Abot of Rabbi Nathan

B. Bat. Baba Batra

b. Ber. Babylonian Talmudic tractate Berakot
b. Git. Babylonian Talmudic tractate Gittin

b. Hag. Babylonian Talmudic tractate Hagigah
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmudic tractate Sanhedrin
b. Yoma Babylonian Talmudic tractate Yoma
m. Hag. Mishnah tractate Hagigah

m. Sanh. Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin

Pesiq. Rab. Pesigta Rabbati

Rab. Rabbah

t. Sanh. Tosefta Talmudic tractate Sanhendrin

y. Meg. Jerusalem Talmudic tractate Megillah
y. Pe’ah Jerusalem Talmudic tractate Pe’ah

SENECA

Ep. Epistulae morales

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

Math. Adversus mathematicos

SVF

SVF  Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta

TARGUMS

Tg. Neof. Targum Neofiti
Tg. Ongq. Targum Ongelos
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan

TATIAN



Orat. Oratio ad Graecos

TERTULLIAN

Jejun. De jejunio adversus psychicos
Marc. Adversus Marcionem
Val. Adversus Valentinianos

THEODORET OF CYRRHUS

Ps. 1-150 Commentarii in Psalmos

Ep. Epistulae

Interp. in Ep. Interpretiones in Pauli epistulas
Is. Commentaria in Isaiam

THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH

Auto. Ad Autolycum

XENOPHON

Mem. Memorabilia



MODERN SOURCES

AJP American Journal of Philology

BZNW Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft

CCSG Corpus Christianorum: Series graeca. Turnhout, 1977—

CQ Classical Quarterly

CSEL Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum

GCS Die griechische christliche Schriftsteller der ersten [drei]
Jahrhunderte

HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual

JECS Journal of Early Christian Studies

JHS Journal of Hellenic Studies

JOR Jewish Quarterly Review

JSJ  Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic, and
Roman Periods

JSP Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha

JTS Journal of Theological Studies

LASBF Liber Annuus. Studium Biblicum Franciscanum

LCL Loeb Classical Library

PG Patrologia graeca [= Patrologiae cursus completus: Series
graeca].
Edited by J.-P. Migne. 162 vols. Paris, 1857-1886

PL Patrologia latina [= Patrologiae cursus completus: Series

latina]. Edited by J.-P. Migne. 217 vols. Paris, 1844—1864

RAC Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum.Edited by T. Kluser et
al. Stuttgart, 1950—

REJ Revue des études juives

RelSRev Religious Studies Review

SC Sources Chrétiennes

SVF Stoicorum veterum fragmenta. H. von Arnim. 4 vols. Leipzig,
1903-1924

TUGAL Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur

VC Vigiliae Christianae

ZNW Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft



ZWT Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Theologie






Overview of Previous Scholarship



1.1. INTRODUCTION

Most of our knowledge about “Jewish Christianity” in antiquity is
dependent on patristic heresiological sources. But in addition to these, the
Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesand the Recognitions(hereafter Hom.and Rec.)
occupy a special place. For they are widely recognized as a few of the most
important primary sources for gaining something of a firsthand knowledge
of Jewish Christianity. The vast majority of scholarly attention given to the
Pseudo-Clementines, however, has focused on its source criticism, but to
date little attention has been given to pentateuchal exegesis within this
literature, as the following survey will illustrate.

We are very fortunate to have available a thorough history of research
on the Pseudo-Clementines, provided by F. Stanley Jones.[!] Here I will
highlight only those works of scholarship that have immediate bearing on
the present study. My overview will begin with some of the scholarship
dedicated to source-critical issues. Second, I will move from there to survey
scholarly work on biblical exegesis in the Pseudo-Clementines in general.
Third, I will discuss the status quaestionisin the Pseudo-Clementine
Homiliesregarding the more specific area of pentateuchal exegesis—the
special focus of this study. Now, when it comes to source criticism, a great
deal of scholarly effort has been directed toward the (now lost) “base text”
on which Hom.and Rec.are believed to depend. Scholarship designates this
base text as the Grundschrift. To this we now turn.



1.2. THE GRUNDSCHRIFT

Insofar as Hom. and Rec. are similar in structure and share many parallels,
it was the study of the complex literary relationship between them that
eventually led scholars to postulate a Grundschrift. Scholarly efforts have
necessarily had a speculative character and have led to uneven results.
Adolf Hilgenfeld reconstructed a Jewish-Christian source document from
Rec. 1.27-72 and the “table of contents” preserved in Rec. 3.75.[12] Also,
attached to Hom. are two prefatory documents, the Epistie of Peter to
James and the Contestatio. These were thought to be the introductory
writings of the Grundschrift—which Hilgenfeld designated as the
Knpoypota ITé€tpov (“Preachings of Peter”). The Knpoyuata were so called
because of the various passages in Rec. which state that Peter had sent to
James books recording his “preachings.”[3] Hilgenfeld also believed the
Jewish Christianity of the Knpoyuata source was originally associated with
the Essenes, and later adapted by Ebionites. Then, once the Knpoyuarta
source was in the hands of the Homilist, it was given an “anti-Marcionite”
shape.

Hilgenfeld believed that the Knptypata source was subsequently
combined with another source, called the ITepiodor [Tétpov (“Circuits of
Peter”). This source is attested to in Epiphanius, Pan. 30.15, where he
reports that the [Tepiodot [Tétpov were written by Clement and used (or
rather abused) by the Ebionites.[*] According to Hilgenfeld, Hom. are
secondary to and represent a reworking of Rec., both of which drew on the
Grundschrift (which itself was to be identified with the KnptOyuata
[Tétpov).[o]

Karl Reinhold Kostlin differed from Hilgenfeld regarding the growth
of the Pseudo-Clementines. He believed the material in Rec. 1-7 assumed
only the ITepiodot ITétpov and that Hom.were also based on this source.[©]
He was the first to point out the similarity between parts of Rec. 1 and the
Avafaduoi TaxmBov (“Ascents of James”) attested in Epiphanius,

Pan. 30.16.6-9. Similarly, Gerhard Uhlhorn argued against Hilgenfeld’s
view that Rec. are primary. But since he regarded some parts of Rec. to have
“primitive” features, he was also compelled to assume a

Grundschrift behind both Hom. and Rec.l”] It was also Uhlhorn’s estimation



that the Grundschrift was composed of disputations between Peter and
Simon, while lacking the personage of Clement.[8]

Later, Johannes Lehmann took a middle road between Hilgenfeld and
Uhlhorn and proposed a synthesis that, according to Jones, “advanced
research by preparing the way for a new approach where the exclusive
priority of either [Rec.or Hom.] would no longer be discussed.”[®]
Consequently, the focus then shifted toward refining scholars’
understanding of the sources and character of the Grundschrift itself.

It was Richard Adelbert Lipsius who introduced a new stage in
Pseudo-Clementine research. For Lipsius went beyond Hilgenfeld, asserting
that the Knpoyparta I1€tpov source was dependent on an older,

Ebionite [1pa&eig [1€tpov (““Acts of Peter,” attested to in Eusebius,
HE3.3.2), which depicted discussions between Peter and Simon Magus.[1°]
It was also Lipsius who for the first time differentiated the

Grundschrift itself from the Knpoyupata [1€tpov. Shortly thereafter, at the
beginning of the twentieth century, Hans Waitz attempted to substantiate
Lipsius’s thesis.[!1] Waitz employed a comparative methodology, analyzing
patristic witness as literary proof for the actual existence of the
Grundschrift, understood here as “the Clement-narrative.” He concluded
that the Grundschrift originated in Rome around 220 or 230 ce, and that
both Hom.and Rec.derived independently from it.[12]

Carl Schmidt subsequently built on Waitz’s efforts and proceeded to do
comparative work on the Grundschrift and the Didascalia apostolorum.[13]
He concluded by dating the Grundschrift between 220 and 230 and locating
it in the Transjordan; the author of the Grundschrift was thought to be a
Syrian Catholic Christian of Jewish heritage.[!4] In Jones’s estimation,
Schmidt’s presentation proved to be “the most extensive characterization of
[the Grundschrift], and most subsequent scholars have done little more than
accept Schmidt’s view with minor variations.”[15] One important exception
to the reception of Schmidt’s work (as Jones notes) is his suggestion that
Rec.were actually dependent on both Hom. and the Grundschrift. On this
point, Schmidt’s proposal has “remained highly controversial in Pseudo-
Clementine research.” The precise literary relationship between Hom., Rec.,
the Grundschrift, and the other underlying sources of all three remains a
matter of ongoing scholarly debate.[16] Indeed, as Jan N. Bremmer has
recently summarized the situation, “Virtually everything is unclear about



the work that is commonly known as the Pseudo-Clementines. Debates
have raged now for over a century, and scholars have not yet reached a full
consensus regarding the nature of the work, its sources of inspiration, the
time and place of its composition, or the author himself and his milieu.”[17]

In sum, as evidenced by this brief survey, twentieth-century
scholarship on this literature sought to delineate alleged sources behind the
Grundschrift and to determine its provenance, yielding mixed results.[18]
Let us turn now from source-critical questions to consider what other
scholarly work has been done in the area of biblical exegesis in the Pseudo-
Clementines.



1.3. FROM “SOURCE-CRITICAL”’ TO “EXEGETICAL”
CONSIDERATIONS

Although the literary-historical classification of the Grundschrift and/or the
Knpoypota ITétpov has long been disputed, the ubiquity of actual “Jewish-
Christian” elements in the Pseudo-Clementine literature has not. As

Jones puts it: “While most of modern research into the [Pseudo-Clementine
literature] has focused on the question of the sources behind our present
recensions, the older literature that was produced before the source critical
phase undertook extensive discussions of the doctrine, date, and origin of
[Hom. and Rec.].”[1°]

About a hundred years ago, work like this was done by Juda
Bergmann.[20] Bergmann’s study sought to examine the Clementine
literature ““au point de vue de leurs elements juifs et de noter les vestiges
des i1dées juives qui s’y trouvent a 1’état sporadique” (“in terms of their
Jewish elements and to note the remains of Jewish ideas which they
occasionally contain”).[21] But while some scholars have accounted for the
Jewish-Christian theological/doctrinal elements in the Pseudo-Clementine
corpus, the exegetical elements remain largely untouched. In the estimation
of G. B. Bazzana, “It is an established fact that many inquiries into the
pseudo-Clementine literary history have yielded results unstable, if not self-
contradictory. New analyses require new criteria that focus less on
theological doctrines than on stylistic and lexical observations on pseudo-
Clementine materials.”[22]

Moving somewhat further in the direction of exegetical analysis, some
scholars have dealt with the scriptural quotations in the Pseudo-
Clementines. Uhlhorn, for example, collected the quotations from the Old
Testament.[23] Subsequently, Waitz collected quotations from both the Old
and the New Testament.[24] But once again, it appears that the primary
concern of these studies has been source critical. These collections, as
valuable as they are for their philological notes and implications for source
criticism, do little to further our knowledge about the actualexegesis of
those biblical texts. Other similar studies have been conducted specifically
on the scriptural quotations and sayings of Jesus in the Gospels. [23] The
pentateuchal material, however, has received little attention. A thorough



analysis of Jewish-Christian biblical exegesis in general, and of the
Pentateuch in particular, remains to be done. C. Bigg wrote “The interest
that attaches to the Recognitionsis mainly literary. A close examination of
its structure may throw light on difficulties that surround the other far more
interesting book [1.e., the Homilies]; whereas the interest of the Homiliesis
mainly doctrinal and historical.”[26] Tt should be added that the interest of
the Homiliesis also exegetical. For the Homiliesare imbued with a number
of intriguing exegetical issues. Yet it remains the case that scholarship has
largely overlooked the exegetical material contained in this rich corpus.
This circumstance remains largely the same in the present situation, as can
be seen from the status quaestionis. To this we now turn.



1.4. SURVEY OF MORE RECENT SCHOLARSHIP

As I bring my survey of previous scholarship on the Pseudo-Clementines to
an end, it is fitting to call attention to some of the more recent works and
their relationship to the present study. Jean Daniélou’s important work on
the theology of Jewish Christianity is a valuable contribution, especially for
the history of Christian doctrine. One chapter of Daniélou’s book is in fact
dedicated to Jewish-Christian exegesis.[?7] The goal of that chapter,
Daniélou says, is “to try to discover whether, in interpreting the Old
Testament, Jewish Christianity made use of the methods of the Judaism of
its day.”[28] For his analysis of Jewish-Christian (theological) exegesis,
Daniélou examines Targumim, midrashim, and various comments on the
book of Genesis. Yet the Pseudo-Clementine literature plays only a very
small role in Dani€lou’s volume, with little concern for pentateuchal
exegesis outside Genesis.

In a similar vein, H. J. Schoeps brought together an impressive body of
material and gave to scholars a clearer picture of Jewish Christianity (which
for him essentially means Ebionitism).[2°] Schoeps combed through a great
deal of the Pseudo-Clementine literature. Of interest to Schoeps were the
(Ebionite) doctrinal/theological characteristics found there. Schoeps’s work
represents a comprehensive, creative synthesis of material that is
indispensible for the field. It goes without saying that the present work
owes much to his efforts. Even so, his project was simply not directed
toward examining the Pseudo-Clementines with a view to pentateuchal
exegesis.

Georg Strecker’s Das Judenchristentum in den Pseudoklementinen
gives a detailed analysis of the various elements contained within the
Pseudo-Clementines that give them their Jewish-Christian character. His
work systematically addresses such Jewish-Christian features as the “True
Prophet,” the “False Pericopes of Scripture,” anti-Pauline tendencies, and
others. Particularly useful for the present study is Strecker’s catalog of
scriptural citations.[39] Even so, Strecker’s analyses of the scriptural
quotations are (once again) mainly concerned with text-critical and source-
critical issues. Only occasionally are exegetical comments offered.[3!]

Kelley Coblentz Bautch has explored some of the “esoteric traditions”
— aspects of the True Prophet’s teaching and an oral tradition affiliated with



Moses — that inform the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies. The focus of her
study is simply not exegetical in focus, and her treatment of pentateuchal
exegesis is limited.[32]

J. Neville Birdsall has done “a little original research, namely in
looking at a sampling of instances which bear on the scriptural citations in
the Clementines.”[33] Birdsall focuses solely on Gospel citations. So, as far
as the present study is concerned, it is in his discussion of the True
Prophet that more profitable lines of thought are to be found. In particular,
Birdsall addresses an issue concerning (what Strecker calls) the
“incarnation” of the True Prophet. The issue here concerns the method
whereby the “spirit” changes before ceasing at the final stage, that is,

Jesus as the True Prophet.[34] Birdsall suggests a resolution to the matter by
postulating either (1) a link between the idea of the “incarnation” and the
concept of the Logos empsykos as found in Philo’s discussion of Moses, or
(2) a similar phenomenon reported by Jerome whereby the spirit, having
sought Jesus in all the prophets, now finds rest in him.[33]

Annette Yoshiko Reed attempts to move beyond the multiplication of
hypothetical sources posited by previous research. She focuses on the
internal literary features of the text itself rather than emphasizing its
hypothetical relationship to the (nonextant) texts mentioned by Epiphanius,
Hegesippus, and others. Her study is “socio-critical” in nature and
represents an attempt “to elucidate the self-understanding of their [i.e.,
Hom. and Rec.] final authors/redactors.”[36] Reed analyzes three short
passages from Hom. and Rec. in an attempt to offer a corrective to the
standard “parting of the ways” model so often employed within
contemporary scholarship.[37] Reed emphasizes the “final form” of the
Pseudo-Clementine literature and what it offers for our understanding of
Judaism and Christianity in the fourth century.[38] Her project, and that of
the other scholars who contributed to the same volume, represents an
attempt to direct scholarly attention away from “approaching Judaism and
Christianity as monolithic entities that partook in a single act of separation,”
and toward an attempt “to illuminate the broad range of regional and
cultural variation in the encounters between different biblically-based

religious groups . . . who so strain the dichotomous definitions of modern
scholarship.”[3°]



In recent days, scholarly attention given to the Pseudo-Clementines
has also been directed toward addressing questions concerning the
relationship between Judaism and Hellenism. A collection of recently
published articles in The Pseudo-Clementines, edited by Jan N.

Bremmer, exemplifies a number of scholars’ interest in this material for
some of its more distinctively “Hellenistic” features. Thus G. H. van
Kooten has written about the notion of “philanthropy” (piiavOpwmria) in the
Pseudo-Clementines; C. Jedan has investigated some of the Epicurean and
Stoic philosophical sources used in the corpus; and L. R. Lanzillotta has
looked at Orphic cosmogonies in the Pseudo-Clementines (with a view to
source-critical interests).[40] But of the seven studies included in Bremmer’s
book, only one deals with biblical exegesis in any direct way. E. J. C.
Tigchelaar offers an analysis of Hom.8.10-20 and the Enochic traditions
therein (i.e., the Enochic “Watcher” myth based on certain elaborations of
Gen. 6:1-4), arguing that “the so-called embellishments to the

Watcher story, are, in fact, the most essential parts of the discourse of the
author, and that the traditional Watcher story mainly serves as a stepping-
stone to propound the author’s distinctive application of the story.”[41] But
Tigchelaar concentrates on how the Homilist reworks the Enochic

Watcher myth and gives only minimal attention to questions of biblical
exegesis.

In sum, the preceding survey reveals something of a gap in the
scholarly literature regarding biblical exegesis in the Pseudo-Clementines.
Indeed, that such a gap exists is made clear from the most recent history of
research to date—that of Frédéric Amsler.[42] Amsler’s survey highlights
previous histories of scholarship on the corpus, the state of the edition of
texts, treatments of the source-critical problems, and a number of
“synchronic studies.” It ends with an overview of scholarly treatments of
“le monde pseudo-clémentin” (“the Pseudo-Clementine world”), including
studies on such topics as “Jewish-Christianity,” “anti-Paulinism” (with
philosophy and astrology), and “women and family.” Absent are any studies
dedicated to a fuller investigation of biblical exegesis in the Pseudo-
Clementines. It is hoped that the present study will meet this need by
shedding light on the area of exegesis in the Homilies. My specific goal is
to identify the Homilist’s exegetical theory in his approach to the
Pentateuch.



Finally, a brief word is in order regarding methodology. Annette
Yoshiko Reed’s work on the Pseudo-Clementines is one expression of the
penchant others share for sociohistorical and rhetorical matters.[*3] T wish to
briefly highlight the basic methodology these scholars and others have
employed in their works. For as N. Kelley suggests, “Future scholarship
might profitably continue this trend toward redaction, narrative, and
rhetorical analysis of the Pseudo-Clementines.”[44] Or, as Reed observes,
“Rather than studying [Hom.and Rec.] for their own sake, scholars have
focused their efforts on reconstructing the early sources that may lie behind
their (also non-extant) source [i.e., the Grundschrift].”[*5] Consequently,
Reed takes a different route, focusing primarily on “the late antique
authors/redactors of this literature, exploring the efforts at self-definition
found within [Hom. and Rec.] in their extant, redacted forms.”[46] To this
extent, she shares the approach employed by Jones in his 1995 monograph,
in which Jones (says Reed) “attempts to move beyond the multiplication of
hypothetical sources (and conflicting scholarly hypotheses about them) in
previous research on the Pseudo-Clementines by focusing upon the internal
literary features of the text itself.”[47] This is echoed by K. M.

Vaccarella, who writes, “Out of frustration with source criticism as well as
an interest in the literary motivations behind the Recognitionsand the
Homiliesthemselves, there has been a growing trend in recent scholarship to
investigate the texts using other approaches that relegate the issue of
sources to minimal importance. Such scholars argue that there is intrinsic
value in the investigation of the surviving texts.”[48] Graham Stanton made
a similar observation: “Scholars have all too often paid scant attention to
the forms of the text for which we have firm textual evidence. They have
started back to front, so to speak, and isolated earlier sources with
breathtaking confidence as a prelude to reconstruction of their redaction by
later editors. The influence of redaction critical studies of the Gospels on
some recent studies of the Pseudo-Clementinesis all too apparent.”[4°]

Likewise, while my own reading of the Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesis
bound to no singleliterary method or theory in particular, I do find
traditional “formalism” helpful. In my estimation, George W. E.
Nickelsburg has spoken aptly on this. In the introduction to his commentary
on / Enoch, he writes the following:



The surface structure of a text provides clues for the
text’s interpretation, and to take seriously the shape,
pattern, and order of a text is to honor the text as it
presents itself. Because they are not likely to be
accidental, they provide entry to an author’s mind and
purpose. . . . When such order presents itself, it invites
the careful reader to make sense of it. This approach
from the textual data themselves bears more fruit, |
believe, than reading a text through our own
axiomatic, theological, literary, and philosophical
categories. Thus my way into the text has been
inductively literary. . . . I have also sought to make
sense of the text as a whole.[50]

I wish to affirm these remarks. Here I adopt something of an “inductively
literary” approach, which seeks to address these texts as they appear in their
“final forms,” paying special attention to the texts’ rhetorical “patterns.”
Proceeding in this fashion, it is the goal of the present study to accurately
describe the theory of exegesis of the Pentateuch as it emerges from the
texts of the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies.[511 begin my study with an
investigation into a fundamental principle underlying the Homilist’s theory
of exegesis—the rejection of allegorism.
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The Rejection of Allegorism



2.1. INTRODUCTION TO THE EXEGETICAL THEORY IN THE PSEUDO-
CLEMENTINE HOMILIES

The Pseudo-Clementine Homilies (in twenty discourses) and Recognitions
(in ten books) present a life of Clement of Rome (fl. 96 ce). The
overarching narrative framework tells of Clement’s quest to be reunited
with his estranged family. Within this narrative, and at the outset of the tale,
Clement happens to meet up with the apostle Peter, who quickly becomes
Clement’s beloved mentor. Clement accompanies Peter in his travels,
following him closely as Peter engages in a series of heated debates with a
certain Simon Magus.[1] “Their conflict becomes the vehicle for debating
philosophy and the interpretation of Scripture.”[2] The Pseudo-Clementines
purport to be Clement’s personal account of these debates.

In order to furnish proof for their respective positions, both Peter and
Simon Magus appeal to the Scriptures (in Greek form), the “correct
interpretation” of which is itself a matter of central importance for the
Homilist.[3] Just how, exactly, is one to arrive at a “correct interpretation”?
What sort of criteria determine the proper interpretation of Scripture? This
chapter will address such questions by identifying underlying exegetical
principles at work in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, whereby a “correct
interpretation” of the Pentateuch is to be achieved.

At the outset, a word is in order concerning the rationale for my
isolation of the Pentateuch in the present study. Two sets of circumstances
warrant this procedure. First, we know that within the broader Judeo-
Hellenistic exegetical milieu, the Pentateuch received far greater attention
than did other Jewish Scriptures.[4] The Pentateuch was the most important
part of the Jewish Scriptures and the first to be translated by Jews into
another language. This point is readily apparent from the famous Letter of
Aristeas. During the first century CE, Philo, the primary representative of
Judeo-Hellenistic exegesis, bends nearly all of his exegetical energy toward
the Greek Pentateuch alone. Not only in the Diaspora, but even within
Palestine itself, some groups of Jews (Samaritans, for example) had as their
Scripture a “limited” canon consisting only of the Pentateuch. From
Josephus we learn that the Sadducees rejected the oral traditions of their
Pharisaic contemporaries on the grounds that those traditions were not



found written in the Mosaic legislation.[>] Thus, during the Hellenistic
period in Alexandria, and extending through the end of the Second

Temple period in Palestine, for many Jewish exegetes it was the Pentateuch
that received the greatest amount of attention.

In addition to the centrality of the Pentateuch within Judeo-Hellenistic
traditions, a second circumstance emerges from the witness of the texts of
the Pseudo-Clementines themselves, thus warranting the isolation of the
Pentateuch for the present study.[®] The following three examples
demonstrate how this is so. First, we may begin with the Letter of Peter to
James(hereafter ep. Petr.). In ep. Petr., Peter charges James to transmit
Peter’s books only in a manner that emulates the way in which
Moses delivered the Torah to the Seventy who succeeded to his chair. I will
discuss this passage in greater detail later. For now, it will suffice to
recognize the emphasis placed on the oral tradition in the Homiliesin
connection with Moses’ oral transmission of the Torah. Indeed, as we shall
see, the theory of the false pericopes itself is constructed on the basis of a
particular understanding of the Torah’s transmission and (eventual)
transcription. Second, Rec.10.42.1-4 contains one of the more important
statements on exegetical theory, which I will be addressing in my study. In
that passage, the allegorical approach is explicitly rejected. The specific
prohibition in Rec.10.42.1-4 concerns the allegorical approach as it is
applied to the lex dei, that is, the Pentateuch. Third, when we turn to the
Homilies, we encounter the following data.

1. The first clear display of actual exegetical activity is found in Hom.
2.26. In this text, the Homilist focuses on Adam, Cain and Abel, the
Patriarchs, Aaron, and Moses—all figures from the Pentateuch.

2. In Hom. 2.22, one of the early charges laid against Simon is that he
“allegorizes the things of the law” (6 vopog = Torah).

3. Hom. 33 alludes to the exodus story in order to illustrate Peter’s
upcoming debates with Simon. (Diseases were produced by Aaron’s
rod; then remedies were given through Moses’ prayers. So also
Simon’s “miracles” are not for “the healing of humanity,” while
Peter’s prayers are what bring healing.)

4. Hom. 2.38 and 3.47 concern the (oral) transmission of the Pentateuch,
the accretion of false passages that crept into the Pentateuch (which



was committed to writing sometime after Moses died) as it underwent
stages of redaction. The theory of the false pericopes is linked
especially with the nature of the Pentateuch in its written form.

5. Hom. 2.42-45 raises a series of rhetorical questions dealing with
various types of false passages. In Hom. 2.52, the first clear illustration
of false passages concerns the “just men recorded in the law.”[7]

6. Simon sets out to prove that “the books current among the Jews” say
there are many gods.[8] The ensuing debate in Hom. 3.38-43 centers
on Genesis, and 3.44-46 concerns Numbers. In Hom. 3.48 Simon’s
question (and Peter’s reply) concerns specifically “the things in the law
which are from the tradition of Moses.”

7. In Hom. 3.50, Peter relates the True Prophet’s teaching on how to
adjudicate between true and false pericopes in the Scriptures. In this
instance, Peter recalls the time when Jesus was chiding the Sadducees.
From Josephus we learn that Sadducees rejected the oral traditions of
the Pharisees because they were not written in the Torah (Ant. 13.297—
98). The material in Hom. 3.50-57 concerns the True Prophet’s words
regarding the proper interpretation of the Pentateuch. Indeed, the entire
catalog of the True Prophet’s sayings in 3.50-57 exclusively addresses
the Pentateuch. Jesus says in Hom. 3.51.1, “I have not come to destroy
the law” (ovx AAOov katoAdoor tov vopov). It is significant that the
second part of the original Matthean “law or prophets” (AA0ov
KataADool TOV VORoV 1| Tovg Tpoentag) is omitted from this saying.

8. The Appion-Clement disputation in Hom. 4—7 concerns especially the
“law of the Jews.”[°] In this block of material, the “law of the Jews” is
brought into discussion with the question of the ethical value and
proper interpretation of Greek myth. This marks yet another instance
of the circumstance discussed above. For in this case, the Appion-
Clement debates accord with the general observation that “in the
Hellenistic period, Jewish study of the Torah in general was influenced
or stimulated by the study of Homer among the Greeks.”[10]

9. Hom. 8 presents Jesus and Moses as equal teachers.[!!] It also contains
a large block of Enochic material (i.e., a “midrashic” retelling of an
episode in the Pentateuch, in Genesis 6).

10. Hom. 10 alludes to the Decalogue.



11. The “harmony criterion” (see below, chapter 6) is employed at length
in the Homilist’s exegesis of Gen. 1:26 (Hom. 11.4).

12. The “seven pillars of the world” (Adam, Enoch, Noah; Abraham,
Isaac, Jacob; Moses) mentioned in Hom. 18.14 are famous biblical
figures known from the Pentateuch.

Thus my isolation of the Pentateuch in this study is warranted by (1)
the privileged position the Pentateuch enjoyed within Hellenistic
Judaism more generally and (2) the Pseudo-Clementines’ own focus on the
Pentateuch in particular.

Now, the theory of exegesis put forth in the Pseudo-Clementine
Homilies represents an attempt to come to terms with the general
(problematic) character of the Pentateuch, as the Homilist perceives it. That
is, owing to its aggregate nature, the Pentateuch displays various
inconsistencies and contradictions, real or perceived.[!2] The Pentateuch
also contains certain “morally offensive” passages, for example, that
Noah got drunk, or that Moses killed an Egyptian; or other “theologically
problematic” passages, for example, those which suggest that more than
one god was responsible for creating the cosmos. Furthermore, the
Pentateuch is marked by a peculiar polysemous quality, which may
occasion potentially discordant interpretations, thereby obstructing the
desired “correct” interpretation. An apt description of Scripture’s
“polysemous quality” is given in ep. Petr., where reference is made to
Scripture’s “sinewy” quality.[13] As it says in 1.3,

[0l Opoebvol] Kath undéva TpOTOV SAA®S PPOVETV VTTO
TV TOAALO VEVPOVGDV YPaP®V ££00€VOTvat
dvvnBévrec.

[The people of Moses] can in no way be compelled
to think otherwise, nor can they be much led astray by
the “sinewy” [i.e., multivalent or ambiguous] quality
of the Scriptures.[14]



In an effort to obtain and preserve a correct interpretation of the Scriptures
in the face of these circumstances, the Pseudo-Clementines adopt a unique
approach to the Pentateuch. This approach includes the conviction that the
allegorical method of interpretation is completely inappropriate when it
comes to the Pentateuch. As we shall see, allegorism is rejected on the
grounds that it imposes a “foreign, external sense” on the text of Scripture.
[15] In this way, the rejection of allegorism represents, in part, the
expression of a more basic concern for the sensus litteralis of the
Scriptures. Furthermore, this sensus litteralis is not to be allegorized but to
be handled in keeping with a certain oral, ancestral tradition. In addition to
this, in his avoidance of the allegorical approach, and in keeping with his
concern for the sensus litteralis, the Homilist (perhaps ironically) espouses
the theory that the Pentateuch contains various “false pericopes.”[1¢] These
false pericopes tend to be those types of passages that, under other
circumstances, could be interpreted allegorically. Rather than allegorize
difficult or offensive passages, the Homilist rejects them out of hand as
“false.” On what basis does he do this? In part because such passages are
thought not to have originated from Moses himself but to have crept in over
a period of time—after Moses’ death and after the Torah was committed to
writing. The exegetical theory in the Pseudo-Clementines largely concerns
the proper adjudication of these false passages.

I wish to propose, then, that the Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesmaintain
a unique posture toward the Pentateuch by the use of three distinct external
criteria, according to which the Scriptures are evaluated. By “external” I
mean that such criteria refer to something “outside of” the Pentateuch in
order to elucidate the various passages of Scripture under consideration. I
suggest that these three criteria can be grouped together under “tradition”
on the one hand and “philosophy” on the other. We may set out the criteria
in the following way:

Tradition Philosophy

1. The True Prophet’s (3. The harmony
teaching criterion

2. The oral tradition




The three external criteria I am proposing are briefly introduced as
follows:

Tradition:

1. The True Prophet’s teaching. Jesus is the “True Prophet” in this
corpus, and he differs notably from the Christ of the (now canonical)
Gospel tradition. In the Pseudo-Clementines, the True Prophet and his
teaching are vital for the proper interpretation of Scripture.

2. The oral tradition. Moses orally communicated the law “with its
solutions” (from AVo1c) to the seventy elders, who became the first links in
a chain of oral transmission. This concept of an oral tradition—of a
“rabbinic” type—helps ensure and secure a proper understanding of
Scripture. The oral tradition is a body of teaching that exists independently
of the True Prophet’s own teaching.

Philosophy:

3. The harmony criterion. Some passages of the Pentateuch, more
than others, are thought to be “in harmony” with the physical creation and
with God. Such passages function as a sure criterion by which other
(sometimes “contrary”) passages are to be appropriately handled. The
harmony criterion can be said to have a “dual” reference, whereby the
“primary element” refers to creation, and the “secondary element” to the
Creator. Underlying this differentiation is the more general distinction
between Creator and creation, as it was maintained within Hellenistic
Judaism.

It is on the basis of these three external criteria that the Scriptures are
to be evaluated, the false pericopes addressed, and a ““correct interpretation”
thereby achieved and preserved. The general structure of my study will
therefore consist of a detailed discussion of these criteria. In the present
chapter, I look at the theoretical basis for the Homilist’s rejection of
allegorism on principle, as well as his basic “literalist” orientation toward
the Pentateuch. In chapter 3, I will discuss the theory of the “false
pericopes.” In chapter 4, I will deal with the True Prophet’s teaching as the
first of the three external criteria under consideration. The focus of chapter
5 will be on the role of the oral tradition, followed by what I am calling the



harmony criterion in chapter 6. Thus we begin with the Homilist’s rejection
of allegorism.



2.2. THE REJECTION OF ALLEGORISM

The Pseudo-Clementines were well aware of the Pentateuch’s ambiguities
and discordances. One way to address this situation, of course, would have
been to engage in allegorical interpretation.[17] But the Pseudo-Clementines
categorically reject this as a viable option. For the interpreter is beholden to
“take the sense of truth from the Scriptures themselves.” This idea—the
rejection of allegorical interpretation on principle—is articulated most
explicitly in Rec.10.42.1-4. In order to better appreciate this important
passage, a word is in order about the general narrative context of Rec.10.42,
and a relevant parallel in Hom.6—7, which contains Clement’s own critique
of the allegorical method.

In Hom.6-7, Clement and Appion debate the question of the
allegorical interpretation of the Greek myths. Both Hom.6—7 and
Rec.10.17-19, 30-34 present extended discussions about the allegorical
interpretations of Greek mythology.[!8] The underlying concern, especially
as it appears in Hom.6—7, is the question of the proper locus of “piety” (1)
gvoefia). Appion, on the one hand, argues that piety is to be found within
Greek paideia, especially in the poetic stories of the gods (after they have
been interpreted allegorically, that is). Clement, on the other hand, argues
that “piety” is to be found in the Pentateuch. In Hom.6.11-16, Clement,
who is all too familiar with and unimpressed by Appion’s explanations,
summarizes and critiques Appion’s allegories.[!°] T will more fully consider
the Appion-Clement debates over the question of piety below.

For now, I wish to highlight the importance of Rec.10.42.1-4 for its
unambiguous, explicit statement on the rejection of all allegorism on the
grounds that it is regarded as an illegitimate exegetical method. This
statement takes on particular significance when we recognize that Peter’s
words are directed specifically to the interpretation of the lex dei, that is, the
Pentateuch. The passage is important and worth citing in full. We read in
Rec.10.42.1-4:

Et Petrus, conlaudans prosecutionem eius, ait: Multas,
ut video, ingeniosi homines ex his quae legunt
verisimilitudines capiunt, et ideo diligenter



observandum est, ut lex dei cum legitur, non
secundum proprii ingenii intellegentiam legatur. sunt
enim multa verba in scripturis divinis, quae possunt
trahi ad eum sensum, quem sibi unusquisque sponte
praesumpsit; quod fieri non oportet. non enim sensum
quem extrinsecus adtuleris alienum et extraneum
debes quaerere, quomodo ex scripturarum auctoritate
confirmes, sed ex ipsis scripturis sensum capere
veritatis; et ideo oportet ab eo intellegentiam discere
scripturarum, qui eam a maioribus secundum
veritatem sibi traditam servat, ut et ipse posit ea quae
recte suscepit, conpetenter aderere.

Then Peter, having commended Niceta’s
explanation, said: As I see it, clever people make
conjectures(20] from the things they read. Therefore
great care 1s to be taken, that when the law of God 1s
read, it is not read according to our own subjective
understanding. For there are many expressions in the
divine Scriptures that can be pulled toward that sense
which each person preconceives for himself as he
wishes—a thing that ought not happen. For you
should not seek a foreign and external sense, which
you have imported from outside, in that you verify it
from the authority of Scripture; but you ought to take
the sense of truth from the Scriptures themselves. So
therefore it is necessary to learn the correct
interpretation of the Scriptures from the one who
preserves it according to the ancestral
tradition handed down to him, in order that he might
properly declare that which he has correctly received.

This statement represents an important aspect of the theoretical basis for the
rejection of allegorism: one must not import a “foreign and external” sense
to the scriptural text. This passage also makes quite clear that the



Recognitionist is in fact cognizant of attempts to apply the allegorical
method to the Pentateuch (/ex dei). Olga Nesterova suggests,

Tout en se montrant trés compétent en matiere
d’allégorése paienne, ’auteur de I’ Ecrit primitif, de
méme que sa source juive, semble étre tout a fait
ignorant de la possiblité d’une adaptation de cette
méthode a ’interprétation des textes scripturaires, et la
critique de 1’allégorese dans les redactions des
Homélies et des Reconnaissancesest entierement
subordonnée a la critique du polythéisme: la seule
question discutée est celle de la valeur de I’allégorese
comme mode de defense des croyances religieuses
paiennes.[21]

While showing himself to be very competent in pagan
allegory, the author of the base text, as well as its
Jewish source, seems to be completely ignorant of the
possibility of adapting this method to the
interpretation of scriptural texts, and criticism of
allegorism in the redactions of the Homilies and the
Recognitions is entirely subordinated to the critique of
polytheism: the only question discussed is that of the
value of allegorism as a way of defending pagan
religious beliefs.

While it may be true that the author of the “base text” was unfamiliar with
the adaptation of the allegorical method to the Scriptures, the same cannot
be said of the Recognitionist, into whose hands the base text ultimately
arrived. For the Recognitionist is indeed aware of—and opposes—attempts
to apply the allegorical method to the Pentateuch. The same holds true for
the Homilist as well, as we shall see. Furthermore, the Recognitionist’s
critique of the allegorical method is not to be understood as one “entirely



subordinate to the critique of polytheism,” as Nesterova suggests. Nor does
the opposition to allegorism merely concern “the question of its value as a
way of defending pagan religious beliefs.” Rather, the nature of the critique,
as it 1s put forth in Rec.10.42, is of a more theoretical nature: the allegorical
method involves importing a “foreign and external” sense to the scriptural
text.

Such a formulation as the one given in Rec.10.42 accords well with
certain Antiochene criticisms leveled against the allegorical method.[22]
Diodore of Tarsus (d. 392), who is regarded as the founder of Antiochene
exegesis in its classical formulation, says as much in the prologue to his
Commentary on the Psalms. There Diodore describes the advantage of the
“literalist” approach, which is mindful of and seeks to retain both the
historia (the “historical sense” of the text) and the theoria (the “higher” or
“spiritual” sense) in a balanced way:

Kol EAANVIGHOD dmaALaTTEL ETEPOL VO ETEPOV
Ayopebovtog Koi AAAOKOTO ETEICPEPOVTOC.

It liberates [one] from a paganism that says some
things in place of other things and that introduces
foreign subject matter.[23]

Diodore’s comment here reveals some important things about the nature of
the Antiochene assessment of the allegorical method. Besides the fact that
allegorism consists in “saying some things in place of others,” allegorism is
also closely connected with pagan thought. Indeed, this circumstance
marked a fundamental problem Antiochenes had with the whole enterprise
of the allegorical method.[24] For the present, however, it is sufficient to
notice the actual terminology Diodore employs. For when he faults pagan
allegorism, he does so on the grounds that it “introduces foreign material,”
arlokota Encto@épety. This is the same terminology employed in
Rec.10.42.3—sensum quem extrinsecus adferre[ = éneiopépew] alienum et
extraneum|[ = dAAOKOTA].



The particular formulation given in Rec.10.42 is, moreover, predicated
on a specific assumption about the nature of the scriptural texts, namely,
their polysemous or ambiguous quality:

sunt enim multa verba in scripturis divinis, quae
possunt trahi ad eum sensum, quem sibi unusquisque
sponte praesumpsit.

For there are many expressions in the divine
Scriptures that can be pulled toward that sense which
each person preconceives for himself as he wishes.

This assumption about the ambiguous quality of the Scriptures is explicitly
highlighted in ep. Petr., as I noted earlier. A similar description of
Scripture’s polysemous character is also found in Hom.16:

TOALOTG YOp Koi O10(pAOPOLg TOTOLS E01KVINL TPOKEVTOL.
EKAGTOC OVV KNPG £01KLioY THV aOToD TPOipEGLY
Exov, TePPAEYAUEVOS OVTOC KOl TAVTO EDPDV &V

o taic, omoiov 0oV eivor Béhet, TV (O EpNVv) KNPd
gowkviay Tpoaipeoty EXPALl®V ATOUACCGETAL.

For [the Scriptures] are set out like many diverse
typecasts. Each person, then, having his own
predisposition [at the outset], then examines the
Scriptures, and, once he finds everything in them, he
impresses upon them his own predisposition—which
(as I said ) 1s like wax—and he forges whatever sort of
God he so desires.[23]



It 1s this particular feature of the scriptural texts that presents a (potential)
threat to a “correct” interpretation. Part of the problem with the allegorical
method, then, as it is conceived in the Pseudo-Clementines, is that
allegorism entails an abusive manipulation of the scriptural texts by
imposing foreign material onto it. That is, the interpreter’s own
“predisposition” or “preconception” (Tpooipesig/mpOANYIG) counts as
“foreign,” “external” material, which is not to be impressed on the
scriptural texts. As it turns out, similar terminology is discernible in both
Rec.10.42 and Hom.16.10. The former cautions against scriptural
expressions being “drawn toward” a sense that the interpreter
“preconceives’—sunt enim multa verba in scripturis divinis, quae possunt
trahi ad eum sensum. The latter cautions against the interpreter taking his
own preconception, or “predisposition” (nmpoaipeoic), and “impressing” it
on the scriptural texts in order to discover “whatever he wishes” (BéAet . . .
Tpoaipecty EMPALEY = sponte praesumere).

Now, over the course of the disputations between Peter and
Simon Magus, Simon will contend that “the books current among the
Jews say that there are many gods,” and that the god portrayed in the
Pentateuch is rather inferior.[26] How will Simon do this? At this point, it is
important to recognize the significance of what exactly Simon is accused of
when it comes to his own method of exegesis. For when Simon is first
introduced in Hom.2, among his despicable vices is the fact that he
“interprets allegorically the things of the law by means of his own
preconceptions” (Td 8¢ Tod vOpov idig TpoAqyel dAAnyopel).[27] Simon is
thus indicted with the crime of interpreting the Pentateuch allegorically.
Unfortunately for us, however, no further development of the precise nature
of Simon’s allegorical activity in Hom.or Rec.is offered in any detail aside
from the Homilist’s simple assertion in Hom. 2.22.6 given above.[28]

In any case, it is clear that Simon’s modus operandi is (1) to employ
the false passages of Scripture, and (2) to take advantage of Scripture’s
polysemous quality—the multa verba in scripturis divinis—and then to
seek scriptural support for his own “preconceptions.”[2°] In this way, the
terminology employed in Hom.2.2.6 is readily discernable in
Rec.10.42.2 above, where Latin praesumpsit = TpoAnNyic.

In sum, the three main passages I have just mentioned—Rec.10.42,
Hom.16.10, and Hom.2.22—tell us several important things about the



theoretical nature of the criticism lodged against the allegorical method, as
it is given in the Pseudo-Clementines. First, the similar terminology present
in all three demonstrates a notable degree of consistency in the Pseudo-
Clementines’ formulation of and opposition to the allegorical method.
Second, allegorism is defined as imposing “foreign,” “external material”
onto the scriptural texts. Such a definition accords with Antiochene
formulations directed toward the rejection of allegorism. Third, it is
precisely this activity which characterizes Simon’s basic strategy in his
debates with Peter. An important implication of this latter point, moreover,
is that there exists an implied relationship between Simon’s approach (the
imposition of external, foreign material onto the scriptural texts) and
Simon’s arsenal (the false pericopes). Again, as I noted above, among the
things said of Simon in the Homilies, two stand out in this regard:

Simon “allegorizes the things of the law” (Hom.2.22.6), and he comes
“armed with the false passages of the Scriptures” (Hom.3.3.3). However, as
for Simon’s actual “allegorizing” the things of the law, no real examples of
his allegorical exegesis exist in the narrative, as I noted above. Any
concrete examples of allegorism come not from Simon but from his literary
counterpart Appion, whom we shall discuss below.[30]

Now, rather than engage in allegorical interpretation, the interpreter
must “take the sense of truth from the Scriptures themselves.”[31] And in
order to obtain a “correct interpretation,” the interpreter must be well
acquainted with a certain “ancestral tradition”:

et ideo oportet ab eo intellegentiam discere
scripturarum, qui eam a maioribus secundum
veritatem sibi traditam servat, ut et ipse posit ea quae
recte suscepit, conpetenter aderere.

So therefore it is necessary to learn the correct
interpretation of the Scriptures from the one who
preserves it according to the ancestral tradition handed
down to him, in order that he might properly declare
that which he has correctly received.[32]



Both the technical terminology employed—tradere—and the general tenor
of the Pseudo-Clementine corpus make clear that the nature of this ancestral
tradition is indeed oral.[33] As for the general function of this oral, ancestral
tradition, it clearly functions to preserve the “correct interpretation” of the
Scriptures.[34] More specifically, Rec.10.42 makes clear that the oral
tradition also serves as a sort of “protectant” against allegorism. That is, the
oral tradition functions (in part) to guard against idiosyncratic
preconceptions being brought in from the outside, which would seek to
derive scriptural “proof” by manipulating the polysemous character of the
Scriptures to conform to that preconception. When it comes to the very law
of God (/ex dei), such things must not be done.

As we draw this section to a close, it is appropriate to consider yet a
further dimension of the Pseudo-Clementines’ opposition to allegorism;
namely, the association of the allegorical method with Greek myth. It is
significant that Rec.10.42 itself sits at the conclusion of a lengthy discussion
of Greek mythology and the allegorical interpretations of it (Rec.10.17—41).
Similarly, in Hom. 4—7 (which contains a good many parallels to
Rec.10.17—41), the discussion of allegorism is also carried out directly with
reference to its association with Greek myth. Thus in both the Rec.and in
the Hom., we find the implied concession that allegorism somehow belongs
to pagan myth and (by extension) should therefore have nothing to do with
the Pentateuch. The Appion-Clement debates in Hom.4—7 in particular will
show us how this is so. To these we now turn.



2.3. ALLEGORISM, GREEK PAIDEIA, AND THE PENTATEUCH

An important discussion about Greek allegorical exegesis is preserved in
the Appion-Clement debates found in Hom.4—7. The material in this block
is generally agreed to derive from an independent source, perhaps even a
“Hellenistic Jewish apology.”[3%] As Annette Yoshiko Reed puts it,
“Clement’s critique of Greek philosophy, mythology, and education is
framed as a defense of Jews and Judaism. For this, the Homiliesmay be
ultimately indebted to a Hellenistic Jewish source.”[36] Nesterova also
recognizes that this particular block of material is significant:

Le témoignage du roman pseudo-clémentin est
particulierement précieux, car la discussion sur
’allégorie, présentée dans les deux redactions du
roman et fondée sur un écrit juif perdu, fait la lumiere
sur I’attitude vis-a vis de la tradition allégorie paienne
dans les milieu juif, judéo-chrétien et chrétien.[37]

The witness of the Pseudo-Clementine novel is
especially valuable because the discussion of
allegorism, presented in the two redactions of the
novel and based on a lost Jewish source, sheds light on
the attitude vis-a vis the pagan allegorical tradition in
Jewish, Jewish-Christian, and Christian milieus.

Indeed, texts like Hom.4—7 have sparked in some scholars a “new
appreciation of the pseudo-Clementine literature as evidence for Christian
attempts to grapple with the perils and prestige of ‘pagan’ culture.”[38] But
Reed is surely correct in her caution that “new attention to the appropriation
and representation of ‘pagan’ culture should not lead us to dismiss the
enduring place of Judaism in the pseudo-Clementine tradition.”[3°]

The Appion-Clement debates contribute to our understanding of the
exegesis of the Pentateuch, the main theme of my study, for they offer an
example of how the Homilist conceptualizes the value of the allegorical



method in relationship to Greek myth (an integral component of Greek
paideia), and also in relationship to the Pentateuch. In addition to this, the
Appion-Clement debates in Hom.4—7 also allow us to see a fundamental
aspect of the “function” of the Pentateuch, namely, that it, and not Greek
paideia, leads people toward “piety” (evcéfeta) and “living temperately”
(coepovilew).[40] Indeed, the whole question of “piety” (edcéfein) is a
central concern in the Appion-Clement debates.[4!] Thus “the subject matter
of the exchange mainly concerns the comparative value of Jewish and
Greek culture, especially as it involves education and the inculcation of
virtue. When challenged by Apion to justify his decision to ‘speak and act
after the manner of the Jews (1 Tovdaimv molelv kai Aéyewv),” Clement
freely admits to having abandoned Greek &0, ‘customs,’ in favor of the
sublime doctrines of Jewish monotheism.”[42] The Appion-Clement debate
is cast as an dyav, a formal contest, intended to deal with a particular
“problem” (£ri 10 {nToduevov).[43] Among the questions the two men
address is this: Where is piety to be found?[44] Is piety to be found in Greek
paideia (Appion) or in the “law of the Jews” (Clement)? Appion advocates
the value of Greek paideiaand its mythic stories of the gods for promoting
piety (how he does this will be addressed momentarily), while Clement
opposes Greek paideiain its entirety, rejecting it as a “most dreadful subject
of a wicked demon.”[45] We are told that specific to the “law of the Jews”
(also called the “teaching of the Jews,” ¢ Tovdaimv A0Y0q) is its ability to do
what Greek paideia cannot: the teaching of the Pentateuch leads people
toward “piety” (e0céfeia) and “living temperately” (coppovilew).

In Hom.4.6.2, we are introduced to Appion himself, who is identified
as being “a friend of Clement’s father.” Now, according to other ancient
sources, in 40 ce, Appion acted as the leader of the Alexandrian delegation
to Rome to argue against Philo before Caligula (37—41 ce). Appion is also
said to have taught in Rome during the reign of Tiberius (14-37 ce) and of
Claudius (41-54 ce).[46] This means that Clement, whose pontificate is to
be placed somewhere between the years 92 and 101, was likely not even
born until after Appion had already died. Why then does the Homilist have
Clement debating with Appion? A word on this issue is in order.

Appion is described as “Appion Pleistonikes, the man of Alexandria, a
grammatikos by profession.”’[47] Appion was “notorious among Hellenistic
Jewish writers for his virulent enmity toward the Jews.”[48] As for his



nickname, several ancient sources attest to the epithet “Pleistonikes.”[4°]
The name means something like “victor of many contests.”[50] As for his
Alexandrian origin, Josephus reports that Appion claims to be a citizen of
Alexandria, priding himself as “the top man of all the Egyptians.”[51] Also
well attested is Appion’s reputation as a grammatikos.[52] As Jan N.
Bremmer points out, “Appion’s Homeric scholarship was his main claim to
fame.”[>3] John Dillery even links Appion’s Homeric scholarship in
particular with Josephus’s own attack on Appion.[54]

In addition to Appion’s nickname, his connection with Alexandria, and
his reputation as a grammatikos, we learn from Hom.5.2.4 a few other
important things about Appion:

EYD 0 TOV Gvopa ovK dyvodv mévv Tovdaiovg di
ameyOeiog Eyovta, MG Kol TOAAG P1pAia Kot avTdv
ovYyyeypaPEVAL, Kol aDToV Zipmva vV o 010,
QroudOeloy avTOV €1¢ PIATIOY TPOGEUEVOVY, AL’
gneldn Tapapéo anTOV 010V IGO10VdaIdV TE SvTa Kol
Katd Tovdaiwv TpoeAnivbota, S ToVTO AVTOV
TPOCMKEUDCATO, (vo, SUVaLTO Katd Tovdaiwv Tt map’
avTOD povOavery.

But I [Clement] knew full well that the man
[Appion] has a deep hatred for the Jews, that he has
authored many books against them, and that he has
formed a friendship with Simon himself—not for the
sake of learning together, though; Appion merely
knew that [Simon] was a Samaritan, a hater of Jews,
and that he had come out in opposition against them.
This is why Appion has associated with Simon, in
order that he might learn something from him [to use]
against the Jews.

Here the Homilist brings Appion and Simon into close association with one
another.[53] According to William Adler, this Appion-Simon linkage offers



a way to explain the otherwise chronologically problematic Appion-
Clement linkage noted above:

The redactor of the Homiliesfaced difficulties in
assimilating Apion into the narrative. . . . In order to
make a place for Apion in the narrative, the editor first
had to somehow link Apion with the real enemy of
Peter and Clement, Simon Magus. To accomplish this,
he first transferred Apion from his customary haunts
in Alexandria and Rome to Tyre. . . . The editor also
had to explain how Apion, the grammarian of
Alexandria, managed to strike up a friendship with the
Samaritan Simon Magus. The common link was
supposedly hatred of the Jews.[5¢]

The emphasis on Appion’s scholarship and his anti-Semitism suggest a
connection between our Appion and the one against whom

Josephus himself wrote. However, Dillery points out that “throughout the
crucial first section of Josephus’ [Contra Appionem], Appion is referred to
as 0 ypappotikog.”’[37] Dillery has proposed that

Josephus was not only critiquing Appion’s account of
the Jews . . . in his own Contra Appionem, but was
also commenting on Appion as a Homeric scholar. In
fact, I think that Josephus was aware that much of
Appion’s fame was due to his lexical work, and in
order to make his criticism succeed, Josephus
mounted an attack on Appion’s reputation as a
grammatikos as well, even though it did not really
concern his main target, namely, Appion’s historical
writing.[58]



Again, Dillery sees a strong connection between Josephus’s attack on
Appion and Appion’s Homeric scholarship. In this regard, it is significant
that the material in Hom.4—6 concerns especially Greek mythology
including bits of the Homeric poems—and Appion’s own “scholarly”
handling of those stories. These connections are important in that the
identification of our Appion with Josephus’s Apion further evinces a clear
mark of the Judeo-Hellenistic coloring of the Homilies.Moreover, given the
circumstances enumerated above, together with the general Judeo-
Hellenistic apologetic thrust of Hom.4—7, it is not unreasonable that the
Homilist based his chronology of Appion on Josephus. Well, upon meeting
Clement, Appion turns to his own companions, introducing them to
Clement with these words:

OV16¢ oty KAfung, mepi o OUiv Tiig te evyeveiag koi
TG Elevbeponpeneioc ToAVY EmotovunV Adyov, 0Tt
avnp wpog yévoug TiPepiov Kaicapog dv kai mdong
EMnvikiig maudeiag EEnoknuévog vmo PapPapov
TIVOG, TNV Tpoonyopiav ITéTpov, 1 Tovdaimv moleiv
Kol A&yetv frdTnrot.

This is Clement about whose noble pedigree and
liberal education I have often made mention to you—
that though he is a relative of Tiberius Caesar, and
trained in all of Greek education, he has been deceived
into doing and discussing things Jewish, having been
trained by a certain barbarian called Peter.[>°]

Appion then proceeds to invite his companions to join him in his attempt to
“set Clement right” by getting Clement to see that he is acting “impiously”

by forsaking the “customs” of their shared (pagan) cultural inheritance. As

Alain Le Boulluec notes,



Pour Appion, représentant ici le point de vue de I’¢lite
cultivée du I*' siccle de notre ere, la piété consiste
principalement a observer les usages

ancestraux (patria).[60]

For Appion, here representing the views of the elite of
the first century of our era, piety consists mainly in the
observance of ancestral customs (patria).

The exchange between Clement and Appion concerning piety opens up as a
debate over “truth” (1] aAn0ewa) versus “custom” (1] cvvrfeia). According
to Clement,

Tov edoePelv TPoapOVUEVOV OV TAVIME PUAAGCELY
Ol T TATPLO, AAAD LAAGGELY HEV &0V 1) EVGEPT,
anoceiesBon 0¢ £0v doefiy Tvyyavn.

It is necessary that the person who desires to be pious
not altogether to observe the ancestral customs; but to
observe them only if they actually happen to be pious,
but to shake them off it they happen to be impious.[61]

For this reason, Clement broke from his own father’s way of life, which
consisted of believing in “the false and wicked myths of the Greeks.” For
those “mythological gods” do not offer examples worthy of emulation.
Included within the ancestral customs Clement rejects are the notions of
both “fate” (1 eipapuévn)—also called “astral determinism” (1] yéveoic)—
and “random destiny” (10 dnpovontov).[92] These are rejected partially on
the grounds that they make repentance from wicked deeds meaningless.
Turning to Greek paideia itself, Clement says,



[TANv érdveyut €mi v TpotictnVv TV EAMVOV
§6Eav, TV moAlove kai mavtonadeic Osodg sivar
Hoboroyodoav...ov o0dE avtol dyvoeite &k mandiog
EAMANvIKT g Opumpevot obg Emandendnte Piovg, tva g
mAwtoi Tdyv Bedv Ta dpota TPATTNTE.

In any case, I now return to the foremost doctrine of
the Greeks, which says in a mythic way that there are
many gods, gods which are subject to all sorts of
passions . . . of which things you yourselves, being
keen on Greek education, are not ignorant. You have
been taught about the lives of the gods in order that, as
emulators of the gods, you might do similar deeds.[63]

Clement maintains that the “impious” ones are those who keep the
“ancestral customs” that honor those gods, those who would accept the
gods of the Greek myths as worthy of emulation. Such people “do not
easily, or perhaps do not at all, live temperately [coppovilev],” says
Clement.[64] In opposition to Greek paideia, Clement, then, deems the
content of “the teaching of the Jews” alone as “most pious” (evoeféotaToC):

&va TaTEPa Kol ONUovpyov ToddE ToD TavTOg
glonyovueVog, T PVoeL ayadov kai dikatov: ayadov
HEV OC HETAUEAOUEVOLS YO PLOUEVOV TO ALOPTILLOTO,
dlkalov 0& MC EKACT® U LETOVOODVTL KT A&ioy TV
nenpoyuévav Enegiovro.

One Father and Creator of all this world, by nature
both “good” and “just”; good, in that he forgives sins
to those who repent; but just, in that he issues



punishment to everyone who does not repent,
according to the merits of his actions.[63]

The statement above in Hom.4.13.3 represents what Le Boulluec calls “a
simplified version of Judaism” directed at the “impiety” of pagan Greek
“custom.”[66] Also significant about this statement is the way in which
Clement emphasizes, offsets, and separately defines the two different
descriptions of God, that is, that God is both “good” (&ya06¢) and “just”
(dikarog). This distinction evokes discussions in Philo and the

rabbis concerning God’s two middot.197] The rabbis taught that the name
0°7717X denotes God’s “justice,” while 777> denotes God’s “mercy.”[68] In
Philo, the situation is reversed: 0e6g denotes God’s beneficent, gracious,
and creative power (i.e., God’s “goodness”); kOpro¢ denotes God’s royal,
ruling, or punishing power (i.e., God’s “justice”).[0°] Although the
Homilist nowhere explicitly discusses these two different names for God, it
would seem that he, like Philo, does associate kyrios with the royal, ruling,
governing aspect of God:

Aéomota Kol koupie TOV OA®V, 0 Tathp Koi 0ed¢ . . . o0
N TPOPAGIS, GV 1 OOVOULS . . . GV YAp POV APYOVIWOV
Kol KOprog kupiwv, 0eomdTNC PacIAEmY.

O Master and Lord of all, [you are] father and God...
you are the cause and power . . . for you are the Ruler

of rulers, the Lord of lords, and the Master of kings.
[70]

In any case, in Clement’s estimation, the teaching of the Jews is superior to
both Greek paideia and Greek myth. For the teaching of the Jews contained
in the Pentateuch offers instruction about the “Father and Creator of all this



world.” Moreover, the Jewish teaching about the “good and just” God is
also “useful” (cOppopog) for life:

EK0OTOG YOp TPOGooKia ToD KptOnoeshHat VO TOD
TOVTETOTTOV BE0D TPOC TO COPPOVELV LOALOV THV
opunv Aapfavet. €l 6€ Kol aAnOnc €in 6 AdYoC,
amAlae pEv 10V cmepdvec BeProkdta Thg aimviov
KOAAGEMC, TPOGEVEPYETNKEY O TOIG VIO TOD BE0D
a10io1¢ T€ Kol dmoppNTolg Yryvouévolg dyaboic.

For each person, by the anticipation of being judged
by the all-seeing God, receives the impulse toward
living temperately. If this teaching is true, it keeps
eternal punishment away from him who has lived
temperately, and benefits him with eternal and
innumerable good things from God.[7!]

The “benefits” offered by the law of the Jews as the proper source for
piety based on “God’s righteous judgment” won Clement over. As he says,

Ol TOVTO €YD TA ayim TV Tovdaimv Bed kol voum
TPOGEPLYOV ATOOEOMKMG TNV TIOTY ACQUAEL TH
Kpioet, 0Tt €K TH¢ ToD 00D dikaiag Kpioemg Kol VOO
GHprotat ki 1 Yoyl Tévtog o kot dElov v Enpatev
OMOVONTOTE ATOLAUPAVEL.

For this reason, I took refuge in the holy God and the
law of the Jews, putting full confidence in the sure
decision that [the] law has been established [on the
basis] of God’s righteous judgment, that at some point



the soul will be paid back in full for the things that it
has done.[72]

A bit later, in Hom.5, Clement says he learned “from a certain Jew” both “to
understand and to do the things that are proper to God” (ta 8e® npémovia),
thereby keeping him from being trapped by the “lying fables” of the Greek
myths and (by extension) bringing him in line with living temperately.[73]
As Clement would have it, then, Greek paideia in general, and especially
the stories of the gods, are unedifying at best and outright wicked at worst.
For those stories are little more than tales of murder, lust, adultery, betrayal,
incest, and all sorts of corruption. Their educative value is called into
question, not least because of the noxious effect the stories of the gods can
have on young people.l74] As such, they are altogether unfit for cultivating
any semblance of piety. So how might Appion himself respond to
Clement’s critique? In an effort to defend both the reputation of the gods
and Greek ‘“ancestral custom,” Appion says that these stories are to be
interpreted allegorically. Appion proceeds to explain that the ancients—the
wise men who first told these stories—wished to express profound truths
not about ethical living per se; they wished to express truths about the
physical cosmos. In this way, then, the gods of Greek myth are not in fact
corrupt themselves. Rather, the situation is that

ol apyaiotl Ta pooTnplo. LOVOVE TOVS PLAOLOOETS
eidévon 0éhovteg odorg oic sipnkog ot
npoekdAvyay. Zijva yop v {fovcav ovciov stvat
puotoroyodoty, Kpovov 8¢ tov ypdvov kal Péav v
del péovoav 10D HOATOC POGLV.

the ancients, wishing that only those who love

learning should know the mysteries, veiled them with
those myths that you have mentioned. For [the myths]
speak in “materialistic” terms, [depicting] the boiling



substance as “Zen”’; time as “Kronos”’; and the ever-
flowing quality of water as “Rhea.”[""]

Thus the wise men of old wished to limit the availability of their instruction
only to “worthy students.” This is why the poets “encoded” their sound
teachings in the guise of Greek myth, namely, in the form of “physical”
allegories. Appion elaborates,

Tav ot avopdY 01 GOPOTATOL, TACHY AANOsIOV
aOTOL KOUATE HeEpaONKOTES, TOVG AvaEiovg Kol pun
opeyouévoug Belv pobnuatomy AmekpOYavVTo TV
EMoTNUNV AoPelv.

The wisest men of old, men who by very hard work
had learned all truth, hid knowledge from those who
were unworthy, who would not exert themselves for
lessons in physical matters.[76]

Appion proceeds to mention a number of well-known tales of the Greek
gods. He insists that these stories of the gods (e.g., the stories found in
Homer and Hesiod) are not to be taken at face value. After having run
through a litany of such tales, Appion concludes by explaining to Clement,

&xel TivaL AOYoV TA TOloTO OiKETOV Kol PIAOGOPOV,
aAAnyopia pacOiivat Suvapevov, MOTE GE AKOVGOVTO,
Bavpdcat.

Such stories have a proper and philosophical meaning,
a meaning that can be explained allegorically such that
you yourself would be amazed as you listen.[77]



Now, Appion’s approach to explaining Homer and Hesiod is akin to the
way in which Stoics handled the same mythic stories of the gods. Cornutus
(fl. 60 cE), for example, presents the Stoic approach, which sought to
defend, by means of the same sort of “physical” allegorical interpretation,
the wise men of old and their teachings:

OBtm § v §oN Kol TeALN TOV poOiKdS TapadeddcOat
nepl Be®dV S0KOVLVTOV Avayayeilv €ml TO
napodederypéva ototygia, ® mol, Svvato, melcOeic ot
ovy ol TudVTEG £YEVOVTOo Ol Tohanot, AAAG Kol
oLVIEVAL TV TOD KOGUOL POGLY 1KOVOol Kod TpOg TO dd
oLUPBOAOV Kol AVIYUATOV PIAOGOPTiCOL TEPL AVTHC
eVEMIPOPOL.

It is my hope that you may be able in this same way to
take the other things which have been handed down to
us in mythical form, ostensibly about the gods, and
may bring them into conformity with the elementary
models I have taught you, convinced that the men of
antiquity were no common men, but that they were
competent to understand the nature of the cosmos and
were inclined to make philosophical statements about
it through symbols and enigmas.[78]

But this kind of approach, represented by Cornutus and Appion, is not
satisfactory to Clement, and the ancient poets themselves are in no way
“consistent” (dkoAovBog) in their accounts of the origins of the physical
cosmos. For sometimes the poets say that “nature” (¢p¥o1g) was the “first
cause”; at other times they say “mind” (vobc) was the first cause.[7%]
Clement finds it more reasonable by far to think there must be a “mind” that
acted as the first cause and brought all things into existence. He asserts,



oDTOG AvayKm TVE Evar VoDV dyévvitov Tevitny, 8g
T, GTOLYELD 1] OLECTATA GLVIYOYEV T} GLVOVTOL
AAMA01G TTPOC (MO YEVEGLY TEYVIKDG EKEPACEV KOl &V
EK TAVTOV EPYOV ATETEAEGEV: AOVVATOV YOP BvED
TIvOG vob peilovoc mévov copov Epyov amoteieichat.

Thus we are compelled to believe that there is some
unbegotten craftsman, who either assembled the raw
elements together (if they were separate) or (if they
were together) he artistically mixed them together in
order to generate life, and bring to completion one
work out of it all. For it is impossible, without a
certain mind that is greater than it, for such intelligent
work to be wrought.[30]

Thus Clement opposes these stories and their various allegorical
explanations because either (1) they present “actual crimes of the gods,” in
which case they can in no way serve as edifying moral exempla, or (2) these
stories tell of things “falsely attributed to the gods.” Either way, the
problem of the impious content of the Greek myths is not solved by
recourse to allegorical explanations. Furthermore, those so-called wise men
of old were themselves in the wrong because they “led men to sin,” in that
they packaged their lessons in the garb of these “unworthy stories.” Thus
the charge of impiety falls either to the gods themselves, to the myths about
them, or to the wise men of old who sang them.
Although Clement has carefully examined the “many doctrines of
philosophers,” none is as intellectually satisfying to him as “the teaching of
the Jews,” which alone presents the unique “concept of monotheism” (10
novapykov epdvnua).[81] Thus, in spite of clever allegorical explanations,
those who would hold to the teachings of the Greek myths remain in no
way able to “live temperately” (co@povilew).[82]

Now, it 1s worth noting that nowhere in Hom.4—6 does Clement
address the question of whether allegorism, as a method of explaining



Greek myth, is legitimate. Clement merely displays his over familiarity
with the allegorical method and finds himself simply unimpressed by
Appion’s allegorical interpretations of these stories. Yet Clement never
comes out against the allegorical method per se when it comes to Greek
myth.[83] As it was for Plato, so it is for the Homilist: “The allegorical
defense is simply set aside as irrelevant.”[84] No, instead Clement’s critique
is specifically directed at the “impious content” of the Greek myths, and
how, for example, they have a particularly noxious effect upon young
people:

Ol TOVTO ATV TOAAD EAATTOV Ol KAT APYOV
Blodvteg EapapTAvousty, 0UK gioNyYUEVOL TOVIPDG O
ov eioNydnoav ol tadta ToAudvTeC, &k madeiag Kaxfic
aoePelv LepabNKOTEC. 01 Yap €K TOOOC 010 TOV
TOOVTOV POB®V HavOAvovTeg YPAUUOTO ETL ATUATC
oboNG THE YUYHC TOC TOV Aeyouévmy Bedv aoePelg
TPAEELS €1 TOV ATV GLVPVOVGL VOOV. 60gv
gmavéndeiong Thc NAIKING g KokO CTEPLLOTOL
KatofAnOévta i) yoyd] teAecpopoioy.

For this reason, people who live in the country sin
much less than they do, not having been corruptly
inculcated by those teachings—teachings with which
they who dare to do such things have been
indoctrinated. For they who from their childhood learn
letters by means of such fables, while their soul is still
pliable, implant the impious deeds of those so-called
gods into their own minds. Once they mature, they
bring forth as ripe fruit [those same impious deeds],
like evil seeds that were cast into the soul.[8]

The concern for the youth in this critique of allegorism is similar to the one
put forth in Plato’s Republic(377-378d).[36] Clement’s problem with Greek



paideia, then, specifically has to do with its contentbecause the stories of
the gods simply cannot produce the good fruit that accords with “living
temperately” (co@poveiv). But when it comes to the Pentateuch, the
situation is reversed. The allegorical interpretation of the Pentateuch is
categorically rejected on principle, on the grounds that it constitutes
inserting “foreign material” into Scripture.[87] But the actual content of the
“law of the Jews” is, of course, “useful” (cOppopog) for living temperately.
[88] Thus, as far as the “law of the Greeks” (Greek paideia) is concerned,
the content is rejected outright, while the method of allegorical
interpretation is declared irrelevant. Conversely, regarding the “law of the
Jews” (the Pentateuch), allegorism is categorically rejected, while the
content is itself retained and affirmed.[8°] According to the Homilist (via the
Appion-Clement debate in Hom.4—-6.26), “piety” and the proper resource
for “temperate living” are to be found not in the “laws of the Greeks™ but in
the “law of the Jews.” Where Greek paideiatails, the Pentateuch succeeds.



2.4. SENSUS LITTERALIS IN THE HOMILIES

The explicit rejection of allegorism is also an implicit affirmation of the
basic “historicity” of the Pentateuch. For the rejection of allegorism reflects
a fundamental concern for the basic sensus litteralis of the Scriptures, and
for their “moral-didactic” quality. As part of his own general philosophy,
the Homilist shows a keen interest in “what 1s rational,” or “what is
reasonable” (10 €bhoyov).[90] Even so, this concern for “what is rational” in
the Scriptures does not compel him to explain away the “unreasonable” or
“problematic” passages by, say, offering allegorical interpretations of them.
The “literalist” approach adopted by the Homiliesin particular is marked by
other distinctive traits. For example, there is next to nothing in the way of
“christological” exegesis. This may come as a surprise, inasmuch as the
Homilist is in some sense “(Jewish) Christian.” Also significant is the fact
that there is virtually no “proof from prophecy.”[°!] This too might strike us
as odd, given the emphasis throughout the Homilieson “prophecy” as the
higher form of knowledge.[°2] Another important feature of the “literalist”
approach at work in the Homiliesis the concern for the “basic context” of a
given Scripture. Finally, also relevant for this study is the way in which the
Homilist interprets the human characters of the Pentateuch as “real people”
and not as, say, symbols or metaphors. The historicity of these characters is
at least implied by the absence of allegorism and/or typological
interpretation. Rather, the human characters of the Pentateuch are
understood primarily as “moral exempla.”

Now, the great Antiochene school of exegesis is well known for its
affirmation of and desire to uphold the sensus litteralis of the text of
Scripture.[93] While the Homiliesdo not generally employ the precise
exegetical terminology found among Antiochene sources, the Homiliesdo
nonetheless share the same basic concern for what has been called the
historia of the text.[94] In addition to the Homilies’ attention to the sensus
litteralisis the related concern for the general “moral” or “didactic” quality
of the Pentateuch. This too was of interest among the Antiochenes. Both of
these—the “literal” quality of the text and its capacity for proper “moral
instruction”—emerge clearly in a passage like Hom.2.52.1-3. Peter is here
excising as “false” certain statements in Scripture that speak ill of the
“righteous men recorded in the law.” Part of Peter’s defense of these



“righteous men recorded in the law” is fundamentally an expression of the
Homilist’s interest in the “historical” and “didactic” quality of those
Scriptures. Peter therefore seeks to vindicate Adam, on the grounds that
Adam was actually “fashioned by God’s hands.”[°5] Noah is said to have
been “found righteous above all the world.” As for Abraham, “on account
of his temperance [co@pocvn], he was deemed worthy of many
descendants.” “Temperance” (co@pocvvn) is a central concept in ancient
Greek ethics; in fact, it is one of the four cardinal virtues in Stoic thought.
[96]

This catalog continues by saying how Jacob “signaled the arrival of
our Teacher” (trjv 100 d1dackdAov UAV Topovsiay Eonuovey EADELY).[07]
This marks a clear allusion to Gen. 49:10.°8] And when the Homilist comes
to Gen. 49:10, he is not so much “lifting” a single verse out of its (literary)
context but approaching the text by taking account of the “general context”
of the chapter itself. For part of the Homilist’s interpretation of verse 10
derives from verse 1, which makes clear that not only is “Jacob” indeed the
speaker of verse 10, but also that verse 1 sets the “eschatological” and
“prophetic” orientation of the following verses: “Then Jacob summoned his
sons and said Gather together in order that I may tell you what will happen
to you at the last of the days.”

Finally, in the case of Moses, we are told in Hom.2.52.3 that he
“prophesied the law of God to every age” and on account of his “sound
wisdom” (0pO1] pdvnoig) was testified to as a faithful steward. Hom.2.52.3
1s unique for its particular attestation to the “sound wisdom” of Moses.
“Wisdom” (ppdvnoig), like “temperance” (co@poovvn), is also a cardinal
virtue in Greek philosophy and (therefore) in Judeo-Hellenistic thought.
Hom.19.22.9 asserts that Moses, “on account of his piety [e0céBeia],
continued free from suffering all his life.”[°°] The “piety”” and “sound
wisdom” of Moses, as well as the “temperance” of Abraham, further
illustrate the Homilist’s orientation toward the Pentateuch—that is, as a
source for edifying moral exempla.

Another similar “catalog” of certain “righteous men recorded in the
law” shows up in Hom.17.4.3. The Homilist explains that the Creator of the
world (6 dnuovpyodg) was known to Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac,
Jacob, and Moses.[100] The Homilist calls these figures “the seven pillars of
the world,” who were able “to please the most just God.”[101] In his study of



the “seven pillars” in the Pseudo-Clementines, Charles Gieschen asserts
that

early Christian and rabbinic literature offer important
insights into the personification or anthropological
interpretation of s¢yloi in [the Pseudo-Clementines].
Gal. 2:9 reflects its usage as an esteemed title which
Jewish Christianity had given to James (the brother of
Jesus), Peter, and John. I Clem.5.2 draws upon this
technical usage, but applies it to Peter and Paul as ot
péytotot kai otkatdtorol otdAot. Irenaeus broadens the
application of this technical title to the twelve apostles
when he speaks of “the twelve pillared foundation of
the church” (Haer.4.21.3). It is in this context that the
promise of becoming a “pillar” in the heavenly

temple found in Rev. 3:12 can be properly understood.
In b. Ketub.104a the righteous are called “pillars.”
Exodus Rabba?2 (69a) specifies that Abraham is called
the “pillar of the world” and God has put Moses in his
place. . . . The closest parallel to the Ps-Clem usage of

pillars is found in rabbinic speculation on Prov. 9:1.
[102]

In his descriptions of these figures as “pillars,” the Homilist “absolves them
of even their most prominent sins.”[103] Thus, in this instance Enoch, is
described as one “who pleased God” and Noah is called one “whom God
deemed righteous.” A very similar list also appears in Hom.18.13.5-6. In
this passage, the Homilist explains how the Son (i.e., the True Prophet)
instructed those whom he wished, including Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob. This time, Noah is called “the righteous one”;

Abraham, “his friend”; and Jacob, the one “who wrestled with him.”[104]
These brief lists further illustrate the Homilist’s general belief in the
historicity of these characters, and especially their “moral character.”[105]



Another important example of how the Homilist interprets “historical
characters” of the Pentateuch can be seen in Hom.17.14—19. This passage
contains a wonderful exchange between Peter and Simon over the question
of whether the “impious see true visions and dreams.” Peter’s basic position
here (contra Simon) is that if someone receives a vision from God, that does
not mean a priori that such a person is pious. To make his point, Peter will
furnish several examples of “impious” characters from the Scriptures.
Peter’s position draws on certain philosophical associations between “piety
and “dreams” (see below).[106]

Hom.17 contains a locus classicus for the particular question of the
nature and extent of “anti-Paul polemic” in the Pseudo-Clementines. As
Graham Stanton observes, “[Hom.17.14-19] is one of the most subtly
argued and rhetorically sophisticated sections of the Pseudo-Clementine
writings. There can be no doubt at all that behind the mask of
Simon Magus stands Paul. Nowhere else in the Pseudo-Clementinesdoes
Simon Magus appeal to his own visionary experiences.”’[107] In this section,
Simon claims that Jesus appeared to him in a vision (61 Opduatoc). But
Peter maintains that if this is so, by virtue of Jesus’ mode of communication
with Simon—in a vision, or as an apparition—Jesus must have appeared to
Simon “as one who is enraged with an adversary” (&g avtikeléve
opyouevoq).[108] For it is not possible, says Peter, to obtain authentic
revelation via a “vision” (8poua) or “apparition” (éntacio).[109]

Simon disagrees. He says that the one who sees the vision (éntacia) can be
fully assured of its authenticity, since it comes from God (0g10tng otiv).
[110] Indeed, it is Simon’s contention that

29

g0V N 0 E0PAKMG diKoog, AANOES EDpaKey . . . LOVOC
0 dlkauog Spapia AAN0EC 10TV duvaTat . . . EHol Yap
Kékprran 6Tt acePric aAn0f dvelpov oy opa.

If he who has had the vision is just, then he has seen a
true vision . . . the just man alone can see a true vision



... for it is clear to me that an impious man does not
see a true dream.[111]

Simon’s position here accords with what we find in Strabo (c. 64 bce—c. 21
ce):

gykoludobo 6¢ kail adToVS VITEP EAVTMOV KO VTIEP TOV
ALV GAAOVG TOVG EDOVEIPOVC: Kol TPOCIOKAY OETV
ayafov Tapda Tod Beod Kai ddpoV del Tt Kol onueiov
TOUC GOEPOVOS LAOVTAG Kol LETA OIKAOGVVNG, TOVG O
dAAOLG LT TPOGOOKAV.

People who have good dreams should sleep in the
sanctuary, not only themselves on their own behalf,
but also others for the rest of the people; and those
who live self-restrained and righteous lives should
always expect some blessing or gift or sign from God,
but no other should expect them.[!12]

Indeed, for many Greek philosophers, one’s virtue is closely linked with
one’s ability to receive a “true vision.”[!13] But Peter disagrees with
Simon’s position on this point:

Tobto yevdoc €otiy, Koi TePi TOVTOV AYPAP®S Kol
EYYPAPWS ATOOETENL OVVOLLLAL.

This is false, and I can prove it both apart from
Scripture [aypadewc] and on the basis of Scripture
itself [&yypaomc].[114]



For the first part of his argument, Peter goes on to prove “apart from
Scripture” (dypaowc) that human beings, because of their unique physical
composition, are capable of seeing neither God’s (corporeal) form, nor the
Son, nor the angels, who are all “illumined by exceeding great light,”
because “the excess of light dissolves the flesh of him who sees.” And so,

TEPOG YOOV KAV AyyEAW®V TIC AvOpOT® 0QOT|vaL
Tep@O], Tpémetan €ic oapka, tva VIO GaPKOg OPOTVIL
ouvnof. doapkov yap dSHvauy ov Hdvov viod GAA’
000 AyyELOL 10€TV TIg duvaTat. €l O 10N TIG OTTAGiOV,
KakoDd daipovog TavTny £ival voeito.

If any angel is sent in order to be seen by a man, it
is changed into flesh, that it can be seen by [human]
flesh. For no one can see the incorporeal power not
only of the Son, but not even of an angel. But if one
does see a vision, he should recognize that this is of an
evil demon.[113]

In short, flesh can only see flesh. Flesh cannot behold the substance of
divine beings. This then is Peter’s argument “apart from Scripture.” But
what of his argument “on the basis of Scripture itself” (€yypapwc)? In order
to “prove from Scripture” that the “impious see true visions and dreams,”
Peter first cites the particular case of “Abimelech who, being impious
[aoePnc], desired to defile the wife of the righteous Abraham.”[116] God
came to Abimelech in a dream when he commanded him not to touch
Sarah. Likewise Pharaoh, who was also an “impious man” (doepng dvnp),
was visited by God in a dream.[117] Together with these, Peter also includes
the impious Nebuchadnezzar, who looked into the fiery furnace and saw a
fourth person “as a son of God.”[!13] Peter concludes from these instances
that

oVTMC 0V TAVTMG €K TOD OPAV TIVO, OpALOTO KOl
EvOmvia Kol OnTaciog Tévimg voePnc EoTv.



simply from the fact that someone sees apparitions,
dreams, or visions does not necessarily mean he is
pious.[119]

Peter claims, however, that he has indeed benefited from “[direct]
revelation” from the True Prophet, unlike Simon, who beheld Jesus in a
(mere) vision. “True revelation™ is superior to “visions” because anything
said “by means of visions and dreams” demonstrates that it comes

from “wrath” (6pyn).[120] Peter concludes his argument on this point by
appealing (“on the basis of Scripture”) to the case of Moses himself. For
Scripture says that God spoke to Moses not in dreams or visions but
“visibly” (év €ide), and “not through dreams” (o0 614 évumviwv). Thus,
when Peter argues from the basis of Scripture itself (€yypdowc), he
concludes from the evidence of Abimelech, Pharaoh, and
Nebuchadnezzar as follows:

Opac TMG TA TNHC OPYTS Ol OPAUAT®V Kol EVOTVIKVY, TO
0 TPOC Pilov GTOUO KOTA OTOMA, £V EIOEL KOl OV Ol
OVIYUATOV Kol OpapdTmv Kol EVOTTVIKV, MG TPOC
EXOpOV.

You see how messages of wrath come through visions
and dreams, but friendly messages are made face-to-
face, visibly, and not through riddles and visions and
dreams, as though to an enemy.[121]

But if “friendly messages are made face-to-face” and “visibly,” and if God
spoke to Moses as one would speak “to his own friend” (mpog TOv €0vT0D
¢@ilov), how does this work with what the Homilist says above in
Hom.17.16.2, namely, that humans cannot see God’s incorporeal form



(doaprog 1d0€a) because it is “illumined by exceedingly great light”? As the
Homilist explains,

N Yop VrepPOAT] TOD PMOTOC TV TOD OPAVTOG EKAVEL
odpKo, EKTOG €1 U Beod dmopprtm dvvapet 1) caps eig
QOO TPAT] POTOC, tva PG 10TV duvnOT— 1| ToD
QMTOC oVGian €1¢ ohpKa TPATH, Tva VO GapKOg
OpadTjvar dvvnoy.

For the excess of light dissolves the flesh of the person
who sees; unless by the secret power of God the flesh
can be changed into the nature of light, so that it can
see light, or the substance of light can be changed into
flesh, so that it can be seen by flesh.[122]

In the case of Moses, it would seem the Homilist has in mind the tradition,
derived from Greek Exod. 34:29, that the flesh of Moses’ countenance
radiated light as a result of his speaking-encounter(s) with God. As the
Homilist says elsewhere,

ovyi 6&¢ Mmuotig, avtdg oaps dv, eig LEYIOTOV ETPATN
QMC, dG un ovvndfivat Tovg viovg Topan avtifA&yal
avTO;

Was not Moses, being flesh himself, changed into a
most radiant light, with the result that the sons of
Israel were unable to look upon him?[123]



In sum, the Homilist interprets the human characters of the Pentateuch as
“real people” who function not as symbolic figures. A basic concern for the
historicity of these characters is implicit by the complete absence of any
attempts to interpret them allegorically. For the human characters of the
Pentateuch are to be understood as “moral exempla,” to be either emulated
as “pious” or avoided as “impious.” In the case of “pious” characters, any
passages that might call their piety into question are rejected as false. As for
certain “impious” characters, arguments can even be made (“from
Scripture”) either to substantiate or to challenge the legitimacy of, for
example, competing claims of divine revelation. Any approach that seeks to
argue from the basis of Scripture itself (€yypdowc)—one that in some way
attempts to take seriously the sensus litteralis of the Scriptures—must come
to terms with those (morally or theologically) “offensive” passages. Such
passages contain the sort of texts that, as I noted above, under other
circumstances would normally be subject to allegorical (or even
typological) interpretation. The Homilist, however, rejects this approach.



2.5. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I have considered how the theory of exegesis put forth in the
Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesrepresents an attempt to come to terms with
the general (problematic) character of the Pentateuch. The “sinewy” quality
of the Scriptures allows for the possibility of divergent interpretations.
Moreover, Scripture’s “morally offensive” and “theologically problematic”
passages pose a particularly difficult problem. Along with the concern for
the sensus litteralis 1s the concern for the general “moral” or “didactic”
quality of the Pentateuch. Thus the human figures of the Pentateuch are
understood primarily as “moral exempla” and not, say, “symbols” or
“metaphors.” Such concerns create certain difficulties, especially given that
the Pentateuch is deemed “useful” and the proper locus for “piety” and
“temperate living.” Yet among the available solutions to this dilemma, the
allegorical interpretive method is not accepted.

I noted the importance of Rec.10.42.1-4 for its unambiguous, explicit
statement on the rejection of all allegorism on the grounds that it is an
illegitimate exegetical method. The rejection of allegorism is illustrated
most vividly in the Appion-Clement debates of Hom.4—7. We have seen
how the Appion-Clement debates offer a clear example of how the
Homilist estimates the value of the allegorical method in relationship to
Greek myth and the Pentateuch. We saw that Clement never comes out
against the allegorical method per se; the allegorical defense is simply “set
aside as irrelevant.”[124] Part of the Homilist’s aversion to the allegorical
method is also due to the close association between allegorism and
pagan Greek mythology. While this association comes to the fore in
Hom.4-7, as we have just seen, we are given a glimpse of it in as early as
Hom. 2.25.3:

ANV to1odTd TIva EAAnvikoic poboig cuvrenAacuévo
TOOVAOC AAANYOPDV ATATH TOALOVG.



What is more, by cunningly allegorizing things
fabricated in Greek myths—[Simon] deceives many
people.

Thus, as far as the “law of the Greeks” (Greek paideia) is concerned, the
content is rejected outright, while the method of allegorical interpretation is
declared irrelevant. Conversely, regarding the “law of the Jews” (the
Pentateuch), allegorism is categorically rejected, while the content is itself
retained and affirmed.[!23]

We have also seen how the Appion-Clement debates allow us to see a
fundamental aspect of the “function” of the Pentateuch. It is the Pentateuch,
and not Greek paideia, that leads people toward “piety” (e0oépeia) and
“living temperately” (co@povilewv).[126] In opposition to Greek paideia,
Clement deems the content of “the teaching of the Jews” alone as “most
pious” (evoePéotatoc). The proper resource for “piety” and “temperate
living” is therefore to be found not in the “laws of the Greeks™ but in the
“law of the Jews.”

Even so, the Pentateuch contains difficult, even “offensive” passages,
which need to be addressed. In the case of Greek paideia, Appion does not
deny the “immoral” guise of the Greek myths. Yet for him the solution to
this situation is quite simple:

ol apyaiotl Ta pooTnplo. LOVOVE TOVS PLAOLOOETS
eidévon 0éhovteg odorg oic sipnkog ot
TPOEKAAVY QLY.

The ancients, wishing that only those who love
learning should know the mysteries, veiled them with
those myths.[127]

For Appion, the key to accessing their “mysteries,” therefore, is the
allegorical method. So this is how Appion takes care of the problem. But if



Clement deems the allegorical approach to Greek myth as irrelevant, and
(more importantly) in the case of the Pentateuch, Clement rejects the
allegorical method on principle, how are the Pentateuch’s difficult passages
to be properly handled, if not by allegorism? The Homilist puts forth a
rather sophisticated answer to this question. It begins with his provocative

theory that the Pentateuch, as it exists in written form, is laced with
falsehoods.

1. Irenaeus (Haer.1.23-27) was the first to identify Simon as the source of
all heresies. In the Homilies, Simon appears to be a cipher mainly for
Marcion. Some, detecting in the Hom.a strain of anti-Paulism as well,
believe Simon represents Paul. For example, see Georg Strecker, Das
Judenchristentumin den Pseudoklementinen, 2nd ed., TUGAL (Berlin:
Akademie, 1981), 187-96. For other relevant studies on Simon Magus,
see Alberto Ferreiro “Simon Magus: The Patristic-Medieval Traditions
and Historiography,” Apocrypha7 (1996): 147-65; Wayne A. Meeks,
“Simon Magus in Recent Research,” RelSRev3 (1977): 137-41; A. Salles,
“Simon le Magicien ou Marcion?,” V'C12 (1958): 197-224.¢
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3. For specific examples, see Hom.3.2.2; 7.12.3. While recognizing the fact
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revision, simply for sake of convenience I shall henceforth speak of the
“Homilist” (or, where appropriate, the “Recognitionist”).<

4. See Folker Siegert, “Early Jewish Interpretation in a Hellenistic Style,” in
Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, vol. 1,
part 1, Antiquity, ed. Magne Sabeg (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and
Ruprecht, 1996), 130-98.<

5. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews13.297-98.¢
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7. Hom. 2.26. For vopog as Pentateuch, see G. W. H. Lampe, 4 Patristic
Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon, 1987), 920. Examples given by
Lampe include 7. Lev. 16.2; Ignatius, Smyrn. 5.1; Diogn. 11.6; Clement of
Alexandria, Paed. 3.12 (p. 284.16; M.8.665¢); Str. 3.10 (p. 228.3;
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attitude is similar to that of Tatian, Orat.9. Clement also calls the stories
of the Greek gods “lying tales” (yevdeig uvbor, Hom.5.26.3).
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Le Boulluec, “Homélies,” 1319n3.<

Hom.4.8.3.¢

See Hom.4.12.3,4.13.1.¢

Hom.4.15.1-2.¢

Hom.4.13.2.¢
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Hom.6.25.1. See also Hom.6.24.1-3.<
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82. Cf. b. Sanh.97b; Sukkah 45b.¢

Hom.18.14.1.¢
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The same idea is paraphrased by Cicero (Div.1.60.1) and appears again c.
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117. Hom.17.17.2; cf. Gen. 41:25-28.¢
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9



122. Hom.17.16.4.¢
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3:7.¢

124. See Tate, “Plato and Allegorical Interpretation,” 147.¢

125. That is, the “true” portions of the Pentateuch are retained. For there are
indeed certain “false” portions which are to be rejected. <
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127. Hom.4.24.3—4. See also Hom.4.17.1-2. ¢






The Theory of the False Pericopes



3.1. INTRODUCTION TO THE FALSE PERICOPES

The Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesmaintain a general concern for the sensus
litteralis of the Scriptures. As such, allegorical interpretation is not
accepted. We saw in the previous chapter that when it comes to Greek
myth, allegorism is deemed irrelevant; when it comes to the Pentateuch,
allegorism is altogether rejected (owing in part to its association with
pagan myth) on the grounds that it constitutes introducing a “foreign and
external” sense to the scriptural text. Its risqué content renders Greek
paideia and the mythic poems of the gods as illegitimate sources for the
inculcation of piety and temperate living. Allegorism does little to resolve
this problem, and such a method of interpretation is in no way to be applied
to the law of God (/ex dei). What, then, is to be done about the Pentateuch’s
“morally offensive” and/or “theologically difficult” passages?

As part of his approach to this situation, the Homilist postulates that
the written Pentateuch contains various “false pericopes.” As I noted briefly
in the previous chapter, these tend to be the types of passages that, under
other circumstances, would be interpreted allegorically. But rather than
allegorize difficult or offensive passages, the Homilist rejects them as
“false.” Paradoxically, it is because of the Homilist’s uncompromising
commitment to the sensus litteralis that he is willing to excise as “false”
certain passages of Scripture.

This notion of the “false pericopes” is one of the very trademarks of
the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies.I!] The theory of the false pericopes is, as
Karl Evan Shuve puts it, “one of the more distinctive and provocative
elements of the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies,” which functions as “a
central element of the Homilies’ defense of the oneness and goodness of
God.”[2]

Scholarly discussion concerning the Pseudo-Clementines in general
has been largely dominated by source-critical interests. And yet, “although
the doctrine of the false pericopes is generally acknowledged to be an
important feature of the Homilies, it has been the subject of few focused
studies.”[3] According to Georg Strecker, the theory developed during a
(later) period when Jewish and Gnostic interpreters were eager to explain
the nature of scriptural contradictions. Thus Strecker claims that the theory
of the false pericopes is to be seen as an expression of (later) “rationalistic”



exegetical approaches.[4] In a similar way, Hans Joachim Schoeps says, “It
must be observed that the biblical criticism of the Kérygmata Petrou is
thoroughly permeated with rationalism, its distinctive feature.”[5]
According to Strecker, the theory would have served as a defense against
various Gnostic approaches, likely (though not originally) including
Marcionite biblical criticism, for example.[©]

According to Schoeps, however, the theory of the false
pericopes would have been quite widespread, and was developed rather
early. Various Jewish and early Jewish Christian exegetes (e.g., Ebionites,
Marcion, the rabbis) were simultaneously and independently coming to
terms with scriptural contradictions.[”] Schoeps argues that in particular
Ebionites would have appropriated the theory to their own ends, illustrated
by their exegesis of especially Matt. 5:17-18:

M) vopionte &1t iA0ov kataAdoar TOV VOOV fi Todg
npoeTac: ok NADOV KatoAdoat GAAY TANp&HGaL.
auny yop Aéym LUV €mg av TapéAOn 6 ovLPOVOC Kal 1)
v1, 1OTO &V 1} o kepaio 0O PN TapéAON Amd ToD
VOOV, Em¢ AV TAvTo YEVNTOL.

Do not think that [ have come to abolish the Law or
the Prophets; I have come not to abolish but to fulfill.
For truly I tell you, until heaven and earth pass away,
not one letter, not one stroke of a letter, will pass from
the law until all is accomplished.[8]

At one level, biblical criticism of this sort can also be seen in exegetical
methods adopted by the likes of Marcion and Ptolemy. Concerning the
theory of the false pericopes in connection with Marcion, Schoeps has
suggested that

It seems probable that the Kerygmata Petrouwas
intended to provide an answer to Marcion’s teaching. .



.. Since Marcion’s teaching penetrated Christian
congregations everywhere in the fourth decade of the
second century, the theory of the false pericopes may
be regarded as representing the Ebionite contribution
to the great intellectual struggle. . . . In this case, the
deletion of the laws of sacrifice and the expunging of
anthropomorphisms and unworthy passages would be
interpreted as a concession to Marcion’s point of view
for the purpose of overcoming the Marcionite threat
on the basis of the Old Testament itself.[]

Indeed, several scholars have brought Marcion, Ptolemy, and the
Homiliestogether in comparison.[10] As part of my study, I too will consider
relevant points of comparison to be found among these three.

Before we proceed with our own discussion of the theory of the false
pericopes, however, one last observation by way of introduction is in order.
Frédéric Manns has noted that both the theory of false pericopes and the
aversion to allegorism fit very well within a Jewish “apologetic”
framework:

L’ensemble du roman a une forte coloration
apologétique; il réfute les fausses interprétations de la
Torah et les erreurs ajoutées aux Ecritures (Hom.2.38).
Le recours aux allégories pour expliquer les mythes
(Rec.10.35) et le fatalisme de 1’horoscope (Rec.9.12)
qui avaient cours dans le monde hellénisé sont
également rejetés.[11]

The entire novel has a strong apologetic coloring; it
refutes the false interpretations of the Torah and the
errors that have been added to the Scriptures.
Recourse to allegorical interpretation in order to
explain myths and astro-determinism, which were
prevalent in the Hellenistic world, are equally rejected.



Manns’s comment here illustrates a general connection that seems to exist
between the rejection of allegorism and the theory of the false pericopes.
The following three observations are offered as reinforcements for such a
connection.

First, as I noted above, the false pericopes tend to be those sorts of
passages that other exegetes are wont to allegorize. In this way, the rejection
of allegorism and the theory of the false pericopes are at least implicitly
related as different responses stimulated by the need to explain difficult
passages. Second, a general relationship between the rejection of
allegorism and false pericopes is further suggested by the overarching shape
of the Homiliesin their entirety. According to Charles Bigg, “The main body
of the work is dictated by two different motives. The first is the debate
between Christianity and Gnosticism, conducted by St. Peter and
Simon Magus: the second is the debate between Christianity and
Heathenism, in which the parties are Clement and his brothers on the one
side, and Appion and Faustus on the other.”[!2] Accordingly, the theory of
the false pericopes is central to debates between Simon and Peter. Likewise,
the question of allegorism is central to the debates between Appion and
Clement. This circumstance suggests that there is some linkage between the
rejection of allegorism and the theory of the false pericopes. Third, the
function of the “oral tradition” itself, as it is presented in the Pseudo-
Clementines, suggests further linkage between the rejection of
allegorism and the theory of false pericopes.[!3] That is, we saw in
Rec.10.42 how the oral ancestral tradition works as something of a
protectant against allegorism:

You should not seek a foreign and external sense,
which you have imported from outside, in that you
verify it from the authority of Scripture; but you ought
to take the sense of truth from the Scriptures
themselves. So therefore it is necessary to learn the
correct meaning of the Scriptures from the one who
preserves it according to the ancestral tradition handed
down to him, in order that he might properly declare
that which he has correctly received.



But protecting against allegorism is only one part the ancestral tradition’s
function. As Schoeps has noted, “Die allegorische Deutung secundum
proprii ingenii intelligentiam, wie sie zumal die alexandrinische Exegese
pflegte, haben sie ausdriicklich (Rec. 10.42) zugunsten der Tradition
abgelehnt.”’[14] (“The allegorical method of interpretation, as was used
especially in Alexandrian exegesis, has been explicitly rejected [Rec.

10.42] in favor of tradition.”) The oral tradition also holds the “mystery” of
(or “the solutions™ to) the false pericopes. Just after we are told that

Simon “comes to do battle with us, armed with the false chapters of the
Scriptures,” Hom.3.4 begins with Peter saying,

Ko UV HEV TO1G €K TPOYOVmV TOPENPOCLY TOV TA
névta kticavia cEPey Oedv, 11 08 kol TOV AmaTiv
dvvapévav BiPAov 10 LuoTiplov, ovdEV SVVNGETAL.

Indeed, with us who have had handed down from our
ancestors the [proper] worship of the Creator God, as
well as the mystery of the books, which can deceive,
[Simon] will be unable to do anything.[!5]

Hom.16.14.4-5 conveys similar notions:

£T1 8¢ Kol €k TatéPmV €podtaldpevol TOV YpapdV To
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oéPev avToV aipovuévmv. TodToV Kol OeopiAel
AOYIOU® GANOT] doypHaTicovTEG 01 TOTEPEC TOPESOGAV
NUiv, iva idduev 6t €1 T Katd Tod Beod Aéyetan,
YEDOOG EOTLV.

Moreover, being equipped by our ancestors with the
truths of the Scriptures, we know that there is only



One who has made the heavens and the earth—the
God of the Jews—and of all who choose to worship
him. Our fathers, with a rational love for God, setting
out true teachings, transmitted [orally] this belief to
us, in order that that we may know that if anything is
said against God, it is a falsehood.

On the one hand, then, the oral tradition prepares one for how to deal with
the false pericopes (Hom.3.4; 16.14). On the other hand, the oral tradition
also serves as a protectant against allegorism (Rec.10.42; Hom.2.2). This
“double duty” of the oral tradition suggests a link between the rejection of
allegorism and the theory of the false pericopes. That said, let us turn our
attention to the false pericopes themselves.



3.2. THE ORIGINS OF THE FALSE PERICOPES

Now, the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies demonstrate sensitivity to historical
and exegetical “problems” posed by the Pentateuch. But allegorical and
typological interpretations of Scripture, so prevalent in early Christianity,
are categorically eschewed in this corpus. Instead, certain passages that
others might allegorize the Pseudo-Clementines simply reject out of hand as
“false.” But how can this be? On what basis? In addition to the Homilist’s
concern for the basic sensus litteralis (which we discussed in chapter 2), the
answer 1is also to be found in the Homilist’s particular understanding of how
the Pentateuch came to exist in its written form.[1€]

As ancient (and even modern) readers of the Pentateuch have pored
over the “problem” of its Mosaic authorship, various “solutions” have been
put forth. The Pseudo-Clementines offer a unique perspective on this issue:
Moses himself did not actually writethe Pentateuch; he transmitted it orally
to the seventy elders. The passage under consideration is important and
worth citing in full:
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APOVIGUOV U] TPOEYVOKEVOL ET” AYVOGTOG
ENEYYOEVTEG, TPOQTITOL OVK NOOV.

Then Peter said, “The law of God, which was
delivered orally from Moses to seventy wise men, was
given in order that by means of this succession it
would be possible to [preserve] the Jewish mode of
life. But after Moses was taken up, the law was
written by someone, though certainly not by Moses.
For in the law itself it is written Moses died and they
buried him near the house of Phogor, and no one
knows his burial place to this day. How then could a
dead Moses have written ‘Moses died?’[17] Indeed, in
the time after Moses (some five hundred years or
more) the law is discovered lying in the temple, and
then after another five hundred years it is carried
away, and then, being burnt in the time of
Nebuchadnezzar, it is utterly lost. All the same, being
written after Moses and often lost, even this speaks to
Moses’ foresight; because he, foreseeing its
disappearance, did not write it. But those who did
write it were not prophets, given that they were tried
and found guilty on the charge of ignorance because
they did not foresee its disappearance.”[18]

The Pentateuch, then, was committed to writing only after Moses’ death,
and by others who were not even prophets. What is more, the Pentateuch
itself suffered along with Israel over the course of her turbulent history; it
was lost, then found again (during Josiah’s reign), only to be dragged away
and eventually burnt and destroyed during the Babylonian exile.[19] As a
result, over time the Pentateuch acquired dozens of passages that, according
to the Homilist, turn out to be “false.” One reason why this perspective is
important is that it provides a witness from antiquity to a theory of the
postexilic redaction of the Pentateuch.[20] Indeed, as Schoeps has observed,



It is very interesting and curious that [the Homilies]
employed an almost-modern Pentateuchal criticism . .

. that the law was set down in writing after Moses’
death “by someone” (the Yahwist?) and approximately
five hundred years later was rediscovered in the
Temple (Josiah’s reform, Deuteronomy); after another
five hundred years it perished in the flames . . . then
was written down again (Priestly Code, under Ezra),
with the result that in successive drafts it became more
and more falsified.[2!]

The recognition that there are false passages in the Pentateuch is first
introduced in Hom.2.38. The Homilist’s theory of the false pericopes is
rooted in one of the most important pentateuchal traditions: the very giving
of the law at Sinai.[22] As we learn from Hom.2.38.1-2:
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The Scriptures acquired many falsehoods against God
in the following way: the prophet Moses, by the will
of God, transmitted the law with its solutions to
seventy certain chosen men in order that they might
equip those among the people who wish [to teach].
Not long after, the law, once it was committed to
writing, acquired certain additional material—
falsehoods against the only Creator God who made the
heaven, the earth, and everything in them. This, even
though the devil attempted it as a scheme, was in
keeping with a certain righteous design. This
happened with divine oversight, in order that they
might be censured who dare to listen fondly to the
things written against God, and [in order that they]
who, because of their love toward him, might not only
disbelieve the things spoken against him, but refrain
from so much as hearing them at all—even if such
things should happen to be true—determining it safer
by far to run the risk of reverence than to live with an
evil conscience on account of blasphemous words.

Several elements from this passage merit further comment. The text says
that Moses delivered the law “with its solutions” (cuv 10l émAvcectvy) to
the Seventy. Moreover, he originally transmitted the law orally. This is also
made clear in Hom.2.38.1, where it says, “after a little while, when the law
was then committed to writing.”’[23] Thus, as Shuve puts it, “The written
Torah cannot be connected to Moses and therefore it cannot be traced back
to the revelation given by God. Only the oral tradition has roots at
Sinai.”[24] However, we should be careful to point out that the purpose of
this passage is not to mount a polemic against the written Torah per se.[25]
Rather, the emphasis is to say that thefalse passages crept in after Moses’
original oral transmission of the law, that is, during the interim after his
death and the subsequent stages of transcription after the exile. On this
point, therefore, William Horbury’s statement can be refined when he says,
“False paragraphs were interpolated into the law when it was handed down



to the elders.”[26] To the contrary, it is clear from Hom.2.38 that it is during
the time between Moses’ death and, later, the written transcription of the
law when false pericopes are thought to have crept in. Indeed, Moses’ oral
transmission of the law to the elders is precisely that which embodies the
means by which one properly adjudicates true from false Scriptures.

Hom. 2.43-50 constitutes a short discourse on the underlying logic
explaining the presence of the false pericopes. Peter poses the question:
How did the author of “the books” know how the world was made, and how
did he know that God foreknows? The answer is that he was a prophet. It
follows, reasons Peter, that this prophetic author received his capacity for
foreknowledge from God. Thus, in order for God to impart the “gift of
foreknowledge,” God himself must logically possess the same ability.[27]
Therefore, since God foreknows all things, it must be the case that those
Scriptures are “false” that say otherwise.[28] But what might this look like
in practice? That is, what sort of passages in Scripture should be designated
as “false?”



3.3. THE GENERAL FUNCTION AND CHARACTER OF THE FALSE
PERICOPES

The Homiliesput forth the idea that certain Scriptures are “false” (yevdng),
or “spurious” (v600¢). The guiding principle, expressed in its most compact
form, is this:

nav Aey0ev i} ypapev kotd Tod Be0d yedoog EoTiv.

Everything spoken or written against God is false.
[29]

Such passages do not belong to God’s original, “perpetual” law, which he
had established:

VOOV oldVIoV BOP1oeV TOIG OAOTC, U TE TOAEL®
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[God] appointed a perpetual law to all, which can be
abrogated neither by an enemy nor impaired by any
impious one. Nor is it hidden in some secret place, but
it can be publicly read by all.[30]

We also learn that these false pericopes were “designed to test those who
hear them.”[3!] Thus the knowledge that certain sections of Scripture have
been “added” and are “false” is not something to be admitted openly, “lest
the unlearned should become perplexed, and so accomplish the purpose of
this wicked Simon.”[32] Rather, the “solution” to the problem of the false
chapters is offered only privately, “to the prudent, after a trial of their
loyalty” (10ig 0¢€ €0yvoHOVODGY HETO TTETPAY TOTEMC 101Q TaPEYXELY TNV



gnilvow).[33] The ability to recognize and reject false passages keeps one
from sinning against God.[34]

Schoeps organizes the false pericopes under four general categories:
the sacrificial cult, the validity of prophecy, the monarchy, and offensive
passages in Scripture.[33] According to Schoeps, “The rest of the Torah
apparently remained as legally binding on the Jewish Christians as before.
Only the revelatory character of the prophetic books of the Old Testament
canon seems to have been impaired or even rejected.”[3¢]

Strecker organizes the false pericopes a bit differently, grouping them
according to five main types: anthropopathisms, polytheism, (false)
prophecy, the sacrificial cult and the temple, and the monarchy.[37] For our
purposes, both taxonomies will do. In subsequent chapters, I will consider
certain false pericopes that fall into these categories, especially those having
to do with polytheism. Here I consider those passages that seek to defend
the character of the patriarchs.



3.4. THE DEFENSE OF IMPORTANT BIBLICAL CHARACTERS

The Homilist betrays a concern for the reputation of key biblical figures.
This can be traced to the underlying “literalist” approach taken by the
Homilist, who understands biblical characters as real human characters
whose lives provide “pious” or “impious” moral examples. Charles
Gieschen has identified “the listing genre” whereby exemplary biblical
characters are connected who are considered “pillars” of piety and
righteousness.[38] Such a list typically includes Adam, Enoch, Noah,
Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Moses—*“the seven pillars of the world” (énta
otOAov¢ VdpEavtog kKOoum)—and functions as a sort of moral and spiritual
encomium.3°] Thus, according to Homilies, any apparently morally
offensive or contradictory statements about these pious figures are rejected
as “false.”

Hom.2.52.2-3 offers a few specific examples of certain false
pericopes in the Pentateuch. In this passage, Peter evokes a handful of brief
episodes from the Pentateuch. These include passages concerning key
biblical figures such as Adam, the patriarchs, and Moses. According to the
theory of false pericopes, Adam simply did not transgress; Noah did not get
drunk; Abraham did not have three wives; Jacob did not cohabitate with
four women; and Moses neither murdered the Egyptian nor learned from a
pagan priest.[40] In light of this list, we do well to recall that no attempt
whatsoever is made to explain these “offensive” passages by recourse to
allegorical or typological interpretation. Rather, in keeping with the theory
of the false pericopes, such passages are regarded as just plain false.

This brief catalog (Hom.2.52.2-3) of the false pericopes is marked by
a tight, stylistic pattern. In each instance, the biblical character is introduced
with the “falsehood” about him, followed immediately with something of
the “truth” about each biblical character in this list. Hence, Adam was in
fact fashioned by God’s hands; Noah was found to be “more righteous than
all the world”; Abraham, “because of his temperance, was deemed worthy
of many descendants”; Jacob was the father of the twelve tribes and
“signaled the arrival of our teacher” (t1)v 100 d100.6KAAOV UGV TOPOVGIOV
gonuavev éA0eiv); and Moses prophesied the law of God to every age and
was verified as a “faithful steward.”[4!] The case of Jacob clearly marks an



allusion to Gen. 49:10, a favorite “messianic” text among the writings of
the church fathers and even among the Targumim.[42]

Of these biblical figures, Adam receives special attention. The focus of
Peter’s discussion in Hom.3.17-21 concerns whether Adam sinned and
whether he possessed foreknowledge. According to Peter, Adam was indeed
fashioned by God’s hands and did in fact possess the “holy spirit of
foreknowledge.” Concordantly, Adam did not transgress: ote Adau
napaférnc nv.[43] Indeed, the entire block of material in Hom.3.17—

21 constitutes a defense of Adam as the True Prophet against the charge that
he transgressed. Hence, the Homilist regards the so-called fall of Adam
itself as one such “false pericope” of the Pentateuch.[*4] Although the
Homilist is fully aware that the world is full of suffering, violence, and
illness, he does not fault Adam for being the origin of these. The Pseudo-
Clementine Homilies do not espouse any “doctrine of original sin”
attributed to Adam, such as we find developing among some of the
Homilist’s contemporary Christian exegetes.[*] In order to account for the
origin of sin and evil, the Homilist appeals to a different pentateuchal
tradition—the myth of the “demon-giants,” the wicked offspring of the
rogue angels in the days of Noah.[4]

In short, the theory of the false pericopes in the Homilies is
characterized by a number of distinctive features. In particular, the
Homiliesattribute the appearance of the falsehoods in the Pentateuch to the
process of transmission of the Mosaic legislation, that is, as it came to exist
in its written form. When it comes to biblical criticism and theories of
“false Scriptures” in antiquity, there do exist other important parallels. Two
such parallels are to be found in Marcion and Ptolemy. At this point, then,
we would do well to consider Marcion and Ptolemy with reference to this
aspect of the exegetical theory put forth in the Pseudo-Clementine
Homilies.We begin with Marcion.



3.5. EXCURSUS: PARALLELS IN MARCION

Marcel Simon reminds us that Marcion’s approach to the Scriptures
compelled other Christians to reevaluate their own Jewish scriptural
heritage.[47] For Marcion’s teaching would become the greatest rival to the
apostolic faith. Indeed, Marcion (c. 140—170 CEg) was “one of the very few
opponents of orthodoxy whom Greek and Latin theologians united in
damning.”[*8] Edwin Cyril Blackman points out that “the oldest church-
inscription we possess [c. 318] happens to be the inscription on a
Marcionite church.”[4°] Celsus reports that he knew of only two branches of
Christianity, one of them Marcionite.[5%] As late as the mid-fifth century,
Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus, boasts of freeing over a thousand souls “from
the disease of Marcion.”[51] For purposes of the present study, however,
what is particularly important about Marcion is his insistence on a literal
rather than an allegorical interpretation of the Scriptures.[°2] Indeed,
Marcion has been described as being “rather doggedly literal-minded in his
reading” of the Jewish Scriptures, “perhaps in reaction to the kind of
unrestrained allegorical exegesis found among some of his contemporaries
(e.g., the author of Barnabas).”[53] Adolf von Harnack once said of
Marcion, “There was no theologian in the early church who rejected
allegorical interpretation as consistently as did he.”[54]

Marcion was born and bred in Sinope, which in his day was home to a
flourishing Jewish community. The Christian Marcion taught that there
were two gods.[55] One of these is the creator of the world, the god of the
Pentateuch, the god of “judgment,” who is an inferior deity. This creator
demonstrated his ignorance when, for example, he asked where Adam was
in the Garden.[5¢] The other god is the Redeemer, a God of “mercy,” utterly
separate from the creator, and unknown until revealed by Jesus. In this
regard, it is significant that in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies,

Simon Magus intends to argue against Peter that

ETEPOC AYPAPOC TEPIAEITETAL EIVOL TPOYVOCTIKOC,
TENELOG, AVEVOENG, AyaDOC, TAVIWOV YUAETDV
AmNALQYLLEVOC TOODV.



It remains the case that there is another, different
[God] not recorded [in the Scriptures] who is
foreknowing, complete, without want, good, far
removed from all troublesome passions.[>7]

According to Marcion, this god’s appearance in Jesus was an
unprecedented, unheralded irruption, having no close association with that
inferior creator god.[>8] Jesus was linked with the God of the Christians
(and of their Scriptures) and not with the God of the Jews (and of their
Scriptures). “No other early Christian thinker, it might appear, so openly
rejects the Jewish Scriptures and denigrates their God.”[5°] Thus, as
Marcion would have it, Jesus’ teaching was incompatible with the
Pentateuch.

Marcion’s corpus of Scripture consisted of a combination of Paul’s
letters and Luke’s Gospel. This truncated collection of Scripture, together
with his own Antitheses (commentary on his edited Gospel), constituted the
textual expression of the Marcionite tradition.[00] The Antithesesexplained
how Jesus contradicted the Old Testament teachings. The Gospelpresented
the “true” text of the Jesus-story. The Apostle presented the “true” text of
Paul’s “genuine” letters. Marcion believed that both the Gospeland Paul’s
own letters had been “interpolated by the defenders of Judaism.” According
to the testimony of Irenaeus (c. 140-202 ce),

In addition to this [Marcion] circumcised the gospel
according to Luke by excising everything written
about our Lord’s nativity, as well as removing from
our Lord’s teaching many passages in which it is
written that he openly professed that the Creator of
this universe is his Father. Marcion persuaded his
adherents that he himself expressed the truth better
than the apostles who delivered the gospel: though in
fact he delivered them no gospel but only a part of
one. In like manner he castrated the epistles of Paul
the apostle by removing all things clearly expressed



by the apostle concerning the God who made the
world.[61]

Now, scholarship has often connected the theory of the false passages in the
Pseudo-Clementine Homilieswith Marcion’s own biblical criticism. On the
one hand, Robert M. Grant, for example, describes the Homiliesas *“a
heretical Christian parallel to Marcion.”[62] On the other hand, according to
Strecker, the simple governing principle behind the proper evaluation of the
false pericopes is that “every saying written against God is false”
(Hom.2.40.1), and that the interpretation of each text from Scripture must
accord with this idea. Strecker describes this posture towards scriptural
interpretation as rationalistisch (“die Kriterie der Vernunft”).[63] As for this
“rationalistic” character of the false pericopes, Schoeps suggests, “It must
be observed that the biblical criticism of the Kerygmata Petrou is
thoroughly permeated with rationalism, its distinctive feature. One could in
fact refer to it as a sample of an ancient Enlightenment.”[¢4] Strecker,
though, associates the false pericopes theory more with Gnostics and less
with Marcion.[63] Strecker understands the “false pericopes™ as a
hermeneutical device that was employed primarily against the Gnostics.[60]
According to Strecker’s understanding of the way in which the underlying
literary sources (of the Grundschrift) developed, the apparent connection
between the false pericopes and the Marcionites is separate from and
subsequent to the Knpoyuata Iétpov source.[67] That is, according to
Strecker, the author of the Grundschriftincorporated that stratum which
contains the notion of the “false pericopes” with other material at a later
stage.

In Schoeps’s view, the false-passages theory emerged at a very early
period, among the Ebionites.[68] Furthermore, Schoeps (who identifies
“Simon” as “Marcion’) does perceive palpable connections between the
false pericopes theory and Marcionism: “It seems probable that the
Keérygmata Petrou was intended to provide an answer to Marcion’s teaching
... ilnasmuch as the Kérygmata Petrou, influenced by Marcion’s arguments,
abandons that which is untenable in the Old Testament in order to be able to
save that which is essential.[%°] Indeed, as Schoeps sees it, the false-
pericopes theory could be interpreted “as a concession to Marcion’s point of



view for the purpose of overcoming the Marcionite threat on the basis of the
Old Testament itself.”’[70] Horbury has also suggested that the Pseudo-
Clementine theory of the false pericopes constitutes a concession to the
Marcionite attack on the Jewish Scriptures.[”1] More recently Manns has
written,

au deuxieme siecle les communautés chrétiennes
furent secouées par les doctrines de Marcion, lequel se
présentait comme un nouveau Paul, mais plus radical
que lui dans le rejet de la Torah. La defense de

I’ Ancien Testament ébauchée contre Simon parait
convenir contre les attaques de Marcion. Les critiques
contre Paul visent en fait Marcion.[72]

Second-century Christian communities were upset by
the doctrines of Marcion, who presented himself as a
new Paul, but more radical than him in the rejection of
the Torah. The defense of the Old Testament outlined
against Simon seems to agree with attacks against
Marcion. The criticisms against Paul are actually
against Marcion.

Similarly, Shuve has recently suggested, “The Homilies’ doctrine of the
false pericopes may have been tailored to refute the doctrines of Marcion,
whose Antitheses apparently sought to establish the difference between the
God proclaimed in the Jewish Scriptures and the Father revealed by
Christ.”[73]

The written Scriptures were a primary point of disputation with the
Marcionites. At this level, the Homiliesseem to appropriate certain
Marcionite tactics in order to refute Marcionite teaching. Unlike Marcion,
however, the Homiliesassume a much more favorable posture toward
Judaism and the Torah.[74] Indeed, in the Homilies, both Peter and Clement
defend the teaching (and reputation) of the Jews as “most pious,” derived
from the one true God.[75]Han Jan Willem Drijvers detects an even more



substantive contact between the Homiliesand Marcion: “The well-known
controversy between Peter and Paul, the later the only and favourite apostle
of the Marcionites, is transformed into a series of disputes between Peter
and Simon, the arch-heretic, who however stands for Marcion and
Marcionite doctrine.”[76] Drijvers’s thesis is that the Grundschrift (which
Drijvers suggests was probably called the Periodoi Petrou) that underlies
the Pseudo-Clementines was an ‘“anti-Marcionite book” composed around
220 ce “in a period when the Marcionites represented a real danger for the
nascent orthodoxy in Syria.”[77] According to Drijvers, “The doctrine of the
one righteous God, who gave the divine Spirit of foreknowledge to Adam
and Christ, the True Prophet, and created the world in opposite pairs, a
mixture of good and evil, true and false prophecy, true and false sayings of
the Scriptures, forms a coherent whole.”[78] This constellation of ideas
“belong closely together and serve polemical aims, namely the refutation of
a heresy allegedly ascribed to Simon Magus.”[7] Drijvers here identifies
Simon Magus as none other than Marcion. Hence, “the doctrinal complex
of the True Prophet and the false scriptural passages is an original anti-
heretical construction of the author of [the Grundschrift], invented to refute
the prevailing Marcionism in the Syrian area, where the author of [the
Grundschrift]is to be sought.”[80] Drijvers points to Simon’s description of
the creator as an imperfect, ignorant, maleficent being who lacks
foreknowledge, and who made humanity as a sinful creature.

Simon characterizes the creator precisely as Marcion would.[81] Like
Simon, Marcion emphasized Adam as the creature of an ignorant creator. In
this way, Marcion therefore severed all ties between Adam and Christ.[32]
Accordingly,

the author of [the Grundschrift] took exactly the
opposite position and stressed the foreknowledge and
sinlessness of Adam, who knew good and evil and
always had the Divine Spirit, like Christ, with whom
he is in fact identical. In other words, the identity of
Adam and the True Prophet is analogous with the
identity of the Creator and the redeeming God, the
father of both, and is an expression of His



foreknowledge, an element heavily emphasized by
anti-Marcionite polemics. . . . The combination of
sinlessness and foreknowledge made Adam into the
True Prophet, the exact opposite of Marcion’s sinful
first man![83]

Drijvers isolates “the doctrinal complex of the True Prophet and the false
scriptural passages” and identifies this as “an original anti-heretical
construction” invented to refute Marcionism. Drijvers is particularly
interested in offering us an interpretation of the Adam-Christ figure. I wish
to suggest how, at an exegetical level, a good deal of the Homiliesdoes
indeed have Marcionism in view as a primary target. Thus

Marcion believed that Paul’s letters had been “corrupted” by others who
“inserted” references to Old Testament promises. Marcion therefore
“purged” the Pauline epistles of material he believed to have been
introduced by Jewish and Jewish-Christian opponents of Paul.[84] In a
chapter dealing with Marcion’s criticism of “the Gospel and the Apostle,”
Grant observes that

Marcion’s insistence that both Gospeland Apostiehad
been interpolated suggests that he knew current
theories about interpolated religious documents, as
well as the editorial procedures of the great Hellenistic
textual critics. After all, he wrote in a time when
scholars were zealously reconstructing the
philosophies that supposedly underlay Greek poetry
and the authentic ancient myths that underlay current
versions of them. They were “demythologizing,”
using literary analysis to produce theology. (3]

So Marcion “rejected the Jewish Scriptures, and cut out books and passages
which he thought Judaistic from the Scriptures of Christian authorship.”[86]
Marcion solved the Christian problem of relating the Testaments by cutting
the Gordian knot. In a manner of speaking, what Marcion does to Paul’s



letters, the Homilist does to the Pentateuch. The Homilist detects “false
interpolations” in the Pentateuch in an effort to salvage both the Creator
God, and (if somewhat paradoxically) the Jewish Scriptures, which tell of
him.

Another significant parallel between Simon and Marcion is to be found
in their approach to the contradictions in the Pentateuch. Marcion wrote up
his Antithesesin order to address and explain such contradictions,[®7] and he
advocated a system of “dualistic oppositions.” Hence, the two deities in
Marcion’s system are further characterized by two different modes of
operation in the world—mnamely, “law” and “gospel.” As Tertullian put it,
“The separation of law and gospel is the primary and principal exploit of
Marcion.”[88] Marcion’s stamp of “dualism,” which engendered his law-
versus-gospel dichotomy was further expressed in his system of antithetical
“pairs.” It is significant that the Homilist puts forth his own version of
“pairs” of opposites—in the form of the Syzygienlehre—whereby the
scriptural contradictions are not denied but are “fit into the wider
framework of God’s guidance and foreknowledge.”[3°] Thus Marcion’s
dualism sought to reject the Pentateuch; the Homilies to explain (and retain)
it. In Marcion, we find an important parallel to the false-pericope theory at
work in the Homilies.

In addition to Marcion, another important parallel can be seen in
Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora.



3.6. EXCURSUS: PARALLELS IN PTOLEMY’S LETTER TO FLORA

In his discussion on Marcionite criticism of the Old Testament, Horbury
points to Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora (hereafter Flor) and the Pseudo-
Clementine Homilies.Horbury presents these two works as part of a “set of
responses” that “evinced some kinship with Marcion by the appropriation
of elements in his criticisms.”[®0] Similarly, according to Grant,

There 1s a heretical Christian parallel to Marcion in the
Clementine Homilies, which says that interpolated
passages in the Old Testament law can be discovered
by comparison with the teaching of Jesus. The author
starts with the contrast between God’s original
purpose for marriage and Moses’ authorization of
divorce. The real grounds for his criticism, however,
must lie in rational criticisms of the Old Testament. As
summarized in the Homiliesthemselves, in the Old
Testament God is described as taking oaths, tempting,
lacking foreknowledge, not seeing everything, not
good, living in the temple, desiring sacrifices, and
wicked. The criticism reappears in [Flor.] by the
Valentinian Gnostic Ptolemaeus.[°1]

I would like to follow Horbury’s lead on this point. So here I consider the
Homilist’s theory of false pericopes in connection with Flor.

Flor.derives from the Valentinian school and was likely composed in
the mid- to late second century, though the text is only known to us from
Epiphanius’s Panarion.[92] Ptolemy, a student of Valentinus, follows the
principles of a Gnostic vision of reality. The god of the law is the Creator,
the demiurge, and so the law is of divine origin. As such, the law is “good,”
though it is not “perfect” since it derives from the demiurge, who is inferior
to the perfect God, the Father.[93] Within this framework, the Old Testament
is retained, but it is relegated to a somewhat inferior position, subject to the
authoritative “words of the Savior.”[4] Even so, Ptolemy views the law
itself as in some way still authoritative; even the parts about the cultus are



of value, but only if they are read allegorically. And so it is that Flor. “can
be seen to express the typical Valentinian Gnostic position vis-a-vis the OT
as a whole: even though it is inspired by an inferior deity, the OT contains
valuable truth which ‘the Saviour’ fulfills, or which, when subjected to
allegorical interpretation, reveals gnosis.”[°>] Now, it is probable that
Ptolemy would have had some familiarity with Marcion and his biblical
criticism. But “Marcion, though undoubtedly influenced by Gnosticism,
was not a Gnostic but a Christian who carried to radical extremes the
Pauline doctrine of justification by faith(not gnosis) apart from the works of
the law.”[96] Tt is evident from Flor.3.2-3 that Ptolemy stands in opposition
to Marcionites on one hand and “mainline” Christians on the other. The
classical patristic answer to Marcionite criticism was to treat difficult
passages of Scripture as “types” or allegories. But while Marcion described
the Jewish law as the “inferior” teachings of a demiurge, Ptolemy
understood the Mosaic legislation as a pure law that had become
interpolated with false material. Contra Marcion, Ptolemy “considers the
complete rejection of the Jewish corpus as more dangerous than its
uncritical acceptance.”[?7IPtolemy’s notion of spurious portions of Scripture
“evinced some kinship with Marcion by the appropriation of elements in his
criticisms.”[98] For Ptolemy presents a tripartite division of the law
including “genuine” and “spurious” portions. This device enables Ptolemy
to employ a “rational” critique of the Mosaic legislation, with the result that
large portions of it are eliminated.

In his discussion of the various ways in which the Gnostics employed
the Old Testament, Birger Pearson enumerates three “hermeneutical
presuppositions” of the Gnostics:[9°] (1) a wholly “negative view” of the
Old Testament; (2) a wholly “positive view”’; and (3) an “intermediate
position.” The example Pearson gives for this third type is none other than
Flor.[100] This “intermediate position” is also adopted by the Homilist. The
most characteristic feature of this “intermediate position,” and the clearest
mark of similarity between Flor.and Hom., is, of course, the view that the
Pentateuch contains false interpolations. Indeed, Harnack once observed
that this view “such as we find in Ptolemaeus and pseudo-Clement” is
“highly deserving of attention from scholars.”[101] This circumstance, along
with their overlapping connections to Gnosticism in general, warrants
comparison between Hom.and Flor.[102]



What can we say about their literary relationship? Jean
Daniélou mentions in passing that Flormay have been influenced by the
Jewish Christianity of the Pseudo-Clementines.[193] Strecker grants that the
teaching on the discrimination of the Scriptures stands on Jewish ground,
but “in its radical form Gnostic influence is not denied.”[104] However,
neither Gilles Quispel nor Strecker assumes that Ptolemy is dependent upon
Hom.[105] The goal of this section, then, is to consider a few passages in
Florwith a view to identifying those elements it has in common with Hom.I
will draw attention to the fact that several aspects of the exegetical theory
present in Hom.are also present throughout Flor.as a whole. It is hoped that
the following analysis will contribute positively to the general discussion.
As we shall see, there is indeed significant overlap between the exegetical
theories put forth in Hom.and Flor. Two in particular are the theory of the
false pericopes and the True Prophet’s teaching. In addition to these, we
might also include the “harmony criterion,” as well as the role of an
“ancestral tradition.” Let us then turn to consider the parallels between
Hom.3.54.1-2 and Flor.4.3-4.

In his tripartite division of the law of God, Ptolemy distinguishes
between (1) the legislation of God himself, (2) the legislation of
Moses himself, and (3) the legislation of the elders.[196] To my knowledge,
there are no other references to this sort of tripartite division of the Mosaic
law. Quispel affirms Ptolemy’s novelty in his claim that the
Pentateuch contains human interpolations: “si I’école de Ptolémée affirme
que toute la Bible contiene des interpolations humaines, il faut reconnaitre
que ce point de vue ne se retrouve pas ailleurs.”[107] (“If the school of
Ptolemy claims that the entire Bible contains human interpolations, one
must recognize that this view is not found elsewhere.”) Furthermore,
Quispel recognizes that only the Pseudo-Clementines surpass Flor.in this
regard:

Autant que je sache, il n’y a qu’ un seul écrit chrétien
qui reconnaisse (plus radicalement que Ptolémée) qu’
il existe des additions humaines dans 1’ Ancien
Testament. C’est le Krjpvypa [Tétpov comme 1’appelle
Waitz, une source palestino-chrétienne des



Homéliesps. Clémentines et des Recognitiones
Clementis.[108]

As far as [ know, there is only one Christian writing
that recognizes (more radically than Ptolemy) that
there are human additions in the Old Testament. This
is the Knpvypa ITétpov as Waitz calls it, a Palestinian-
Christian source of the Pseudo-Clementine
Homiliesand Recognitions.

This feature of Flor.is immediately recognizable by its similarity to the idea
of the false pericopes in Hom. Ptolemy takes the “legislation that is from
God” and further subdivides it into three parts. First is the “pure legislation
not entangled with evil,” which Ptolemy calls “the law in its primary sense”
(xvpimg vopoc). This is the Decalogue. The second part consists of the
legislation “enmeshed [cuunenieyuévov] with the inferior and with
injustice.” This 1s the part that “the Savior abolished since it was
incongruous [dvoikeiov] with his own nature.”[10°] An example of this is
the law of retaliation. As for the third part,
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[ The third part] is divided into the typological and
symbolic legislation, ordained according to the image
of spiritual and higher things, the part the Savior
transferred from [the realm of] sense perception and

appearance to [the realm of] the spiritual and the
invisible.[110]



Ptolemy includes in this third category “the legislation about sacrifices,
circumcision, the Sabbath, fasting, the Passover, unleavened bread, and the
likes of these.”[!11] These are some of the very same kinds of passages in
the Pentateuch that the Homilist deems as false material. But at no point
does the Homilist regard such passages “symbolically” or as “types.”



3.7. CONCLUSION

The biblical criticism at work in Hom.finds relevant parallels in both
Marcion and in Flor.Like Marcion, the Homilist categorically rejects
allegorism. Like Ptolemy, the Homilist advocates a theory of false
interpolations. That the Pentateuch contains false pericopes is based on (1)
a general concern for the sensus litteralis of the text, and (2) the Pseudo-
Clementines’ particular understanding of how the Pentateuch was
transmitted orally and eventually came to exist in written form. Moses at
first orally transmitted the law “with its solutions” to the seventy elders. But
after the law was committed to writing (sometime after Moses’ death),
certain spurious passages crept in. Moreover, as we shall see in the
following chapters, according to the Homilist, the interpreter must be able
to recognize and appropriately handle these “false pericopes™ in order to
arrive at a “proper interpretation” of Scripture. In order to handle the false
pericopes in a satisfactory manner, reference must be made to a distinct set
of three external criteria. The first of these criteria—the True Prophet’s
teaching—will be the focus of the next chapter.

1. See Hom.2.38-41, 48-52; 3.3-5,10; 3.50. While the notion of false
pericopes may be fueled by Gnostic threats, other second-century
Christians (some Gnostic Christians as well) seem to be experimenting
with this kind of critical evaluation of the Pentateuch. See, for example,
Flor. (discussed below). Theophilus of Antioch advances the idea that
Jesus’ teaching adjudicates Scripture as true or false. On this point, see
Robert M. Grant, Greek Apologists of the Second Century (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1988), 162, 171-72.¢

2. Karl Evan Shuve, “The Doctrine of the False Pericopes and Other Late
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The True Prophet’s Teaching as an Exegetical
Criterion



4.1. INTRODUCTION

Like the theory of the false pericopes, another trademark of this peculiar
literature is the idea that correct interpretation of Scripture is not possible
apart from a knowledge of the True Prophet’s teaching.[1] According to the
Homilist,

O10 TPO TAVT®V TOV AANOT TpoenNTNV {nTelv del, Ot
dvev TouToL BEPAIOV TL TPOGETVOL AVOPDOTOIC
advvaTOV.

Before all things it is necessary to seek the Prophet
of Truth, because without this one it is not possible
that any bit of certainty can come to humanity. (2]

It is in the True Prophet’s teaching alone where truth is to be found. Indeed,
his teaching represents the source for “truth” itself.[3!

I am proposing in this study that the Homilist employs three distinct
“external” criteria in order to elucidate the various passages of Scripture
under consideration, the falsehoods in particular. I am suggesting that these
three criteria are to be grouped together under “tradition” on the one hand
and “philosophy” on the other. The True Prophet’s teaching constitutes the
first of these, and it belongs under the heading of “tradition.” It is the goal
of this chapter to consider how the Homiliespresent the general function and
content of the True Prophet’s teaching as an “external” criterion whereby
the Scriptures are to be evaluated.

This section consists of two basic parts. First [ will say a word about
the general significance of “prophecy” in connection with the Syzygienlehre
—the Homilist’s “doctrine of pairs.” Second, we will consider what can be
said of the actual content of the True Prophet’s teaching and how it
functions as an “external” criterion in the exegesis of the Pentateuch. I will
do this by examining a number of Jesus’ sayings, as they appear in a sort of
“sayings catalog” found in Hom. 3.50-57. As we shall see, this catalog of
sayings gives us a sense of the True Prophet’s teaching, teaching that



substantiates the Homilist’s claim that the Pentateuch really does contain
false interpolations. The sayings catalog also helps us see what sort of
Scriptures are “false,” (according to the True Prophet’s own teaching). After
the study of the sayings catalog, we will turn our attention to consider a few
relevant parallels between Hom.and Ptolemy’s Flor.in connection with the
role of Jesus as the authoritative interpreter of the Scriptures. Just as
Ptolemy and the Homilist advocate a similar theory of false interpolations
in the Pentateuch, so also both advocate a similar orientation toward Jesus’
role as the one who gives authoritative instruction for how to deal with
those false passages. This circumstance warrants a comparison between the
two texts of Hom.and Flor.[4] T begin first, however, with a discussion about
“prophecy” in connection with the Homilist’s doctrine of “opposite pairs.”



4.2. PROPHECY, THE SYZYGIENLEHRE, AND THE “TRUE PROPHET”

The Homilist conceptualizes prophecy as an outworking of the
Syzygienlehre—his “doctrine of pairs” (from ovlvuyia).[5] The Syzygienlehre
is based on a philosophical notion that God fashioned the universe by
delineating everything into various sets of “pairs.” These pairs come in
“opposites” like day/night, light/dark, life/death, male/female, and so on.

Scholars have indentified the Pseudo-Clementine Syzygienlehre as
having Gnostic roots. As Georg Strecker puts it, “Die gnostische Wurzel
dieses dualistischen Denkens diirfte deutlich sein.”[®] (“The Gnostic root of
this dualistic thinking should be clear.”) However, according to Hans
Joachim Schoeps, “The Ebionite doctrine of the syzygies is to be interpreted
as an answer to Gnostic dualism, particularly to the teaching of Marcion.”[’]
In fact, Schoeps understands the Syzygienlehre in Hom. not as Gnostic,
“despite certain correspondences, but a formulation constructed by the
Ebionites themselves which has Jewish roots in spite of syncretistic
touches. . . . The doctrine of the syzygies, with its male-femalepolarization,
is apparently an ancient rabbinic conception.”[8] On this latter point,
Schoeps follows Louis Ginzberg, who in turn identifies the Syzygienlehre as
a “pagan conception” that passed into the kabbalah via the Talmud, though
Ginzberg himself does not unpack this “pagan conception” as such, nor
does he identify what those “pagan” conceptions might be.[°]

Pagan notions of “opposites” have been discussed by G. E. R.
Lloyd, who has written about “opposite pairs” in ancient Greek thought,
and various philosophical and cosmological theories based on them.[10]
Lloyd remarks, “Opposites are, or are among, the principles or elements on
which the cosmological theories of other Presocratic philosophers are
based.”[!1] Examples Lloyd highlights include the theory of
Anaximander (c. 610-540 bce) that the first principles were composed of
pairs of opposing substances like hot/cold and flame/mist. The cosmogony
of Parmenides (fl. c. 450 bce) began with “fire” and “night” as opposite
(and equal) substances. The system put forth by Empedocles (c. 493433
bce) imagined “love” and “strife” as opposites that generated the four
elements. Anaxagoras (c. 500428 bce) described an original mixture of
opposite pairs like wet/dry, hot/cold, and bright/dark. Heraclitus (c. 535—c.
475 bee) emphasized the “unity” of similar opposites.|!2]



In addition to these examples discussed by Lloyd, when we move over
to the Judeo-Hellenistic milieu, we find Philo himself asserting that it was
Moses who discovered such “opposites” (ta évavtia), long before
Heraclitus:

&v yap 10 &E apeoiv Tdv Evavtiov, od Tunoévtog
YVOPLULO TG EvavTio. o0 TovT €oTtiv, & pacty "EAAnvec
TOV péyav kai doidipov map” avtoig Hpdakiettov
KEPAAOLOV TTG OVTOD TPOGTNGAUEVOV PIAOGOPIOG
aOYEV MG €  €VPECEL KOVT]; TOAOOV Yop. EVPEUQ
Movcémg €0Ti TO €K TOD aDTOD TO EVOVTio TUNUATOV
Adyov Eyovta dmotedeiobat, Kabdmep Evapydc
£0elyOm.

For the two opposites together form a single whole,
the division of which the opposites are known. Is not
this the truth which according to the Greeks
Heraclitus, whose greatness they celebrate so loudly,
put in the forefront of his philosophy and vaunted it as
a new discovery? Actually, as has been clearly shown,
it was Moses who long ago discovered the truth that
opposites are formed from the same whole, to which
they stand in the relation of sections or divisions.[13]

The philosophical notion of “opposite pairs” is well attested in Greek
philosophical sources, including Philo, who wishes to credit Moses himself
with its discovery.

When we turn to the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, the
Syzygienlehre evokes a conception of opposite pairs similar to what we find
in Greek philosophical sources. Now, in Hom. 2.13—15, the Homilist draws
on the notion of God’s “righteousness” in order to make his case for a
future judgment.



Ot Totvuv 0 B0g dikaiog, TpOINAOV MUV €0TIV OTL Kol
Kploig yiveton.

Since God is righteous, it is fully evident to us that
there is a judgment.[14]

The phrase “God is righteous” in Hom.2.13.4 functions rhetorically to
formally introduce the Syzygienlehre:

€l 0& EoTv eLPETV &V AVOpdTOIS, TOG® LAAAOV &V OED;
&l 0& ovdauoD, obte Tapd Bed®d oVTE TOPQ AVOPOTOLC,
E0TLV €VPETV TO OlKAOV, TAVTMG 0VOE TO AOIKOV. GAA’
£0TLV 1O diKkaov: dkoosHvng yop odong t0 ddKov
Aéyetan (Oomep mapafoarlopévng The O1KaocHVNG
avTH) Koi EvavTing Exetv eDpLoKOUEVNG AdKio AEyETOL).

If [righteousness] is found among humankind, how
much the more so with God! But if [righteousness] is
nowhere to be found, neither with God nor with
humankind, then neither is unrighteousness. But
righteousness does exist. For “unrighteousness” is so
called from the fact that “righteousness” actually
exists (even as “unrighteousness,” when it is
compared with “righteousness,” 1s found to be its
“opposite.”[13]

With this last phrase, Peter leads directly into his own discourse on the
“opposite pairs” that are thought to characterize creation:

&vBev yov 0 Bg0¢ d10d0KmV TOVG AVOPDOTOVG, TPOC
™V TV dviov dAf0siay, gig v avtdg, drydc kol
gvavting oleTiev mavta Td TV dkpov, [an’ apyTg
o0TOC £1¢ BV Kad pdvog Oedg,] TomMoog oVpavOV Koi



Similarly,

YRV, NUEPV Kol VOKTO, MG Kol Top, AoV Kol
ceMvmy, (onv kai 0avotov . . . @ Kol Tag TV
ovluy1dV éviAlaéev eikovag, LKpa Td TPAOTO
napadépevog odTd, peydio 8& to devtepa, olov
KOGLOV, aidva: OAL" O HEV TaPOV KOGLOGC
TPOGKALPOGC, 0 O€ EGOUEVOC ALd10G. TPMTN dyvolad,
JEVTEPO YVDOIG. OVTMG Kol TOVG TG TPOoPNTELNG
Nyeudévag dtétaey.

God teaches humankind with regard to what is true
about reality; though he himself is one in essence, he
has delineated all the elemental principles in a twofold
and opposite manner (though from the beginning he
himself is the one and only God); he made heaven and
earth, day and night, light and fire, sun and moon, life
and death. . . . In [the case of humankind], God
reconfigured the patterns of syzygies, setting before
humankind the first things as less important, and the
next things as more important, such as [the present]
world, [and then] eternity. On the one hand, the
present age is temporary, but the age to come is
everlasting. First is ignorance, then knowledge. In this
way God also configured the leaders of prophecy.[16]

0VTOC UOVOC TV iy Koi Tp®dTNV Lovoeldi] ovsioy
TeTpo®C Kol vavtiong Etpeyey, eita piEag pupiog
Kpaoelg &€ avTdv Enoincey, tva i Evavtiag pUGELS
TeETpapUEVAL Kol Leptypévor Tod (v dovv €k g
avtiovlouyiag EpyacmvTal.

[God] alone configured the singular, primary,
uniform substance into sets of opposite pairs. Thus, by



mixing them he fashioned out of them myriads of
combinations, in order that they, by being converted
and combined, might effect the pleasure of living from
the combination of opposite pairs.[17]

It 1s with reference to this distinct doctrine of “pairs™ that the
Homilist describes the nature of prophecy itself.

Now, when it comes to modes of knowing, the Homiliesvigorously
defend prophecy as the superior form of knowledge:

TPOC Yap TpoenTeioy 00OV dhvavTol 0UTE TEYVOL
AOy®V ovTe GoPloudTmVY Emivolal, 00 GUAAOYIGUOL,
0VK BAAN TIC unyovn, €6V Ye 0 EMOKOVCOC TPOPTTOV
aAN00d¢ dAnbeiag dvimg OpEynTal Koi 0O TPOPACEL
aAnOsiog Etepov TL mepIPAETNTOL.

For neither arts of discourses nor thoughts of
sophisms, nor syllogisms, nor any other contrivance,
can [stand up] to prophecy, provided that he who
listens intently to the True Prophet really does yearn
for truth, and is not looking around for something else
under a mere pretence of truth.[18]

As Karl Evan Shuve notes, “Central to the text’s epistemology is the
decisive opposition between philosophy and prophetic revelation.”[1°]
Hence, those who would seek for the truth will find it not with sophistry but

with prophecy; not with the pagan philosophers but with the True Prophet:
[20]

o1 ToVTo Bo01 ToTE AANBelay yvdvar Enebvouncay,
Tapd 0€ TOVTOV PUABETV ATV OVK ELTLYNCAV, LN
gVpOVTEC (NTODVTEG £TEAEVTNGAV . . . TAVTEC UEV ODV
06cot ote Enoav tO AANBEC, 1O dvvacOal evpeiv



£0VTOIG TIOTEVCAVTEG EVNOPEVONGAV. TOVTO OTTEP
nemovoacty kai ol Td®v EAAMvev giidcopot kol
BapPdpmv ol cmovdaidTePOL.

Wherefore, as many as have ever desired to know
the truth, but have not succeeded in learning it from
him, such have died searching but not finding it. . . .
Therefore all those who have sought the truth by
trusting in themselves that they could find it, were
caught in a trap. This is what both the Greek
philosophers and the rather intelligent people of the
other (non-Greek) nations suffered.[2!]

Even so, it is a peculiar feature of Hom.that, while prophetic revelation is
taken as the superior form of knowledge, the Scriptures themselves are not
seen as a reservoir of prophecies awaiting to be “fulfilled,” namely, with the
arrival of Jesus. The exegesis of the Pentateuch is not characterized at all by
any sort of “prophecy-fulfillment” method.[22] The Scriptures do not in this
way “define” Jesus. On the contrary, in a manner of speaking, the opposite
is the case—the True Prophet’s teaching is what “defines” the Scriptures.

Jesus is therefore a central figure in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies,
but he is cast in a notably different light than he is in other extant sources.
For example, hardly anything is said of Jesus’ life, his death on a Roman
cross, or his resurrection from the dead; nor is any theological weight
placed on them. The Pseudo-Clementines contain hardly any references to
his messianism.[23] J. Neville Birdsall observes, “These features show
similarity to the rarity or absence of references to Jesus’ life in many of the
apologists. It seems to be a mark of the second century in general, and
presumably extended to Jewish Christianity.”’[24] Instead, the Pseudo-
Clementines most consistently designate Jesus as the “True Prophet.”[25]
This epithet coheres with the general tenor of the Hom.

In Hom.3.11-14, the writer compares and contrasts the kind of
knowledge possessed by ordinary seers to that of the True Prophet. Unlike
all other types of mantics, visionaries, seers, and so on, the (fore)knowledge
of the True Prophet stretches far “into the age to come, and needs nothing



for its interpretation, not prophesying darkly and ambiguously,” requiring
“another prophet for their interpretation,” but “clearly and simply.”[26] Of
all the prophets, only Jesus, as the True Prophet, is called “son of God.”[27]
Even so, although the True Prophet is Ogi0trtoc yépwv, “full of divinity,”
Jesus is not himself “God,” as Peter himself confidently attests:

O KOprog udV odte Beovc slvon £pOEYENTO TaPd TOV
kticavra To TévTa obte antdv Oedv eivon
avnyopevcey, viov 6& Beod Tod TG TAvVTO
SLOKOGUNGOVTOC TOV EIMOVIA ODTOV EDAOYMC
EULOKAPLOEV.

Our Lord neither asserted that there are [other] gods
besides the Creator of all, nor did he proclaim that he
himself was God, but with good reason he blessed the
one who called him the son of God—God who
arranged the universe.[28]

Furthermore, Jesus was not the only avatar of the True Prophet; the True
Prophet is said to have appeared at various times and in various forms, as
figures like Adam and Moses. But, according to Hom.18.13.6, he has also
appeared tovarious biblical figures like Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham,
Isaac, Jacob, and Moses. The Homilist names these figures (in various
configurations) as “the seven pillars of the world.”[2°] Louis Ginzberg sees
a significant connection between the “seven pillars” of Hom.and the “seven
pillars of the earth” mentioned by the rabbis: “The Haggadah [b. Hag. 12b]
also says that the world rests on seven pillars, but according to other
authorities one pillar, 2>7% by name, supports the world [compare Prov.
10:25]. Avapdptnroc (P°7%) is, according to [Hom. 2.6], the True
Prophet.”[39]1 As Adam, the True Prophet foresaw the future deeds of his
sons Cain and Abel. As Christ, he successfully predicted the destruction of
the Jerusalem temple in 70 and 135 ce.3!1] As Moses, he foresaw the
turbulent fate the Torah would suffer in its written form, not least the
lamentable accretion of false interpolations.



Only the True Prophet’s teaching can enable the interpreter to
successfully navigate through those “false passages” peppered throughout
the Pentateuch.[32] Han Jan Willem Drijvers observes that the True
Prophet’s teaching “is the main instrument in reaching [the] goal of
presenting a coherent interpretation of the Scriptures, so that existing
discordances will not confound the uninstructed multitudes.”33] According
to Georg Strecker, the author of the Knpoyuoata I1€tpov (one of the sources
of the Grundschrift, in his view) borrowed the concept of the True
Prophet from Gnostic Jewish Christians and represents the product of a
gnosticizing Jewish Christianity.[34] Drijvers takes a different route,
proposing instead that “the doctrinal complex of the True Prophet and the
false scriptural passages is an original anti-heretical construction of the
author of [the Grundschrift], invented to refute the prevailing
Marcionism in the Syrian area, where the author of [the Grundschrift] is to
be sought.”[33] For now, however, questions about the historical origin and
development of this “doctrine” are put aside. My focus is rather on how the
Homilies, in their present form, understand the role of the True Prophet’s
teaching with reference to the exegesis of the Pentateuch. To this we now
turn.

The discussion of the True Prophet first appears in Hom. 1.19.[36]
There the Homilist uses the analogy of a smoke-filled house to illustrate
humanity’s epistemological plight, and to introduce the necessity of the
True Prophet’s teaching to bring illumination. “Ten thousand evils” fill the
world as smoke fills a house.[37] The smoke obscures a person’s vision,
preventing them from looking upward and becoming acquainted with the
Creator God. So someone from outside the house is needed “to open the
door so that the light of the sun that is outside may be admitted into the
house, to drive out the smoke.”[38] The person for this task is, of course, the
True Prophet:

TOV p&v odv Bon0ov &vdpa oV dANOf TpoeTV Afym,
O¢ LOVOG pmTicat Yyuyog avlpdrwv dvvatal, HoT &V
a0TOig OPOaALOTC dSuvnOTvaL [UAG] EVIOETV THC
aiviov coTnpiog TV 000V . . . TOVTOL EVEKEV
TPOPNTOL AANB0DG OAOV TO Thig evoePeiag £0en0n



Tpayua, tva UiV £pel Ta dvta wg EoTv Kal.ag O€l mepl
TAVIOV TIGTEVELY. ..010 TTPO TAVI®V TOV AANOT
TpoPNTNV (NTelv del, 8Tt dvev tovToLv BEPAOV TU
TPOGEIVOL AVOPMOTOLS AOVVATOV.

The helper is the man whom I call the True Prophet,
who alone is able to enlighten the souls of humankind,
so that with our own eyes we may be able to see the
path of eternal salvation. . . . This is why the whole
business of piety needed a True Prophet, that he might
tell us the reality of things, as they are, and how we
ought to believe concerning all things. . . . Wherefore
before all else it is necessary to seek the True Prophet,
because without this one it is not possible that any bit
of certainty can come to humanity.[3°]

The True Prophet is therefore the source for truth, and his teaching works as
part of an oral tradition:

0V 0£d10 INT®G oV TEPL TH Topadodeiong cot
aAnOeiog orakpONg, [M] idmc 611 &ym MrTdcHot £d0&a,
ovYi 1] VOOEGIS 1) 010, TOD TPOPNTOL TapadobEic
MNUv.

I do not fear that you would ever be in doubt
concerning the truth that has been handed down to
you, knowing that [even though] I seem to be
defeated, but not the doctrine [} Vt66eo15] that has
been handed down to us from the Prophet.[40]

If we were to summarize the True Prophet’s teaching, it might look
something like this:



EoTv 0& aTod TO T€ PovANUA Kol AAN0EC KNpLYLO OTL
€lg 0edg, ov KdGLOG Epyov, Og dikaoc DOV TAVTOG
EKAOTO TPOG TOG TPAEELS ATOOMGEL TOTE.

This is [the True Prophet’s] teaching and true
proclamation: God is one, whose work the cosmos is;
who, being entirely righteous, will render to each
person according to his actions.[4!]

At the heart of the True Prophet’s teaching, then, is the idea of God as the
“Creator” and God as the “righteous Judge.” This theme is then developed
further in Hom.3.45 (where God is “Creator”) and Hom.3.46 (where God is
called “Judge”).

For the Homilist, it is manifestly clear that the True Prophet’s teaching
plays a vital role in the exegesis of the Pentateuch. As Robert M. Grant
remarks, “For the author of the Clementine Homilies, the sayings, or certain
sayings, of Jesus make it possible to identify uninterpolated teachings.
Interpolation obviously occurred when the Mosaic law was being written
and rewritten—not by Moses, whose death is described in Deuteronomy
34:5-6, but by someone who transcribed what seventy wise men had
transmitted, and later on in the course of transmission. [The True Prophet]
explains how to tell true from false.”’[42] What, then, can we say about the
True Prophet’s teaching regarding its actual content? The block of material
in Hom.3.50-57 provides us with a catalog of Jesus’ sayings, several of
which are not found in the (now canonical) Gospels. The bulk of these
sayings specifically concern the theory of the false pericopes. So let us now
turn our attention to consider these, with a view to gaining a better sense for
the actual content of the True Prophet’s teaching.



4.3. THE CONTENT OF THE TRUE PROPHET’S TEACHING AS AN
“EXTERNAL” CRITERION

The subject is introduced in the form of a question put in the mouth of
Simon:

Svvinut 811 Tov Incodv YudV AEYES O aOTOV VIO TG
ypopiic TpopnTeLfévta: 00060 ToryapoDV OVTMC
Exev. Aéye Toivuv TS VUOG SLOKPIVELY TAC YPOUPOC
£010acev;

[ understand that you speak of your Jesus as him
who was prophesied by Scripture. Therefore, let it be
granted that it is so. So tell us, then, how did he teach
you to evaluate the Scriptures?[+3]

And again Simon asks,

"Emte1on 1a mepi Be0d (¢ Eenc) €k THg TpoOg TV KTiowY
opaPoAfic EoTv voficat, TMC TO AOUTd £V TG VOU®, EK
Topadocems Mmvoémg dvta kail aAnof Tuyydvovto
Kol TO1g Yevdéotv pepuypéva, Emyvavai Eotv Suvatdv;

Since (as you say), we must understand the things
concerning God by comparing them to the creation,
how is it possible to detect the other things in the law,
which [really do derive] from the tradition of
Moses and are [actually] true and [yet] are enmeshed
with the falsehoods?[44]

The material throughout Hom.3.50-57 lays out the answer to Simon’s
questions. This unit contains twenty-four short sayings of Jesus. The
question—"how did Jesus teach you to handle the Scriptures?”—frames the



entire episode. We see it put forth here at Hom.3.49.3. Then, at the other
end of the unit, the discussion concludes in 3.58.1 by saying how

Simon was realizing that “Peter was leading him to use the Scriptures as
Jesus taught” (IT€tpog aToOVv cuvdyet Taic Ypapoig ypiicbat ig ITnoodg
£0idacev). These statements specifically concern the “correct” interpretation
of the Scriptures (as well as “correct doctrine” more generally). Each saying
is complemented by a brief “commentary” given by Peter.

As for the sayings of Jesus in Hom., Leslie Kline has already done a
thorough study of the subject.[43] There is no need to repeat the results of
that study. My goal here is simply to enumerate the relevant sayings that
give form and content to the True Prophet’s teaching as they relate
specifically to the exegesis of the Pentateuch. The first three under
consideration appear in Hom.3.50.1-2. It is worth noting that two of these
first three sayings are agrapha, and they both directly address the matter of
the true and false pericopes:

1. A todT0 TAOVaGOE, un €100TEC TO AANOT) TGV
YPOQ®V, OV lvekev dyvoeite TV dOvay Tod 0god.

For this reason you err, not knowing the true things
of the Scriptures, which 1s why you are ignorant about
God’s power.[40]

This statement implies that there are true and false passages in the
Pentateuch. In fact, Peter introduces this logion with the words “as to the
mixture of truth with falsehood, I recall that one time . . .”” Peter goes on to
explain that when Jesus chides them (i.e., the Sadducees) about not
knowing the “true things” of the Scriptures, it obviously follows that, since
there are “true things,” there really are in them “false things™ as well (&g
dvtov yevd®dv). This saying and the next (listed below) also appear earlier
in Hom.2.51, where both sayings refer specifically to the theory of the false
pericopes.



2. T'tvecBe tpameliton 00KIpOL.

Be prudent bankers.[47]

This particular agraphon makes several appearances in the Pseudo-
Clementines (here in 3.50.2; earlier in 2.51.1, where this saying represents
the first utterance of Jesus presented in Hom.; and later in 18.20.4). This
saying is widely attested in patristic literature; Alfred Resch lists sixty-nine
occurrences.[48] Every instance of this saying in Hom.appears with
particular reference to the theory of the false pericopes. Schoeps calls
attention to the significance of this logion. “In the latter saying we possess a
logion typical of the Ebionite gospel, a logion which places the theory of
the false pericopes back into the mouth of Jesus himself—on the occasion
of his discourse against the Sadducees. This enables us to identify the
theory—a secret teaching of Jesus—as a tradition from the early Jewish
Christian community.”[4°] According to Peter, Jesus himself taught this
because of the presence of authentic (d0kioc) and spurious (kifonrog)
passages in Scripture. We see this spelled out in Hom.18.20.4:

d10 O€l mavta dvOpwmov cwbijvon B ovta yevéaHa,
¢ O S18UCKAAOG EIEY, KPITHV TOV TPOC TEPAGUOV
Ypapels®dv BiProv. obtog yop einev- vecOe
tpanelital doKot. Tpamellt®dV 0¢ ypeia, OTL TOig
doKipo1g Kol T KiBONAa dvapeputyuéva.

Every man who wishes to be saved must become, as
the Teacher said, a judge of the books which are
written to test us. For he said, “Be prudent bankers.”
Now the need for “bankers” is owing to the fact that
the spurious passages are mixed in together with the
authentic passages.

Kelley Coblentz Bautch notes the irony that the Homilies “identify
inaccuracies in the ‘canon’ and remedy them in part by citing non-canonical



literature. Emblematic of the irony is the thrice-repeated saying of Jesus ‘Be
wise money-changers,’ a reference to the ability to discern between
Scripture’s true and false passages that is itself apocryphal and not
canonical!”[>0]

3. A1d Tl 00 VOETTE TO EDAOYOV TV YPOPDV;

Why do you not recognize that which is rational in
the Scriptures?[>1]

Here is a second agraphon. In Kline’s estimation,

Although the words are cited as a saying of Jesus, the
fact that they do not occur in the same context in H
2.51 or 18.20 nor are they cited by any other early
Christian writer to my knowledge argues against their
coming from H’s source or sources of sayings of
Jesus. Rather they appear to be the ad hoccreation of
the writer to fit his immediate context and argument
on the false pericopes of Scripture.[52]

According to Peter, by saying this, Jesus “substantiates the intuition of the
person who, of his own initiative, makes a cogent assessment of the
Scriptures” vis-a-vis the true and false passages.[53] Thus true passages are
those that are “rational.” Kline adds that “cbAoyoc and evAOywmg are
frequently used terms” on the part of the Homilist.[54] Indeed, the concern
for “what is rational” (t0 ebAoyov) occupies a significant place throughout
Hom. 3 and 8. As we shall see in chapter 6, this notion of t0 ebAoyov is
indicative of the Homilist’s “rational” orientation in general, and it is
integral to his evaluation of the Pentateuch in particular.

4. OOk NMAOoV KaTOADGL TOV VOULOV.



I have not come to destroy the law.[>]

This saying is introduced by a reference to the “scribes and teachers of the
existing Scriptures,” who are described as “those who knew the true things
of the law” at that time. As Peter explains, the fact that he said this,

Kol @aivesOat avTov KaTaAbovTa onpaivovtog v 0Tt
& KaTéEALEV OVK NV TOD VOLLOV.

and yet he appeared to be destroying it is
[characteristic] of someone pointing out that which he
did destroy was not [actually part] of the law.[5¢]

Also significant is the conspicuous absence from this saying of the second
part of the Matthean original “Law or the Prophets” (N£A\0ov kotaAdcot TOv
vouov 1 tovg Tpoentag). This is important for my isolation of the
Pentateuch in this study, as I noted in chapter 1. We might also add that this
saying implies that, as for the “Prophets,” Jesus did in fact come to do away
with those, along with the “false portions” of the Mosaic legislation. In this
sense, the True Prophet did not come to “destroy” the law but to “purify” it.
It is thought that Jesus was, in some sense, engaged in “excising” false
passages from the Torah.

5.0 ovpavog kal 1) YN maperedoovtal, idTa €v 7 pio
Kepoio o0 Ui mapEAON Amd Tod vOuov.

Heaven and earth shall pass away, but not a single
yod or dot shall pass from the law.[57]

Peter explains that by saying this Jesus “indicated that those things which
do pass away before heaven and earth do not belong to the law in reality”



(un 6vra tod dvtwg vouov). In this case, there is an implicit reference to the
“harmony criterion” (the subject of chapter 6). The idea here is that,
according to the harmony criterion, the True Prophet was pointing out that
some things in the Pentateuch are not “in agreement with” physical reality,
namely, the creation and the character of the Creator God.

6. [Taca puteia, v ovk €pHTevoey O Tatnp O
ovpdviog, Ekprimbnoetal.

Every plant, which the heavenly father has not
planted, shall be uprooted.[>8]

According to Peter, such “plants” connote certain institutions of Torah,
which “have passed away” because they never actually belonged in the first
place. For this reason, such “plants” have now in fact been “uprooted.”
These include the monarchy, sacrifices, and false prophecies. Thus this
saying, from Matt. 15:13, represents the True Prophet’s announcement
concerning the “uprooting” of the false pericopes. As Peter explains it,

Emel oLV oVPOVOD Kol YNC ETL GLVESTOTWV TaPTIAOLY
Buciot, Bactieion, al év yevvntols yovaik@yv TpoenTeEion
Kol doa TolvTa, MG 0VK HvTo BE0D TPOGTAYLOTAL.

Since, then, while the heaven and the earth still
stand, yet such things as sacrifices, royal dynasties,
and prophecies “among those born of women” have
all passed away, [this demonstrates] that these were
not in reality ordinances from God.[5°]

Three specific categories are included in this saying: the sacrificial cultus,
the Jewish monarchy, and prophecy (of the “female” type, according to the
Syzygienlehre). These categories imply that entire episodes of the Jewish
Scriptures are rejected as “false.”



7. Eyd iyt 1) moAn thg {ofig- 0 01 €nod sioepyOuevog
eloépyetan gig v {onv.

I am the gate of life; the one who enters through me
enters into life.[60]

For this particular saying, Strecker suggests dependence on the Gospel of
John.[61] As such, this is a slight divergence from the usual dependence
upon Matthew’s Gospel. Kline, however, deems the relationship between
John and this saying as “tenuous at best.” [©2] In any case, according to
Peter, Jesus said this on the assumption that there is no other teaching able
to save. On the basis of the sayings cataloged thus far, it would seem that in
the present case the “teaching able to save” also specifically concerns the
teaching about the “correct” interpretation of the Scriptures, not least the
teaching about the falsehoods in Scripture.

8. Aedte TPOC Pe TAVTEG 01 KOMIMDVTEG,

Come to me, all who toil.[63]

Here too those who “toil” are taken to mean those who are seeking the
“truth”—that is, the true passages of Scripture—but have a difficult time
discovering it. Jesus’ words here represent the True Prophet’s summons and
invitation to those who are laboring to find what is true in the Scriptures to
come to him for relief. Those who struggle—who toil in their effort to
distinguish between what is true and what is false in the Scriptures—are
invited to find rest by the knowledge obtained by the True Prophet’s
teaching.

9. Ta €ua mpoPata dkoveL TG EUNG POVTC.

My sheep hear my voice.[64]



This saying “must stand as another example of the use of John in [the
Homilies].”[65] In its present context, the “voice” of the True Prophet again
represents his teaching. Thus the True Prophet’s “sheep” are of those who
follow him and heed his instructions, presumably concerning the true and
false passages of Scripture.

10. Znrteite Kol VPICKETE.

Seek and you shall find.[66]

Peter explains that by saying this, Jesus was teaching that “the truth does
not lie on the surface” (g un tpodnimc keévng thg dAndeiag). This
saying is not an invitation to engage in allegorical interpretation, however.
We have already seen that the Homilist categorically rejects allegorism as a
matter of principle. Furthermore, the general context of this sayings catalog
demands that we understand this particular saying also with reference to the
theory of the false pericopes. Thus it would seem that in this case the True
Prophet is simply saying that those Scriptures that are “true” are not always
readily apparent.

11. TToAAoi mpo@ijtan kol Pactielc énebouncay deiv, d
VUETG PAEmETE, KOl AkoDool, & DUETC AKOVETE, KOl AUV
Aéym VUiv, obte €100V 0VTE fiKovoay.

Many prophets and kings desired to see what you
see, and to hear what you hear; truly I tell you, they
neither saw nor heard.[67]

This saying displays clear signs of a harmony between Matthew and Luke.
“But we lack parallels to a harmonized form of this saying in patristic
sources.”[%8] In its present context, the “prophets” are used as a metonym
for those false passages of Scripture from which Jesus’ interlocutors were



trained and upon which they based their arguments. For as Peter himself
explains:

Kol TPOG TOVTOIG £l TAETOV ATOVE TETAOVIILEVOLG
& éyEar 0ELV TovC TPOPNTAC, TP DV I
uepadnkévar €pePaiovv, Embovpodviag dindeiog Kol
U1 HEUaONKOTOG TEAELTNGAVTOG.

In addition to these things, Jesus intended to confute
those same prophets as all the more mistaken—the
prophets from whom they [i.e., Jesus’ interlocutors]
claimed to have learned. [By saying this,] Jesus
announced that they died desiring the truth but not
having attained it.[6°]

12. Eyé gijn mepi 00 Movoiic Tpoe@r|Tevcey sindv:
[TpopntnVv &yepel vUTV KOPLOG O BEOS NUAV €K TOV
AOEAPAV VUMV BOTEP Kol EUE ADTOD AKOVETE KOTO,
névta. 6¢ v ¢ U aKovoT ToL TPOPNHTOL EKEIVOV,
amoBaveitat.

I am the one concerning whom Moses prophesied,
saying, The Lord our God will raise up for you from
among your brothers a prophet like me. Listen to him
in every respect; whoever will not listen to that
Prophet shall die.[70]

Nowhere in the New Testament Gospels does Jesus himself make this claim.
Later, of course, in the Acts of the Apostles, his followers will identify Jesus
as the very “Prophet like Moses.”[71] So it is significant that, as our passage
would have it, the claim that Jesus is the “Prophet like Moses” comes not
from his disciples but from the very mouth of Jesus himself.[72] This
“Prophet like Moses” is thus the True Prophet himself. Peter then says in
Hom.3.54.1,



60ev oVVATOV E0TIV AVED TG TOVTOL J1OACKAAING
aAnOsiq ocmlovon Emotijvat . . . v ¢ Kal EoTv €V T®
‘Incod UV AOYE.

Whence it is impossible, apart from the True
Prophet’s teaching, to be versed in saving truth . . . but
[saving truth] was and is in the teaching [that comes]
from our Jesus.

13. Movoii¢ katd v oKANpokapdioy UGV
EMETPEYEV DUIV: AT APy YOp 0VTMG 0VK EYEVETO. O
YOp KTicog an’ dpyfg TOv dvOpmmov dpcev kol OTjAv
EMOiNcEV AVTOV.

Moses gave you commandments according to your
hard-heartedness; from the beginning it was not this
way. For he who created humankind at first made him
as male and female.[73]

This saying derives from Jesus’ words as they appear in Matt. 19:3-9 //
Mark 10:2-10, where Jesus is speaking with some Pharisees about the
“certificate of divorce” issued by Moses (Deut. 24:1-4). But in Hom.3.54.2,
Jesus is speaking with the Sadducees (Matt. 22:23-33 // Mark 12:18-27)
concerning the question of “marriage” at the “final resurrection.” In any
case, Peter explains that Jesus said this with reference to the “true things” of
the law (tdAn017 Tod vopov), represented by the “authentic” passage from
Genesis, in contradistinction to the “false things” of the law, represented by
the “certificate of divorce.” Thus, according to Peter, this saying too
constitutes part of the content of the True Prophet’s teaching on the false
pericopes. It would seem, then, that the “certificate of divorce” of Deut.
24:1-4 1s thought to be a spurious interpolation that had crept into the
written Torah.[74]



14. "Ecto du®dv 10 vai vai, 10 o 0h- 10 yop meplocov
TOVTOV €K TOD TOVNPOD ECTLV.

Let your yes be yes, and your no be no; for anything
beyond this is from the evil one.[75]

According to Peter’s comment on this saying, Jesus addresses those who
(erroneously) suppose that God actually takes oaths. Thus, since God does
not actually take oaths, passages in Scripture that say otherwise are
recognized as being false, coming from the evil one. This is one of six
sayings enumerated in the present list that contain the specific formula “as
the Scriptures teach” (¢ ai ypagpai diddokovoty), or the similar phrase, “as
the Scriptures say” (o¢ ai ypagat Aéyovotv), introducing a particular saying
of Jesus.[7¢] In such cases, this phrase functions to pit Jesus’ saying
specifically against a “false” pericope that might otherwise be useful to
Simon’s arguments. These six cases are adduced to refute the following
false notions: (1) that God takes oaths—as though God would need to swear
by some higher authority; (2) that God tempts/tests people; (3) that God
does not see all things; (4) that the Creator God is not “good,” as though the
“good” God were a different entity, and not the Creator himself; (5) that
God is evil; (6) that there are many gods.

15. Ovk &otv Bd¢ vekpdv, AAAG LOVTOV.

He is God not of the dead, but of the living.[77]

This saying receives only brief comment. Peter merely cites it to correct the
“false” notion, held by Jesus’ interlocutors, that Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob are dead.

16. ‘O mwovnpdg éotv O mepdlov.

The tempter is the wicked one.[78]



This saying is another agraphon, attested only here.[7] Peter explains that,
with this, Jesus makes clear that God himself does not actually test people,
that is, in order to discover something about them that he did not already
know. For God knows all things. So the “tempter” is not God; the tempter is
the “wicked one.” Concordantly, the True Prophet teaches that those
Scriptures which say otherwise are therefore false.

17. O1d¢ev yap 6 matnp LUV O ovpaviog 6Tl xpnlete
TOVTOV ATAVIOV, TPV OTOV AEIDMCETE.

For your heavenly father knows that you need all
these things before you expect them.[80]

Like the saying above, the issue at stake here is the question of God’s
foreknowledge. According to Peter, this saying unambiguously illustrates
the True Prophet’s teaching that God knows all things in advance. The
doctrine that God is all-knowing is a fundamentum for adjudicating true
from false passages of Scripture.

18. 'Ev 1® kpumt® ebyeche . . . Kai O matnp LUV O
BAET®OV TO KPLTTA ATOIMGEL VLIV,

Pray in secret . . . your father who sees the secret
things will reward you.[31]

The Homilist substitutes Tt kpvrta for the Matthean év t@® kpomtd. This is
“a tendentious or dogmatic change which fits well with the concern in H
with the ‘secret things.””[82] Included in such “secret things” is the
knowledge of the “mystery of the Scriptures” (10 pootfplov TV Ypap®dv,
Hom.2.40.4), namely, the True Prophet’s teaching on the false pericopes. In
addition, according to the True Prophet’s teaching, God is also all-seeing.
This confutes passages in the Scriptures that say otherwise. When he
created the first man, the Creator invested the human with the Creator’s



own divine foresight and foreknowledge. These ideas come to play
especially in the exegesis of Adam and the tree of knowledge as it is
presented in Hom.3.42—43.

19. Tiva Yu@dv aitnoet viog aptov, un AMbov EmddcEeL
avT®; 1 Kol iyBvv aitoet, un dev EMOmGeL oVT®; 1
oLV VUETG, Tovnpol dvtec, oidate Sopato dyodd
oV TOIG TEKVOLE VUMV, TOGH UWAAAOV O TP
VUMV 0 0VPAVIOG dMOEL Ayafd TOIC OLTOVUEVOLS ODTOV
Ko 101G To1odotv 1O BEAN I aOTOD;

If a son of yours asks for bread, who among you
would give him a stone instead? Or if he asksfor a
fish, who would give him a snake instead? If you, who
are wicked, know how to give good gifts to your
children, how much more will your father in heaven
give good things to those who ask him and who do his
will![83]

This saying illustrates a point of emphasis throughout Hom., namely, that
the Creator God, the God of the Pentateuch, is “good.” The “goodness” of
the Creator God is fundamentally opposed by Simon (and those whom he
represents). Marcion in particular famously denied the “goodness” of the
Creator god. Marcion held that it was the other, unknown God that was
“supremely good.” As Tertullian reports:

Certi Marcionem dispares deos constituere, alterum
iudicem, ferum, bellipotentem, alterum mitem,
placidum et tantummodo bonum atque optimum.

We are aware that Marcion sets up unequal gods,
the one a judge, fierce and warlike, the other mild and
peaceable, solely kind and supremely good.[84]



20. Mn) dpdonte TOV 00pavov, 6tL Opdvoc Beod Eotiy,
UNTE TNV YRV, 0TL DTOTOSIOV TOV TOODY ATOD EGTLV.

Do not swear by heaven, because it is God’s throne,
nor by the earth, because it is his footstool.[83]

I have noted that the Homilist characteristically rejects certain
anthropomorphisms (and especially anthropopathisms) as false.[3¢] In this
case, Jesus’ saying confutes the notion that God ever really dwelt in an
actual physical temple. Thus scriptural texts that have to do with the temple
and its cultus constitute a significant category of false pericopes.[87] This
assessment 1s also based, in part, on the proximity to the next saying in our
list.

21. O 0e0¢ &leog BEAeL kai 00 Buoiag, Enlyvomoty
aOTOD Kol 0VY OAOKOVTMUOTAL.

God desires mercy and not sacrifice; knowledge of
him and not whole burnt offerings.[88]

According to this saying, the True Prophet taught that God is not pleased
with animal sacrifices. As I noted in chapter 3, scriptural passages that
promote the sacrificial cultus are characteristically rejected as “false,” for
God never instituted them in the first place.[8°]

The rejection of sacrifices probably helps explain the complete
absence of any “sacrificial” or “atoning” value of Jesus’ own death.[%0]
According to the Homilist, humanity experiences “salvation” through
baptism and the True Prophet’s teaching, but not by Jesus’ “sacrificial”
death.[°1] Scriptural passages that advocate sacrifices are consistently
identified throughout Hom.as false pericopes.[2] The locus classicus for
this assessment is Hom.3.45.1-2. Peter cites the story in Num. 11:32-34
about God’s provision of the quail meat for the Israelites as proof that God
never desired sacrifices of animals in the first place. Strecker identifies the



rejection of the sacrificial cultus (in the Knptyuparta [Tétpov) with a
rejection of blood-impurity.[®3] Moreover, the sacrificial system was of
course connected with the Jerusalem temple. This particular association
likely contributed to the fierce aversion to sacrifices. Since God never
commanded Moses to construct a temple in the first place, the temple (and
its sacrificial system) itself would have been seen as a “false interpolation.”
Indeed, the destruction of the temple in 70 and 135 ce was taken as proof
that, like animal sacrifices, God never desired it in the first place.[94] After
all, the True Prophet himself clearly foresaw its destruction (Hom.3.15).

22. M7 pe Aéye dyadov- O yap dyadog eic £oTv.

Do not call me good; for “the Good” is one.[%°]

A substantial element of the True Prophet’s teaching emphasizes that there
exists only one true God—the good Creator God. As such, this saying
reinforces the notion that “God” (= “the Good”) is a term reserved for the
Creator alone, and is not to be applied to any other, not even the True
Prophet himself.

Origen articulates a similar concern for reserving the designation of
“the good” (0 ayaboq) as a term appropriate for God:

0 TolvuV HEYOAOPLEGTEPOV KAV OALYNV TOVTMOV
nepivoloy eIneag evdapnoetarl Ao GALOIC
Epapuolety OVOLOTO TPAYLOGL, UNTOTE OHOoLoV TTAoN
101G 10 0£0¢ Ovopa EGPAUALEVOC PEPOVCTLY EML VANV
dyoyov, 1 TV 100 dyabod Tpoconyopiay KOTACTHCY
Ao Tod TPDOTOL alitiov 7| Ao TG PTG Kal TOD
KoAOD €7l TOV TVEAOV TAODTOV Kol €L TNV COPK®V Koi
oipdToVv Kol 00TE®MV cuppetpiay &v Oyela kol evedly, M
Vv vorulopévny evyévelay.



Any one, therefore, who has a nobler (or even
slight) grasp of these things, will take good care to
apply different names to different things, lest he suffer
as they who erroneously give the name of God to
inanimate stuff, or pull the designation of “the Good”
down away from the First Cause, or from virtue and
honour, and [put it] upon a blind Pluto, and upon the
proportions of flesh and blood and bones required for
health and strength, or to what is thought to be a good
pedigree.[%]

In the form of the saying above, the True Prophet utters a direct command
(UM pe Aéye ayaBov). In this way, the Homilist’s form of the saying is more
forceful and direct than its various forms in the Synoptic Gospels, where
Jesus does not speak a command, but asks a question (ti pe Aéyeig dyadov;).
The True Prophet’s command to reserve calling God alone “the Good” is in
keeping with the Homilist’s “adoptionist” Christology. Indeed, the fact that
the True Prophet commands his hearers not to call anyone (not even
himself) “good” but “God” accords with Peter’s words elsewhere, where
Peter says in effect that Jesus did not claim himself to be divine:

O KOprog udV odte Beovc elvon £pOEYENTO Tapd TOV
kticavta To Tévta obte Eantdv Oedv eivon
avnyopevcey, viov 6& Beod Tod Ta TavTo
OLOKOGUNGOVTOC TOV EIMOVIA ODTOV EDAOYMC
EULOKAPLOEV.

Our lord [1.e., Jesus, the True Prophet] neither
claimed that there were gods other than the Creator of
all, nor did he proclaim that he was God. Rightly did
he bless the person who called him a son of the God
who made all things.[®7]



23. I'iveabe dyabol kai oiktippoveg wg 6 matnp O &v
TO1G 0VPaAVOILG, OG AvaTEALEL TOV MOV €l AyalBoig Kai
TOVNPOIC Kol EPEL TOV VETOV €Ml d1Kkaio1g Kol AdiKo1lC.

Be good and merciful, like your father in the
heavens, who makes the sun shine on good and
wicked people, and brings the rain on the just and
unjust.[%8]

This saying represents something of a mix between Matthew and Luke. As
Kline indicates, the saying “comes from the Sermon on the Mount/Plain

and shows a preference for Lucan wording where there is both a Matthean
and a Lucan form of the saying involved. The latter half of the saying is
known only from Matthew however.”[°] In his discussion of this saying,
Kline compares it to the saying as it appears in the writings of seven other
church fathers. It is interesting to note that of the seven Kline lists, Hilary of
Poitiers comes very close to the precise wording of the Homilist:

Estote boni sicut Pater vester qui est in coelis, qui
solem suum oriri facit super bonos et malos, et pluit
super justos et injustos.[100]

Be good, like your father in the heavens, who
makes his sun shine upon good and wicked people,
and brings the rain upon the just and unjust.

Only Hilary quotes Jesus as opening with “be good,” estote boni (= the
Homilist’s yivesOg dyaboi).[101] The only item missing from Hilary is an
equivalent phrase for the Homilist’s “and merciful,” kai oiktippovec.
Otherwise, the saying is nearly identical in both Hilary and in the Homilist.
Similar to sayings xxii and xix above, Peter understands this saying as a
demonstration, contra Simon, that the Creator God 1s not evil—*"“as the
(false) Scriptures say”—but that he is in fact “good” and “merciful.”[102]



24. "Axove Toponh, KOplog 6 Oedg VUGV KOPLOC E1¢
EOTLV.

Hear, O Israel, the Lord your God is one Lord.[103]

The catalog of the True Prophet’s sayings contained in Hom.3.50-57
concludes with the Shema. The Shema is put forth as a final word to refute
those false Scriptures that say there are many gods. I noted above that this
block of material is framed at each end by the question of how Jesus, as the
True Prophet, taught his followers to evaluate the Scriptures properly. In the
end, after the conclusion of the sayings catalog, we read in Hom.3.58.1 how
Simon “realizes that Peter was leading him to use the Scriptures as Jesus
taught” (cuvidmv 611 [1€Tpoc avTov GuVayet Talc Ypaeaig ypTjobot ig
‘Incodg £€610atev).

In sum, the sayings catalog enumerated above gives us a sense of some
of the actual content of the True Prophet’s teaching. At the heart of the True
Prophet’s teaching is the idea that the Pentateuch in its written form
contains certain false interpolations. In addition to this, the sayings catalog
also provides general instruction on just what sort of scriptural passages
might constitute false interpolations. These include passages dealing with
the sacrificial cultus, the temple, the Jewish monarchy, and prophecy of the
“female” sort (Hom. 3.52; 3.56.3—4); passages saying that God makes vows
(Hom.3.55.1), or that God “tempts”; that God is neither prescient nor
omniscient; or that the Creator God is not “good” (Hom.3.55.2—4; 3.56.1—
2). According to the True Prophet’s teaching, all such scriptural passages
constitute false interpolations that have crept into the Pentateuch in its
written form. At no point, however, does the True Prophet advocate
anything that comes close to allegorical interpretation of such passages.
This is consistent with my findings on the rejection of allegorism discussed
in chapter 2.

In this chapter, I have made a few general observations about
“prophecy” and the character of the True Prophet in the Pseudo-Clementine
Homilies. I have also examined what is available of the actual content of the
True Prophet’s teaching, and how his teaching therefore functions as an
“external” exegetical criterion applied to the interpretation of the



Pentateuch. For the remaining portion of the present chapter, I wish to
discuss Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora(hereafter Flor.) in connection with my
findings here. For both Hom.and Flor.share a similar orientation toward the
role of Jesus as the authoritative interpreter of the Scriptures, with particular
reference to the theory of the false pericopes.



4.4. EXCURSUS: PARALLELS IN PTOLEMY’S LETTER TO FLORA

In the previous chapter, I discussed Flor.in connection with Hom. regarding
the theory of the false pericopes. At a fundamental level, both texts
advocate a similar theory that the Pentateuch contains false interpolations,
though the particulars of their respective theories on this point differ at key
points. In the case of Flor., it “amounts to a rational critique which
eliminates large sections of the Torah from Christian consideration and
encourages the allegorical interpretation of others, taking its clue from the
words of Jesus.”[104] Thus, in addition to the theory of the false pericopes,
both Hom.and Flor. share a common emphasis on the authoritative words of
Jesus, either as Ptolemy’s “savior” or the Homilist’s “True Prophet.” Both
the Homilist and Ptolemy assert that Jesus’ teachings provide the proper
means to adjudicate between true and false portions of Scripture. Ptolemy
attributes the highest authority to the “words of the Savior.” As Ptolemy
says in 3.8,

pnonoouévov MUV Tag Amodeifelg €k TV ToD oMTHPOG
NUOV AOY®V TOPIOTOVTEG Ol WV LOVOV ECTLV
AntaioTog £l TNV KATAANYY TOV dvimv 00nyeichar.

We shall draw the proofs of our statements from the
words of our Savior, which alone can lead us without
stumbling to the comprehension of what really exists.

Though the preferred epithet given to Jesus in Hom.is usually the “True
Prophet,” and not “the Savior,” the basic sentiment expressed here is the
same throughout Hom.[105] This is illustrated by Hom.3.54.1:

AOVVATOV 0TIV AVED THG TOVLTOL ddacKaAiog AANOEiq
omlovon €motiivat . . . v 0¢ kal Eotv €v 1@ Incod
NUOV AOY®.



It is impossible without his teaching to attain to
saving truth . . . but [saving truth] was and is in the
word of our Jesus.

In a similar manner, Ptolemy himself goes on to say:

ITpdtov 0OV podntéov 8t 6 cOUTOG EKEVOG VOLOG O
gumepleXOLEVOC T MwGEm TEVTATEDY® 0V TPOG EVOG
TIVOG vevopoBEntal, AEyw d1 ovy VIO LovoL Beod,
AL’ glot Tiveg avToD TPOOSTAEELS Kal VT AvOphmmV
tebeloat. Kai tpiyt) tobtov dapeichat ol Tod cmTHpog
Adyot drddokovoty Nuag. Eig e yap avtov 0eov kai
TNV T0VTOoL Vopobesiov dtanpeitar, 6€ Kal i TOV
Moacéa (00 kabd ot 01" avTod Vopobetel 6 Bedc,
AALL KO Ao ThC 101ag Evvolag OpUOUEVOS Kol O
Moot|g évopoBétncéy Tiva) kal £ig ToVg TPEGPUTEPOVG
ToD Aood dtapeita, [of] Kol mpdTov evpickovTal
EVIOMAG Tvag EvBEvTeg 10i0g.

The first thing, then, to be learned is that the entire
law encompassed by Moses’ Pentateuch was not laid
down by a single Lawgiver, I mean God alone, but
some of its precepts were also established by humans.
The words of the Savior teach us that [the law] 1s
divided into three parts: it is divided into God himself
and his legislation; then into Moses (not in the sense
that God legislated through Moses, but that Moses
himself, starting from his own reflections, established
certain ordinances); then it is also divided into the
elders of the people, who first were found to have
introduced certain precepts on their own.[106]

In this passage, Ptolemy isolates “our Savior” as (1) the reference point for
the validity of his present argument and (2) the source for the teaching



about the law’s “tripartite division.” Similarly, the Homiliesisolate Jesus the
True Prophet as (1) the source of truth itself and (2) the source for the
teaching about the false pericopes. Ptolemy maintains that only some parts
of the Pentateuch were rejected by the Savior (e.g., the lex talionis). Other
passages (e.g., the Decalogue) were either “fulfilled” by the Savior or they
must be subject to allegorical exegesis, as in the case of cultic matters. On
this point, Ptolemy and the Homilist differ.For Ptolemy is willing to employ
a small amount of allegorical interpretation, while the Homilist rejects the
allegorical method across the board.

I conclude this section of the chapter by looking at Hom.3.54.1-2
together with Flor4.3—4. The amount they share in common is noteworthy.
Indeed, as Gilles Quispel has remarked,

Il est clair que ce passage [Hom.3.54] contient

exactement la méme pensée que celui de Ptolémée.
[107]

It is clear that this passage [Hom.3.54] contains
exactly the same thought as that of Ptolemy.

We read in Hom.3.54.1-2:

60ev doVVATOV 0TIV AVED TG TOVTOL JOUCKAAING
aAnOeio ocmlovon Emotijvar, kKév OV aidva tic {ntH
&vOo. 10 (Mtoduevov odk EoTiv. v 8¢ Kod EoTv &v T6)
Tnood UGV AOY®. TATNV TAAN0T ToD VOOV 100G
Yaodovkaiolc muvhavouévolg kad’ 6v Adyov Mmuot|g
EMTO. cLuVEY®PNOEV YOUETY, EQN* MwOVOTC KT TV
oKANpokapdioy VUDYV EXETpEYEV DUIV: AT’ APYNG YOP
oUTMC OVK £YEVETO. O YOp KTIGOG A’ Apyg TOV
dvBpwmov dpacev kai OfAv Eroincev avToOV.

It is impossible without his teaching to experience
saving truth, even though one perpetually seeks the



object where it is not. But it was, and is, [found] in the
word of our Jesus. He knows the parts of the law that
are true, and he told Sadducees, when they inquired
why it was that Moses made a concession for
marrying seven, “Moses gave you commandments
according to your hardness of heart; for from the
beginning it was not this way. For he who created man
in the first place, made him as male and female.”[108]

Then, we read in Flor4.3-4:

TI&¢ odv TodT0 0DTMC EYOV &K TV TOD GMTHPOC
deikvotol Aoymv, naboig & dv fjon. StoheyOUEVOS TTOV
0 cOTNP TPOC TOVE TEPL TOD ATOCTAGI0V GLLNTODVTOGC
avT®, O 01 dmootdolov Egivan vevopobétnro, Epn
avToig 6Tt M®LGoTig TpOg TNV OKANPOKapdioy DUDY
EMETPEYEV TO ATOADEWV TNV YUVOiKe avTOD. AT APYRC
YOp 00 Yéyovev oUTmG. Oedg Ydp, enoi, cuvélevée
TNV TV vlovyiav.

That this holds true is shown from the words of the
Savior; how so you may learn straight away. Once
when he was in a discussion with people who debated
with him about which kind of divorce the law allowed,
the Savior said to them, “Because of your hardness of
heart Moses allowed a man to divorce his wife. But
from the beginning it was not this way. For God,”
[Scripture] says, “joined these two into one pair.”[109]

The similarities are readily apparent. Quispel detects the Jewish-Christian
coloring of these two texts:



En nous basant sur ce passage et sur d’autres passages
paralleles, nous admettons, suivant une indication de
Hilgenfeld, que Ptolémée a emprunté son explication a
des cercles palestino-chrétiens.[!10]

Basing ourselves on this and other parallel
passages, we accept, following a piece of information
from Hilgenfeld, that Ptolemy borrowed his
explanation from some Palestinian-Christian circles.

In both texts, priority is given to Jesus’ authoritative words. Both texts
mention Jesus’ interlocutors, and both employ the quotation from Matt.
19:8. Moses’ certificate of divorce is Ptolemy’s first representative example
of “false legislation.”[!11] Ptolemy uses this quotation from Matthew as an
example of that legislation which, according to Ptolemy’s unique tripartite
schema, is “secondary”—that is, the legislation that derives not from God
but from Moses himself. The Homilist likewise maintains that the
certificate of divorce was not an original part of the Mosaic legislation. For,
according to Peter, Jesus had said this with reference to the “true things” of
the law (tdAn017 Tod vopov), represented here by the “authentic” Scripture
from Genesis, in contradistinction to the “false things” of the law,
represented by the “certificate of divorce.” The “certificate of divorce” (of
Deut. 24:1-4) 1s thought to be a spurious interpolation that had crept into the
written Torah. Jesus was calling the “Sadducees” to task for relying on this
“false pericope.”



4.5. CONCLUSION

I noted earlier in chapter 2 that the Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesmaintain
general concern for the sensus litteralis of the Scriptures. As such,
allegorical interpretation is not accepted. We saw that when it comes to
Greek myth, allegorism is deemed irrelevant, but when it comes to the
Pentateuch, allegorism is altogether rejected, owing in part to its association
with pagan myth and the fact that the method constitutes imposing foreign
material onto the text of Scripture. Coupled with the rejection of the
allegorical method is the theory of the false pericopes, a theory that is to be
understood (in part) as the Homilist’s particular understanding of how the
Pentateuch came to exist in written form. The difficult and/or troublesome
passages of Scripture are not to be subject to the allegorical approach.
Rather, the Scriptures are to be evaluated by the application of a set of three
distinct criteria. In the present chapter, I have considered the first of these,
namely, the True Prophet’s teaching. I have examined a number of key
sayings in the Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesin order to gain some
understanding of the content and nature of the True Prophet’s teaching in
this regard. My survey of the True Prophet’s sayings accords with Grant’s
observation when he says, “For the author of the Clementine Homilies, the
sayings, or certain sayings, of Jesus make it possible to identify
uninterpolated teachings. . . . The ‘true prophet’ explains how to tell true
from false.”[112] We are now in a position to address the second external
criterion applied in the service of the discovery and maintenance of a
“correct” interpretation of Scripture. The object of our attention in the next
chapter, then, is the role of a certain “oral tradition* in this endeavor.
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2. Hom.1.19.8.¢

3. We learn from Hom.1.21.4—6 that prophecy prevails triumphantly over all
other forms of knowing. According to Hom.15.5.3, “there is a great
difference . . . between the principles of piety and those of philosophy; for
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Oral Tradition as an Exegetical Criterion



5.1. INTRODUCTION

I have noted that the Homilist takes a “literalist” approach to the
interpretation of the Pentateuch. Allegorism is therefore categorically
rejected. I am proposing that, according to the Homilist, a proper
management of Scripture requires the use of three “external” criteria. In the
previous chapter, I discussed the first of these, according to which the True
Prophet’s teaching functions as an “external” criterion for adjudicating true
and false pericopes. The focus of the present chapter is on the significance
of an “oral tradition” as another necessary exegetical criterion for the proper
interpretation of the Pentateuch.

In order to achieve and secure the correct interpretation of Scripture,
the Homilist claims, one must look “outside of”’ the Pentateuch to a certain
“oral tradition.” Now, this oral tradition is thought to exist as a body of
teaching independent of the True Prophet’s own teaching. That this is so
emerges clearly from a passage like Hom.16.14.3-5:

Muiv 82 £i¢ Oedg, &1 O ToC KTioEIG TEMONKOG Kol
Sraxoounoag T mévta, ov kai 6 Xp1oTodg vidg, @
eBOUEVOL ATO TGV YPAP®V TO YEVIT EMYIVOGKOUEV.
£T1 8¢ Kol €k Tatépmv €podtaldpevol TOV YpapdV To
aANOf £va povov oidapev TOV TETOMKOTO TOVG TE
oVpavoLg Kai TNV YTV, 0edv Tovdaimv Kol Thviwv TV
oéPev avToV aipovuévmv. Todtov Kol Beopiiel
AOYIOU® GANOT doypaTicovTeS Ol TUTEPEC TOPESOGAY
NUiv, tva ldduev ot €1 Tt Kotd Tod Beod Aéyetan,
YEDOOG EOTLV.

But in our case there 1s one God, one who made
creation and ordered the universe, whose son 1is the
Messiah. We come to recognize the falsehoods of the
Scriptures as we obey him [i.e., the Messiah]. What is
more, being equipped by our ancestors with the truths
of the Scriptures, we know that there is only One who
has made the heavens and the earth—the God of the



Jews—and of all who choose to worship him. Our
fathers, with a rational love for God, setting out true
teachings, transmitted [orally] this belief to us, in
order that we may know that if anything is said against
God, it is a falsehood.

The Greek phrase &t1 8¢ xai denotes a distinction between the True
Prophet’s teaching on the one hand and the oral tradition on the other. And
while the True Prophet is not himself a recipient of that oral tradition, the
oral tradition and the True Prophet’s teaching work in tandem.[!] As such,
one must be privy to both the oral tradition and the True Prophet’s teaching
in order to secure a correct interpretation of Scripture.

This chapter will proceed in the following way. First, I will begin by
describing in general terms the notion of an oral tradition characteristic of
rabbinic Judaism, as we know it from some of the relevant sources that
have come down to us. Second, I will show how an oral tradition that serves
a regulative function, somewhat similar (generically) to that in rabbinic
Judaism, is appropriated in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies.[?] Third, an
analysis is offered of the Letter of Peter to James (hereafter ep. Petr.), in
which I will consider in greater detail several important features of ep.
Petr.This document is remarkable for its unambiguous recognition of, and
appreciation for, the necessity of an oral tradition in order to secure the
correct interpretation of Scripture. Finally, I will address how the
Homiliesconceptualize this oral tradition as an external criterion for the
proper interpretation of the Pentateuch. Other important concepts like the
“seat of Moses” and the “mystery” will also be discussed in connection
with patristic and rabbinic exegetical sources. As we begin this chapter on
the oral tradition, a word is in order about the concept of oral tradition in
rabbinic Judaism.[3]



5.2. ORAL TRADITION IN RABBINIC EXEGETICAL SOURCES

According to a rabbinic interpretation of Exod. 34:27, the words *» %¥ in the
Hebrew text indicate that God gave orally to Moses another body of
legislation beyond the written one. God thus enjoined Moses not to record
these oral teachings but to deliver them to the people “by mouth” (#1.(> 9!
The written Torah was made accessible to all the people of Israel. The “oral
Torah” was transmitted first to Moses, who repeated it to Joshua. After
Joshua, the oral tradition was delivered to the elders, the biblical prophets,
and then on to successive generations of the great rabbinic sages. In later
haggadic tradition, the sum total body of Jewish tradition, both exoteric and
esoteric lore and legislation, is said to have been revealed to Moses on
Sinai. Rabbi Joshua ben Levi, a Palestinian amora of the first half of the
third century ce, taught that this was so.[°] Beginning in the mid-second
century ce, the rabbis “redacted” the oral traditions—that is, they
committed them to writing. The final result of this “redaction” of oral
traditions is the Mishnah, achieved under the leadership of Rabbi Judah the
Patriarch.[]

According to this rabbinic notion of oral tradition, it is not possible to
discover and correctly observe God’s will apart from it. As A. J. Avery-
Peck explains, “The Written Torah, available to all of Israel, contains only
half of God’s revelation. Access to the written Scriptures alone does not
provide the people with all the information needed to properly observe the
law. Correct observance is possible only under the guidance of rabbinic
authorities, who have the revealed key to understanding the written
Scripture. The concept of oral tradition described here is uniquely rabbinic.
Other postbiblical Jewish writings know nothing comparable.”l’] While it
may be true that “other postbiblical Jewish writings know nothing
comparable,” it is a remarkable feature of the Pseudo-Clementine
Homiliesthat the authors not only know about it but also seek to emulate
and possess an oral tradition of this sort as their own. It is the goal of this
chapter, therefore, to explore this circumstance further.



5.3. THE ORAL TRADITION IN THE PSEUDO-CLEMENTINES

As a point of entry into the topic, we might look to a passage like Hom.3.1—
37. This section contains Peter’s exordium, the extended introduction to his
debates with Simon. Just prior to these debates, Peter explains that

0 ZipmV Toic YeudEoY TAV YPOUQ®DY TEPTKOTOIC
OTMGUEVOG TOAEUETV MUV TPOGEPYETAL.

Simon is coming to do battle with us, armed with
the false pericopes of the Scriptures. 8]

Peter, however, remains confident that he and his comrades will be able to
stand their ground against Simon. For they, and not Simon, are the
recipients of a “twofold” ancestral tradition:

Ko UV HEV To1G €K TPOoYOVmV TaPENPOGLY TOV T
névta kticavia o€ty Bedv, €Tt O Kol TAV AmaTAV
duvapévav BiPAov 10 puoTiplov, ovdEV SVVNGETAL.

And indeed, with us who have had handed down
from our ancestors the [proper] worship of the Creator
God, as well as the mystery of the books that can
deceive, [Simon] will be unable to do anything.[®]

This passage (as well as Hom.16.14.4-5 above) reminds us that, as Karl
Evan Shuve puts it, “The true content of the divinely-revealed Torah can
indeed be known but only by those to whom the Torah has been directly
handed down. To those outside the proper line of transmission, the truth in
Scripture is accessible only in corrupted form.”[10] In this regard, it is worth
noting what is said at the end of Rec.10.42.1-4, where it makes mention of
the ancestral tradition:



et ideo oportet ab eo intellegentiam discere
scripturarum, qui eam a maioribus secundum
veritatem sibi traditam servat, ut et ipse posit ea quae
recte suscepit, conpetenter aderere.

So therefore it is necessary to learn the correct
interpretation of the Scriptures from the one who
preserves it according to the ancestral
tradition handed down to him, 1n order that he can
properly declare that which he has correctly received.

Recall that this particular passage from Rec.10 is situated within the general
context of a discussion concerning Greek mythology and the allegorical
method of interpretation. One of the significant features of this passage is
that it suggests a close connection between the rejection of allegorism, as
well as an affirmation of the need for the “ancestral tradition” to secure and
maintain correct interpretation. Thus Rec.10.42 illustrates the general
importance of the oral tradition for proper exegesis. Furthermore,
Hom.16.14.4-5 and Hom.3.4.1 describe the importance of an oral tradition
particularly in connection with the theory of the false pericopes. Beyond
these texts, however, perhaps the clearest description of the need for an oral
tradition to secure the proper interpretation of Scripture is found in the
Letter of Peter to James.



5.4. ORAL TRADITION IN THE LETTER OF PETER TO JAMES

The importance of an ancestral tradition first appears in ep. Petr.In its
present form, ep. Petr.serves as a sort of “cover letter” for the Homilies. In
fact, ep. Petr.is one of three prefatory documents that now introduce the
Homiliesin both of the extant Greek codices (P and O).[!1] In ep. Petr.,
Peter exhorts James to emulate an “oral tradition” of the sort employed by
their Jewish contemporaries in an effort to ensure the proper interpretation
of Scripture. It begins as follows:

Eidm¢ og, doel@é pov, €ig 10 Ko Taotv nuiv
CUUPEPOV GTELOOVTA TPOOVLMS AELD Kol dEoual TOV
EUAV KnpuyHaTov 0 Emepyd oot BipAovg undevi tdv
Ao TOV E0vdV petadodval UnTe OLOPUA® PO TEIPAC,
AL’ €av TG dokipaoBeic GElog evpedi), TOTE AVTOD
KOTO TV AyoynVv mapadodval, Kad fv kol Toic
ERoopmkovIa 6 Mwvoiic Tapédwke Tl TV KaOEdpaV
aOTOD TAPEANPOCTY.

Knowing that you, my brother, eagerly strive for
what 1s mutually beneficial for us all, I earnestly
beseech you not to share with any of the Gentiles the
books of my preachings which I send to you, nor with
anyone of our own people before [a period of proper]
examination. But if, after being examined, someone is
proven worthy, then you may hand them over to him
according to the method of instruction whereby
Moses also delivered [mopadidwu] [the Torah with its
solutions] to the seventy men who inherited
[raparapPdave] his seat.

I wish to address an aspect of the syntax of the last clause of this section,
namely, the direct objects of mapadidwpt and woparapPdve. The problem
can be seen in the different approaches taken by several contemporary



translations of the passage. For example, consider first the translation given
by Georg Strecker: “But if some one of them has been examined and found
to be worthy, then you may hand them over to him in the same way as
Moses handed over his office of a teacher to the seventy.”[12] According to
this translation, the direct object of mapadidmu 1s understood to be Moses’
Kka0édpa, which Strecker translates here as Moses’ “office of a teacher.”
Strecker’s translation is problematic, however, in that it does not
sufficiently account for the direct object of maparappdvem at the end of the
clause. For if the direct object of the earlier mapadidmpt is Moses’ kabeopa,
as Strecker translates it here, where does that leave napoaiapfdve? Since
moparopPdvo is a transitive verb (here as a participle) it requires its own
direct object. Yet Strecker’s translation leaves mapaiappdve for the most
part untouched, leaving it without a direct object.

A solution to the problem was offered some time ago in the older
English translation given by Thomas Smith. “But if any one has been
proved and found worthy, then to commit them to him, after the manner in
which Moses delivered Ais books to the Seventy who succeeded to his
chair.”[13] According to Smith’s translation, the direct object of
noparopPdve in the last clause is Moses’ ka8é0pa. Thus, whereas
Strecker leaves mapoiapBdvem without a direct object of its own, Smith fills
that gap, but then leaves mapadidmut without its own direct object. Hence,
the phrase “his books” functions as the “supplied direct object” for
nopadidompu; the italics connote what is actually “missing” in the Greek text.
The more recent French translation provided by Alain Le Boulluec takes a
somewhat similar approach:

mais si quelqu’un, apres cette épreuve, en est trouvé
digne, alors confie-/es-lui selon le mode de
transmission dont usa Moise au benefice des Soixante-
dix qui recurrent sa chaire en succession.!14]

But if someone, after this event, is found worthy,
then entrust them to him according to the mode of
transmission which Moses used for the benefit of the
Seventy who inherited his chair in succession.



Le Boulluec’s translation, like that of Smith, takes Moses’ ka0édpa as the
direct object of maparappdvm. But Le Boulluec leaves mapadidmpu for the
most part untouched. Indeed, the French “user” is a rather free paraphrase
for mapadidowpu.

Thus it would seem that the Greek of ep. Petr.presents its readers with
a bit of a syntactical problem. The dimensions of the problem can be stated
in the following way:

1. The two key verbs, mapadidw and maparapBdve, are both transitive
and therefore both require a direct object for the syntax to work.

2. Translators have tended to understand Moses’ ka0£dpa as the direct
object for either mapadidomut (Strecker) or maporapfdve (Smith and
Le Boulluec). Thus Strecker’s translation fails to account for the direct
object for maparapPdvem. The translations offered by Smith and Le
Boulluec correctly understand Moses’ ka0¢dpa as the direct object of
naporapfPdve, but they do not sufficiently account for the (implied)
direct object of mapadidmpt.

3. The result of this circumstance is that one or the other—either
napadidw or maparapupfavo—is left without the direct object it
requires. So the question remains: How should we understand the
direct object of mapadiomut? What exactly was it that Moses “handed
over,” according to ep. Petr.?

I wish to propose the following. First, Moses’ ka0é0pa best fits as the direct
object of maporapPdve (following Smith and Le Boulluec). This is the
most straightforward sense of the syntax in the last clause. Second, there is
an implied direct object for mapadidwpu, the identification of which
becomes apparent when we take into consideration two other important
parallel texts found elsewhere in the Homilies. The first passage to consider
is Hom.3.47.1:

‘O 100 Bg0D vouog 0100 Mmucémg £BO0UNKOVTO GOPOIg
avopdotv dypaemg £000n Tapadidochat, tva Th



dtadoyT) ToAltevecHan duvnTal.

The Torah of God, which was given orally from
Moses to seventy wise men, was transmitted in order
that by means of this succession it would be possible
to [preserve] the Jewish mode of life.

Two important similarities between Hom.3.47.1 and ep. Petr.are worth
noting. First, both mention Moses in connection with the Seventy. Second,
both contain the verb mapadidwut. Furthermore, Hom.3.47.1. goes beyond
ep. Petr.when it explicitly identifies the object of Moses’ transmission: the
Torah (6 tod 6g0d vopoc). What is more, it is the Torah that Moses gave
orally (dypaowc). This, too, is a significant parallel to what we find in ep.
Petr., where Peter exhorts James to deliver the “books of Peter’s
preachings” in a manner keeping with a rabbinic type of oral tradition.
Likewise, here in Hom.3.47.1, the oral tradition plays an integral role in the
preservation of the “Jewish mode of life” (moAteia). Indeed, ep. Petr.also
displays the author’s admiration for this very thing:

TOV YOp a0TOV o1 TovTayt) Opoedvor Thg povapyiog Kol
TOMTEING PLAAGGOVGL KOKOVAL.

For the people of Moses everywhere continue to
maintain the same rule for both their belief in one
sovereign God, as well as their distinct way of life.

Therefore, a passage like Hom.3.47.1 suggests that the implied direct object
of mapadidmput in ep. Petr.is none other than the Torah, which was given
“orally” (dypdomq). If so, a more accurate translation would look like the
following: “Then you may hand them over to him according to the method
of instruction whereby Moses also delivered the Torahto the seventy men
who inherited his seat.” Such a translation sufficiently accounts for the
implied direct object of mapadidwut on the basis of a relevant parallel, in
this case from Hom.3.47.1.



Another relevant parallel passage in the Homiliesthat sheds further
light on the matter is Hom.2.38.1:

10D TPOPNTOL M®LGEMG YvdUT TOD 00D EKAEKTOIG
TIo EBSoUnKovVTIa TOV VOOV GUV TG EMADGEGY
TapadEdWKOTOG TPOC TO KOl ALTOVG EPOSIALEY TOD
LoD Tovg Boviopévoucg.

The prophet Moses, by the will of God, transmitted
the law with its solutions to seventy certain chosen
men in order that they might equip those among the
people who wish [to teach].

Once again, the significant elements are easily recognized. In particular,
Moses 1s mentioned in connection with the Seventy, and the verb
mopadidwpu appears in connection with the Torah. Indeed, in this case, the
Torah is explicitly the direct object of mapadidowu. Furthermore,
Hom.2.38.1 provides us with one more significant detail: the Torah was
transmitted “with its solutions” (oVv 1aig EémAvceoty). The “solutions”
(from énilvoig) refer to that which interpreters need in order to “solve”
various exegetical “problems” (mpoPAnuata) and “discordances in the
Scriptures” (td TV ypae®dv dovpemva).l13] This accords with the
description in ep. Petr.of Scripture’s “sinewy” quality (from vedpov),
connoting especially Scripture’s “polysemous” character, which can pose a
(potential) problem to securing a “correct” interpretation. And beyond this
“polysemous” aspect, of course, is the additional irritant of the “false
pericopes.” In the case of Hom.2.38.1 above, the “solutions” are to be
understood in direct connection with the “problem” of these “false
pericopes.”

Having looked at relevant parallels in Hom.3.47.1 and 2.38.1, we are
now in a better position to appreciate the thrust of the section from ep.
Petr.under consideration. The result of these findings warrants the
following translation:



Eidm¢ og, doel@é pov, €ig 10 Ko Taotv nuiv
CUUPEPOV GTEVOOVTA TPOOVLME AELD Kol dEoal TOV
EUAV KNpLuyLaTOV 0 Emepyd oot BipAovg undevi tdv
Ao TOV E0vdV petadodval UnTte OLOPUA® PO TEIPAC,
AAL" €av TG dokipaoBeic GElog evpedi), TOTE AVTOD
KOTO TV AyoynV Tapadodval, Kad fv kol Toic
ERdopmMkovia 6 Mwvotic Tapédwke Tl TV KaBEdpaV
a0TOD TOPEIANPOCLY.

Knowing that you, my brother, eagerly strive for
what is mutually beneficial for us all, I earnestly
beseech you not to share with any of the Gentiles the
books of my preachings which I send to you, nor with
anyone of our own people before [a period of proper]
examination. But if, after being examined, someone is
proven worthy, then you may hand them over to him
according to the method of instruction whereby
Moses also delivered [the Torah with its solutions] to
the seventy men who inherited his seat.

The remaining portion of ep. Petr. is important and worth citing in full here:

O1ll TOVTO Kol O Kapmog TG AoPaAEinG LEYPL TOD
deDPO paivetal. TOV Yap aToOV ol Tavtoyf] opdebvot
¢ Hovapyiog Kol TOATELNS PLAAGGOVGL KAvOVa,
KOTO UNdEva TpOTOV GAA®MG EPOVELV [1)] VIO TAV
TOALQ VEVPOVCAV YPap®dV £E00gvBfivar duvnoévrec.
KaTo Yop TOV Tapadodévta adtoig Kavova To TV
YPOP®V ACLUP®VA TEPAVTOL LETOPPLOUILEY, €l 0N
TIC TVYOV LT E10MG TAG TAPUSOGELS VAPKE TPOC TG
TRV TPOPNTGHV TOAMGTLOVS PMVAC. 0V Evekev 00eV
OACKEW EMTPEMOVOLY, AV UT| TPOTEPOV LAOT) TDG
el Toic ypagaic xpficOot. S1é todTo moap’ avTolS €iC



0cdc, eic vopoc, pia éAmic. tva yodv 1o Spotov kol wop’
MUV yévntat, Toig ELOoUnKovIa UMY AOEAPOIS TAG
BipAovg pov TdV KnpuYUAT®Y 300G LETA TOD OOI0V
TG dywyng pootnpiov, tva Kai Tovg foviouévoug To
TG ddacKaAiog avadéEacstal pépog Epodidlev
£podtalmoy.

It is for that reason the fruit of Moses’ caution is
evident down to this day. For the people of Moses
everywhere continue to maintain the same rule for
both their belief in one sovereign God, as well as their
distinct way of life. They can in no way be compelled
to think otherwise, nor can they be much led astray by
the “sinewy” [i.e., multivalent or ambiguous] quality
of the Scriptures. For they go about resolving the
discordances of the Scriptures on the basis of this rule
that has been handed down to them, whenever
someone—because he happens not to know the [oral]
traditions—is dumbfounded by the polysemous
oracles of the Prophets.[!16] This is why they entrust
the responsibility of teaching to no one unless he first
learns how the Scriptures must be handled. And so
[the people of Moses] maintain among themselves one
God, one law, one hope. Therefore, in order that the
same thing may happen among us as in the case of
those seventy men, give to our brothers the books of
my preachings, along with the same secret instruction.
Do this in order that our brothers may equip those who
intend to share the responsibility of teaching.[!7]

Several significant features about this passage deserve our attention. The
Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesthemselves are introduced by this letter, which
displays a sincere appeal to emulate an oral tradition of a rabbinic type. The
significance of this appreciation for a rabbinic sort of oral tradition is put



into sharper relief when we consider the fact that (what would become)
orthodox Christianity was not without an “oral tradition” of its own:

The blessed apostles, then, having founded and built
up the Church, committed into the hands of Linus the
office of the episcopate. Of this Linus, Paul makes
mention in the Epistles to Timothy. To him succeeded
Anacletus; and after him, in the third place from the
apostles, Clement was allotted the bishopric. . . . In
this order, and by this succession, the ecclesiastical
tradition from the apostles, and the preaching of the
truth, have come down to us. And this is most
abundant proof that there 1s one and the same
vivifying faith, which has been preserved in the
Church from the apostles until now, and handed down
in truth.[18]

That the Homilist was aware of this sort of regula fideiespoused by Irenaeus
(c. 130-200 ce) is suggested by a passage like Hom.3.60.1, where
Peter addresses an assembly of his companions:

gnel ovv Oel Tval Optoat vt Euod OV EHov
AVATANPODVTO TOTOV, UIJ TPOaLPEGEL TOD BE0D
deNOdueV o1 ThvTeg, dTmG TOV HVI®V &V MUV TOV
KpeitTtova avtog TpddNAOV Tomon, tva Emi ThG
Xprotod kabédpag kabeabeic v aTod EkKAnciov
e0oEPDG OlKOVOLT.

Since, therefore, it is necessary to set apart someone
to fill my place, let us all in one accord request of
God, that he himself would make clear who among us
is best, in order that, occupying the seat of Christ, he
might regulate his church in a pious manner.



Similarly, we read the following in Hom.3.70.1-3:

ANV TOD EMGKOTOV VUMDY GKOVETE KO TNV TOAGAV
aOTQ ATOVELOVTEG UT| KAUNTE, €100TEG OTL TPOPACEL TH
TPOC aOTOV €ic XPp1oTOV QEPETL, AT O XPLoTOD €1G
0cov dvapépetal. . . . Opovov odv Xp1otod T GETE:
011 Kol Movoémc kabedpav Tiudv Exkehedodnre, Kav ol
npokafelopevol apaptwioi vouilovrat.

But obey your overseer, and do not grow weary
from according every honor to him, since you know
that when honor is brought to him, by doing so it is
brought to Christ, and from Christ it is offered up to
God. . . . Therefore honor the throne of Christ, because
you were commanded to honor the seat of Moses,
even though [some of] those who occupied it were
regarded as sinners.

In this passage, the “seat of Moses” is in some sense identified with the
“apostolic” succession described by Irenaeus. Even so, elsewhere the
Homilist uses the “seat of Moses” to mean something quite different from
the apostolic succession (as we shall see below). At the present, however,
let us return to the discussion of ep. Petr. In light of the words of Irenaeus
and the passages from Hom.mentioned just above, several significant
features of ep. Petr. stand out in sharp relief, for it displays the following
features: (1) In ep. Petr., there is an appeal to follow the “method of
instruction whereby Moses also delivered [the Torah with its solutions] to
the seventy men who inherited his seat.” (2) Ep. Petr. reveals a recognition
of the success his Jewish contemporaries have enjoyed, evidenced by the
way in which they “continue to maintain the same rule [kav®v] for both
their belief in one sovereign God, as well as their distinct way of life”” with
the result that the people of Moses “maintain among themselves one God,
one law, one hope.” (3) The writer of ep. Petr. genuinely admires how the
oral tradition succeeds in continuing to keep other Jews from being “much



led astray by the sinewy quality of the Scriptures,” owing to its ability to
resolve “the discordances of the Scriptures on the basis of this rule that has
been handed down to them.” Furthermore, it is significant that no appeal is
made to an “apostolic succession” for the purpose of preserving the correct
interpretation of Scripture. Rather, James is exhorted to follow the method
taken by Moses and, by extension, continued by the rabbis.

But in what sense is this usage of the concept of an oral
tradition “rabbinic,” and in what sense is it not? On the one hand, we have
seen that the tradition is conceptualized as being connected with Moses at
Sinai, the elders, and passed down orally (dypap®dc) by succession. In this
sense, the concept is really quite similar to that of the rabbis. On the other
hand, the oral tradition in the Pseudo-Clementines lacks any real halakic
(i.e., “legal”) content to speak of. That is to say, where “legal” or
“normative” discussions do take place, they are carried on without reference
to an oral tradition. For example, in Hom.7.8, Peter gives a set of
instructions to some people of Sidon. He exhorts them to worship God only
and trust the True Prophet; to be baptized; to abstain from the table of devils
(i.e., abstain from eating food offered to idols); to abstain from carrion, and
from the meat of suffocated animals; and to abstain from blood. Such
prohibitions are likely based on Acts 15:20.[1°] Peter exhorts them also to
wash after intercourse (4mo xoitng yvvoikog) and that their women should
“observe the law of menstruation” (Gpedpov puridccev).[20] None of these
instructions (or “norms’), however, are connected in any way with an oral
tradition.[2!] In this sense, then, the concept of an oral tradition as it is seen
in Hom. is not fully rabbinic.

Now, during Peter’s stay at Tripolis, he gives an extended discourse,
beginning in Hom.11.1, on the necessity of living a holy life (mepi 10D delv
ayvevew). At one point during his discourse, Peter makes reference to the
biblical law of niddah:

Aéym o1 1O KaBapevewy, TO &v APEdPm oboN TN 101,
YOUETT] UM KOWmVELY, OTL ToVTO O Be0D KeAeHEL VOLOG.

I mean purification, namely, the avoidance of
intercourse with one’s own wife during her time of



menstruation, because this 1s what the law of God
commands.[22]

In this context of Peter’s discussion of “purification” (10 kaBapevev),
reference is made to the Pharisees and the scribes.[23] Peter relates how the
True Prophet had once said that the Pharisees were entrusted with the seat
of Moses but that the True Prophet chastised some of them as “hypocrites.”
The presence of “the seat of Moses” and the Pharisees might naturally
evoke halakic associations with a “rabbinic” type of oral tradition. But in
this case, Peter’s words here do not in fact warrant such associations:

QOTIG0EVTOC Yap TOoD Vo T1) YVdoEL O pabwv dbvatol
ayafog eivar, ® mapénetor 1o Kabopov yevécsOot. 8k
TG £om yap dtovoioc 1 ToD EE® cMUATOC AyaO)
yivetal mpovola, oG Amd ye THE KT TO GO
avaioOnociog i dtavoiag Tpdvola yevésHat ov
dvvartat. oVT®G O kabapoOg [Kai] TO Eom kol 10 EE®
KkaBdpor dvvarat.

When the mind is illumined by knowledge, the
disciple is able to be good, and thereupon purity
follows; for from the understanding within, a good
care of the body without is produced. As from
negligence with respect to the body, care of the
understanding cannot be produced. Thus the pure man
can purify both that which is without and that which is
within.[24]

Indeed, the oral tradition does not at all enter the discussions of purity in
this text. Furthermore, the emphasis here is on “external bodily purity” as
something that emerges from “internal illumination” (p®TicuOG TOD VOO T
yvaoel). We could say that “purity” here is less a question of halakha and
more a matter of haskala.



The notion of an oral tradition as it appears in the Pseudo-Clementines
conveys not independent halakic/legal rulings, but exegetical instructions
(i.e., MWoeig), possibly with reference to halakic content, though certainly
with reference to the theory of the false pericopes. By virtue of the fact that
ep. Petr.serves as the “cover letter” to the Homilies, the significance of an
oral tradition’s function as an exegetical criterion is underscored, giving the
general orientation of the Homilies its distinct stamp. At this point, let us
proceed, then, to a further consideration of how the notion of an oral
tradition functions as an external exegetical criterion.



5.5. ORAL TRADITION AS AN “EXTERNAL”’ CRITERION

The author of ep. Petr.recognizes that the Scriptures are not always readily
understood. Indeed, as I noted above, the Scriptures are said to possess a
certain sinewy quality. By “sinewy,” the author refers to Scripture’s
complex interconnections, ambiguities, and “multivalent elasticity.”[25]
“Sinewy” also here connotes the “discordances” or “contradictions” in
Scripture (T TV Ypap®dv dovpemva) to which I alluded above. One is
reminded here of the rabbinic description that the Torah is “obscure”
(7m1n0), while the “words of the sages” explain the Torah.[26] Torah’s
sinewy quality, as it is described in ep. Petr., should be understood
particularly in reference to the theory of the false pericopes. The following
text also displays a recognition of Scripture’s polyvalent quality:

TovTo Yap ol ypoeai AEyovsty, iva Unodeig v
AyvoOLOVmG todvimv TO AANBEC eVpn, GAL" 6
BovAetat, ToD AANO0DE TOIG ELYVAOUOCY TETNPNLEVOU.

For the Scriptures are polyvalent, so that no one
who searches them in a senseless manner will discover
the truth, but [only] what he wishes to find, since the
truth is preserved for the prudent.[27]

It 1s this state of affairs which requires that interpreters of Scripture follow a
certain “rule” (kavov) that has been “handed down,” in order to achieve
and preserve correct interpretation in general, and especially for the purpose
of evaluating the false pericopes in particular.[28]

Albert 1. Baumgarten suggests that we should understand this “rule”
mentioned here in ep. Petr. as “the perfect literal and contextual translation
of the Hebrew middah, the term employed by the Rabbis for their own
hermeneutical rules.”[2°] Baumgarten goes on, “The kanon itself was
“handed down” (paradothenta), raising the possibility that kanon and
paradoseisare to be identified—an identification which is particularly
plausible since kanonand paradoseishave the same function (protecting one



from being misled by the ambiguous passages in Scripture).”[30] According
to ep. Petr., the interpreter of Scripture must be privy to a certain “oral
tradition,” delivered from Moses to the seventy elders who inherited his
seat, and without which one will inevitably be “dumbfounded by the
ambiguous oracles of the Prophets.” In the words of Shuve, “The
Homiliesappear to be influenced by the Rabbinic doctrine of the oral Torah .
.. whereby a line of oral transmission is established that connects the
Rabbis directly to Moses and the revelation at Sinai.”[3!] An important
concept the text employs for connoting the oral tradition is expressed by the
particular expression “the seat of Moses.” A word is in order about this
“seat of Moses” (1] kaB£dpa Mmvcémc) as it is used in the Pseudo-
Clementines.[32]

In the Pseudo-Clementine literature the “seat of Moses” is a clear
reference to an “oral tradition” of a “rabbinic” type. For those who sit on
the seat of Moses have authority to teach and interpret the Scriptures. We
learn that in Hom.11.29.1 obedience was to be given to some of the
Pharisees because they were entrusted with this very “seat of Moses,”
which according to Hom.3.18.2 and Hom. 3.70.2, accords with Jesus’ words
as they appear in Matt. 23:2-3.133] Similarly, Rec.1.54.7 states plainly that
the tradition of the Pharisees goes all the way back to Moses.[34]

The legitimacy of a (secret) oral tradition is recognized already in
antiquity, as evidenced by, for example, Hilary of Poitiers (c. 315-368 ce), a
rough contemporary of the Homilist. In his Tractatus Super Psalmos (2.2—
3), Hilary makes his case for the superiority of the Greek version of the
LXX by arguing that the seventy translators inherited a secret oral tradition
stretching back to Moses.[35] In the case of Hilary, the oral tradition is
associated with the “mystery,” which he identifies with the Greek version of
the Pentateuch. Although the Homilist does look to the Torah in its Greek
form, ep. Petr.makes no such link between the “seat of Moses” and the
LXX per se. Even so, in both Hilary and the Pseudo-Clementines, the “seat
of Moses” connotes (by way of metonymy) some sort of a secret, oral
tradition. For Hilary, this is secret oral tradition was embodied within the
Greek version of the Seventy; for the Homilist, the “seat of Moses”
connotes an oral tradition external to the Pentateuch, and at the same time
plays an important role in securing its proper interpretation, particularly in
connection with the false pericopes.



A related term used in connection with the oral tradition and the “seat
of Moses” is “mystery” (uvotnplov). While we are not likely to discover
much of the specific contents of the “mystery” in any precise detail (after
all, it would hardly be “secret” if we could), we can still get a sense of its
general character. In the case of Hom., the “mystery” includes especially the
teachings about the false pericopes and the “syzygies.” This is illustrated in
Hom.2.15.1-5, where Peter identifies the syzygies with a certain “mystery”:

TOoDTO O¢ TO LuoThpLoV €l Nmictavto ol &v BeocePeiq
dvOpwmot, ovk (v mote EmAaviOncav.

If pious men had understood this mystery, they
would never have gone astray.[3¢]

In the context of this passage, “mystery” refers specifically to the
Syzygienlehre. Elsewhere, Peter mentions how he and his comrades are the
recipients of a twofold ancestral tradition (éx Tpoyovwv): the worship of the
Creator God and the “mystery [t0 pvotfplov] of the books that can deceive
[tdV dmatdv dSvvapévev BiAwv].” The second part of the oral ancestral
tradition—the mystery of the books that can deceive—is a clear reference to
the false pericopes. Thus it becomes clear that “mystery” is unambiguously
linked with the theory of the false pericopes, and according to Hom.3.28.2,
the True Prophet is the guardian of this “mystery,” a mystery whose esoteric
quality is detected by Le Boulluec,

Une telle régle est présentée comme un “mystere.”
Elle est donc object d’initiation, mati¢re
d’enseignement ésotérique. Cette doctrine singuliere
tient une place de premier plan dans les Homélies.[37]

Such a rule is presented as a “mystery.” It is
therefore an object of initiation, a subject matter of
esoteric teaching. This peculiar doctrine plays a
leading role in the Homilies.






5.6. THE OrRAL TRADITION AND MYXTHPION

Marc Bregman has noted that “both Pauline Christianity and rabbinic
Judaism each claimed for its adherents the title ‘sons of God’ as an epithet
for ‘the true Israel,” and that this claim was based on each group’s exclusive
possession of some mysterious [i.e., “secret,” or “esoteric”’] teaching.”[38]
Bregman cites these words from Rabbi Yehudah ben Shalom, a Palestinian
amora of the fifth generation:

R. Yehudah b. Shalom said: Moses requested that the
Mishnah be in writing. But the Holy One, blessed be
He, foresaw that the nations would translate the Torah
and would be reading it in Greek and would be saying,
We are Israel! The Holy One, blessed be He, said to
him, Behold, Moses! In the future the nations will be
saying, We are Israel; we are the sons of God. And
Israel will be saying, We are the sons of God. And
until now the scales are balanced. The Holy One,
blessed be He, said to the nations, What is this that
you are saying? That you are my sons? I do not know.
But he who possesses my Mystery . . . he is my son.
They said to him, And what is your Mystery? He
replied to them, It is the Mishnah.[3°]

Bregman also includes a parallel passage which adds, “For the Mishnah is
the Mystery of the Holy One, blessed by He. And the Holy One, blessed be
He, transmits his Mystery only to one righteous, as it says: The secret of the
Lord is for those who fear Him (Ps. 25:14).”[49] According to this passage,
God would acknowledge as his children only those who possess his
“mystery,” and this “mystery” is identified and defined as the Mishnah.
“Mishnah” here is to be understood in the broader sense of the entire oral
tradition.[4!] So important to Rabbi Yehudah ben Shalom was the claim to
possess this esoteric, oral tradition that without it even the God of Israel



might no longer be able to distinguish his “legitimate sons” (Jews) from
those Christians who claimed to be the “new Israel.” Bregman suggests,

This illustrates that the term “mystery” indicates, at
least occasionally, some teaching, the possession of
which distinguishes between those who belong to a
certain select group and those who do not belong to
that group . . . this usage of the term “mystery” is
precisely the way the word is used in rabbinic tradition
that describes the “Mishnah” (i.e. the Oral Torah) as a
“mystery,” the possession of which is what allows
God to distinguish between the Jewish “Israel” and
Christians claiming “We are Israel.”’[42]

Bregman goes on to say, “It is also possible to further clarify the anti-
Christian polemic inherent in the tradition attributed to Rabbi Yehudah B.
Shalom.”[*3] To do so, Bregman then cites Hilary of Poitiers’s Tractatus
Super Psalmos2.2-3 (mentioned above), as it has been discussed by Adam
Kamesar.[44] Hilary claims that the “mystery”—the oral tradition of the sort
mentioned by Rabbi Yehudah ben Shalom—*had already passed over to the
Church, for it was the foundation of the LXX.”[45] It was the view of Rabbi
Yehudah ben Shalom that the “mystery” refers to the Mishnah. While for
Hilary of Poitiers, the “mystery” refers to the Greek translation of the
seventy, and was “in a certain sense, embedded within it.”[46] Kamesar has
described Hilary’s position as a “particularly sophisticated response” to the
claim attributed to Rabbi Yehudah ben Shalom.[47] Moreover, as Adam
Kamesar has written, “The parallels that best explain Hilary’s main
contribution, i.e. the concept of an oral tradition, are to be found in the
Pseudo-Clementine literature.”[48] This circumstance warrants further
consideration of the oral tradition in Hom.and in connection with Hilary.

In his Tractatus, Hilary explains how Moses committed the words of
the law to writing. But Moses also “communicated separately, from hidden
sources, certain more secret mysteries of the law to seventy elders, who
would continue as teachers after him.”[4°] The term mysteriain this passage



from Hilary describes the secret teachings that were transmitted orally and
incorporated by the seventy into their translation. Hilary goes on to explain
that Jesus mentions these teachings in the Gospels.[°9] It is Hilary’s claim
that

hi itaque seniors libros hos transferentes et spiritalem
secundum Moysi traditionem occultarum cognitionum
scientiam adepti ambigua linguae Hebraicae dicta et
varia quaedam ex se nuntiantia secundum virtutes
rerum certis et propriis verborum significationibus
transtulerunt doctrinae scientia multimodam illam
sermonum intellegentiam temperantes.

accordingly, the elders, when translating these
books, had acquired the higher knowledge of these
hidden teachings in conformity with the Mosaic
tradition, and were able to translate words and
expressions which in Hebrew are ambiguous and in
themselves indicate different realities with an
unambiguous and nonmetaphorical use of words, so as
to indicate the [true] properties of the things signified.
They were able to “control” the polysemous aspect of
the [Hebrew] words by their knowledge of the [oral]
teaching.[5!]

The Homilist explains how those who were responsible for committing the
Torah to writing (again, sometime after Moses’ death) were not themselves
“prophets™:

01 0& YPAWYOVTEG TM TOV APAVIGUOV L] TPOEYVMOKEVIL
EM dyvooiag Eleyy0évtec, TpopTTol OvK Noav.

But those who did write [the Torah] were not
prophets, given they were tried and found guilty on



the charge of ignorance because they did not foresee
its disappearance.[>2]

Something similar to this notion is also found in Hilary, according to whom
subsequent translators of the Pentateuch who were not privy to the
“mystery” ended up producing

diversis modis interpretantes magnum gentibus
adtulerint errorem, dum occultae illius et a Moyse
profectae traditionis ignari ea quae ambigue lingua
hebraea commemorata sunt, incerti suis ipsis
ediderunt.

many a misleading translation to the Gentiles. For
being ignorant of that secret tradition that originated
from Moses, they rendered with uncertainty, relying
only on their own notions, that which had been
expressed in a polysemous fashion in Hebrew.[53]

Both this passage and the one from Hom.3.47.4 above mention the
“ignorance” of those who either committed the Torah to writing (in the case
of Hom.) or made subsequent translations of the Torah (in the case of
Hilary). Furthermore, we read in ep. Petr. that the “mystery” serves in part
to “manage” or “control” the polysemous character of the Scriptures. In a
similar way, Hilary says that their knowledge of the oral tradition enabled
the seventy translators to “control” the polysemous aspect of the [Hebrew]
words. Yet for Hilary, the concern is correct translation of the

Pentateuch from Hebrew into Greek, while the concern of ep. Petr.is for the
correct interpretation of the Greek Pentateuch itself. The important points
of comparison between Hilary and Hom.may be illustrated in the following
way:

The Oral Tradition in HThe Oral Tradition inHom.



Hilary’s Tractatus

Moses himself wrote the
Torah.

Moses did not himself write
the Torah; he communicated
it in an “unwritten” form.

Moses also communicated
additional “secret mysteries”
to the seventy elders.

Moses delivered the Torah
“with 1ts solutions” to the
elders.

The “seat of Moses” is
1dentified with these
teachings.

The “seat of Moses” is not
identified with “these
teachings” but with the
authority to teach. That
authority is then enabledby
the oral transmission of
correct teachings.

The elders were links in a
chain of succession.

The elders were links in a
chain of succession.

The elders who received the
oral tradition continued as
teachers (qui doctores
deinceps manerent).

The elders who received the
oral tradition continued as
teachers (épodialetv Tod Aad
TOVG BOVAOUEVOVC).

The oral tradition was
incorporated into the Greek
version of the seventy and
therefore substantiates the
authority of that version.

The oral tradition remains
external to the Torah and
therefore functions as a
“criterion” for correct
interpretation, that is, to
evaluate the false pericopes.

The oral tradition enabled the
seventy translators to
“control” the polysemous or
ambiguous character of the
Hebrew language.

The oral tradition serves to
clarify the polysemous or
ambiguous character of the
Torah in its written form.

Subsequent translators
produced “erroneous”
translations because they
were ignorant of the “that

Those who transcribed the
Torah (after Moses’ death)
were not “prophets,” which
accounts for the “erroneous”




secret tradition which
originated from Moses.”
Thus the concept of an oral/esoteric tradition having a regulative
function vis-a-vis written Scripture is employed by both writers for similar
purposes, but with different goals in mind. The Homilist is clearly aware of
the broad claims of rabbinic oral tradition, and he adapts this (“rabbinic-
type”’) concept of an oral tradition to suit his own exegetical purposes,
whereby it functions as an “external” criterion for evaluating Scripture.

passages that gradually crept
n.




5.7. EXCURSUS: PARALLELS IN PTOLEMY’S LETTER TO FLORA

As this chapter draws to a close, it is worth recalling how, as we saw in
chapter 3, Florand Hom.share in common the view that the

Pentateuch contains false Scripture. The notion of oral tradition also
occupies an important place for both Ptolemy and the Homilist. When it
comes to the role of an oral, ancestral tradition, however, the two diverge
greatly. In this section, I wish to discuss how Flor.and Hom. diverge in their
respective assessments of the notion of “oral tradition.”

In the words of Anne Pasquier, Ptolemy subscribes to a “hermeneutical
principle of graduated inspiration.”[>4] According to Ptolemy’s “tripartite
division” of the Pentateuch, the “lowest level” is identified with the
traditions of the elders:

Kad €ig Tovg TpesPuTéPovg Tod Aaod dtapeitan ol kol
TPATOV EVPIGKOVTOL EVTOANC TIVaC EvOEVTEC 1010 . . .
OT1 0 Kol TOV TPeSPLTEP®V €lGTV TIVEC
CLUTETAEYUEVOL TAPAOOGELS &V TG VOUD, ONAOT Kod
TODTO O CAOTNP.

And there are finally the elders of the people who,
as we find, first introduced some of the precepts on
their own. . . . Furthermore, the Savior makes it plain
that there are also some traditions of the elders
interwoven with the law.[5]

As the basis for his claim that some traditions of the elders are interwoven
with the law, Ptolemy cites Jesus’ words as in Matt. 15:6-9, where Jesus
chastises some Pharisees and scribes—the “elders”—from Jerusalem for
putting the “tradition of the elders” before the law of God, thereby violating
the command to honor one’s father and mother. As Ptolemy sees it, the
elders’ oral tradition (1] Tapddoocig TV tpesPutépwv) is thus collapsed into
and identified with “false Scripture,” which has been “interwoven” or
“enmeshed” (counemieyuéva) with the Pentateuch. On this point, Ptolemy’s



view—that portions of the law have been compromised because they are
“enmeshed” with the traditions of the elders—is thus completely inverted in
Hom.For according to Hom., the false pericopes are recognized as such
precisely because they do not accord with the ancestral tradition. That is,
the law was transmitted in a more “pure form”—orally—from Moses to the
elders, and in an unbroken chain of succession. The law was not transcribed
until sometime after the exile. The interim between the “pure” oral
transmission of the law and its written transcription sometime after the exile
is when the false passages crept in. But according to Ptolemy’s tripartite
schema, the ancestral traditions are relegated to the bottom level. The
Homilies, however, elevate the ancestral tradition to a much higher level,
where it functions as the source of “solutions” by which the Pentateuch as a
whole is evaluated.

Furthermore, both the Homilist and Ptolemy share a common
predilection for Jesus’ authoritative words, although the two diverge when
it comes to their respective positions on the role of the ancestral tradition.
We have seen in this chapter how the Homilist looks to Jesus’ words in
Matt. 23:2-3. Ptolemy, however, looks to Jesus” words in Matthew 15.[56]
On the one hand, for the Homilist, who holds the “seat of Moses” in very
high esteem, the ancestral tradition serves to help guide and evaluate what
belongs to the Pentateuch and what does not. On the other hand, Ptolemy,
on the basis of Jesus’ words as they appear in Matthew 15, detects a very
close relationship between the ancestral traditions and the law of Moses, in
that they are too close together and should be separated. The distance
between Flor.and Hom.on this point—how differently the two seem to
understand the function of the ancestral traditions—prompts Strecker to
deny any dependence of either author on the other:

Gegen eine Abhingigkeit beider Autoren voneinander
ist vor allem die Funktion der israelitischen Altesten
anzufiihren: Bei Ptoleméeus begriinden sie die dritte,
niedrigste Stufe des Gesetzes, in den K//sind sie
dagegen die Repriasentanten des miindlichen, allein
wahren Gesetzes.[57]



Above all else, the function of the Israelite elders
argues against an interdependence between both
authors: in Ptolemy they constitute the third, lowest
level of the law; in the K71, however, they are the
representatives of the oral law, the only one that is
true.

Nevertheless, we have seen how the Homilist and Ptolemy both advocate a
theory that the Pentateuch contains certain false interpolations. We have
also seen how both are emphatic about the authority of Jesus’ words in
connection with the proper interpretation of Scripture. In addition to this, it
is significant that both the Homilist and Ptolemy employ a similar
“harmony criterion,” as I designate it, which I will discuss in the next
chapter.[58] On the basis of this circumstance, therefore, it would seem that
the Homilist is indeed aware of Ptolemy’s Flor.and even writes in response
to it. According to the Homilist, the ancestral tradition functions
exegetically both to discover and to protect the correct interpretation of
Scripture. While Ptolemy claims that the oral tradition contaminated the
Scriptures, the Homilist claims it conserves them.



5.8. CONCLUSION

I began this chapter with a general discussion about the notion of an oral
tradition as we know it from some of the relevant sources that have come
down to us. I then examined how a rabbinic type of oral tradition is
appropriated in Hom., after which I offered an analysis of ep. Petr.,
highlighting a few of its more significant features. It is worth emphasizing
once more the significance of ep. Petr.for how it unambiguously recognizes
and displays a genuine appreciation for the necessity of an oral tradition in
order to preserve the correct interpretation of Scripture. To the degree that
we have before us a (Jewish-) Christian composition, it is all the more
remarkable that the author desires to appropriate the “seat of Moses”—an
oral tradition—and not, say, the regula fidei for such an important task.
Moreover, the oral tradition, as it was generally understood by the Homilist,
would play an important role in Hilary’s case for the superiority of the
Greek version of the seventy.

Having discussed how the oral tradition functions as a distinct external
criterion by which a proper interpretation of Scriptures is ensured, we are
now ready to discuss the final external criterion, which I have designated as
the “harmony criterion.” According to the harmony criterion, there are
some Scriptures that, more than others, are thought to be “in harmony”
(from cvppoved®) with the natural world. The Homilist will tell us in what
sense this is so.

1. The True Prophet’s own teaching, however, is also transmitted orally. The
technical terminology—mopadidévor—in Hom.1.20.6 suggests as much:
“I do not fear that you would ever be in doubt concerning the truth, which
has been handed down to you, knowing that [even though] I seem to be
defeated, but not the doctrine that has been handed down to us from the
Prophet” (00 d£€d10 pnmwg ob mepi g Tapadobeiong oot aAndeiog
Stakpdfic, [1] eldwg 6Tt €y NTTachal €50&a, ovyl 1| VTTOOESIC 1) d10. TOD
TPOPNTOL Tapadobeica MUIV). <

2. In rabbinic Judaism, the contentof “oral tradition” initially is understood
to be halakhotthat do not appear in the written Torah, and that supplement
them and/or stand autonomous of them. See m. Hag., 1:8, where
halakhotare contrasted with migra. ¢
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The Harmony Criterion



6.1. INTRODUCTION TO THE HARMONY CRITERION: CREATION,
CREATOR, AND THE SCRIPTURES

The present study seeks to offer a coherent account of the exegetical theory
put forth in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies. So far, | have examined the
Homilist’s rejection of allegorism. We have seen that the Homilist also
postulates the existence of various false pericopes embedded within the
Pentateuch. I am proposing that, according the Homilist, these “false
pericopes” are to be evaluated by the application of three distinct external
criteria. Of these three criteria, I have thus far examined two: the True
Prophet’s teaching and the oral tradition. We come now to the third and
final criterion in this study, which I designate as the “harmony criterion.”
From the Homilist’s presentation of the True Prophet’s teaching, we learn
something about the Homilist’s “Christian” leanings, whereby the words of
Jesus are deemed essential for evaluating the Scriptures. From the oral
tradition, we discover something of the Homilist’s “Jewish” affinities,
whereby appeal is made to an oral tradition akin to that of the rabbis in
order to ensure correct interpretation of the Scriptures. Finally, the harmony
criterion—the focus of this chapter—is an expression of the Homilist’s
philosophical outlook, his cosmopolitan sensitivities, and his ethical
orientation. All three criteria—the True Prophet’s teaching, the oral
tradition, and the harmony criterion—are employed by the Homilist in his
unique approach to the Pentateuch in general and in his evaluation of its
falsehoods in particular.

The very fact that falsehoods exist in Scripture in the first place is
explained, in part, by the Homilist with reference to the harmony criterion.
For as we read in Hom.3 .46,

oUT®G ai ToD TOV 0VpavOV KTicavtog Beod dtaforot
QOVOL Kol VIO TV oLV AVTAIC EVAVTIOV POVAV
axvpodvton kol VO THE KTicemg EAEYYOVTOL: OV YOP
VIO YEPOC TPOPNTIKHC Eypapnoav, 010 Kol Tf) ToD Ta
névta Kticavtog Oeod yepi Evavtion paivovral.



The sayings [1.e., the “false pericopes”] accusatory
of God who made the heaven are both rendered void
by the opposite sayings which are alongside them, and
are censured by creation, for they were not written by
a prophetic hand. For this reason, they also appear
opposite to the hand of God who made all things.[!]

Since the Pentateuch’s falsehoods derive from the hands of men who were
not prophets, they also conflict with creation, the “hand of God” (60D
veip). The “hand of god” in this passage is a clear reference to creation
(xtioig), that 1s, the natural world. Hom.3.47 goes on to say that the Mosaic
legislation was originally transmitted “without writing” from Moses to the
seventy wise men. Accordingly, the Torah in its written form acquired
falsehoods, owing to the fact that those who eventually did transcribed it
(after Moses’ death, after the exile) “were not prophets.”[2] Consequently,
as Hom.3.46 above says, because certain passages of Scripture “were not
written by a prophetic hand” (00 V70 ¥e1pOC TPOoPNTIKTG Eypaenoav), they
also conflict with and are censured by the very “handwriting of God” (10
10D 0g0D Ye1pOYpapov), by which the Homilist means “creation” itself.[3]
Thus, because the Torah in its present written form has accumulated
material that comes from the handwriting of men who were not prophets,
the written Torah is now to be “checked against” God’s own handwriting,
his creation.

The notion that certain texts are “censured by creation” (Vm0 THi¢
Ktioemg ELEéyyecban) is based on the fundamental assumption that the “true”
Scriptures are, in some sense, “in agreement” with God’s creation. That the
Pentateuch is “in agreement with” creation and can therefore be “checked
against” creation represents the essence of what I am designating as the
harmony criterion. Furthermore, it should also be noted that the
Homilist assumes a distinction between the Creator and the creation, a
characteristic distinction maintained within Hellenistic Judaism.[4] In
keeping with this distinction, therefore, the harmony criterion can also be
said to consist of two basic parts. At one level, the harmony criterion will
refer to the creation. At another level, the harmony criterion will refer to the



Creator. When it is necessary for us to make the same distinction, let us for
sake of convenience designate “agreement with creation” as the primary
element of the harmony criterion and “agreement with the Creator” as the
secondary element.

On the whole, the harmony criterion is a good example of what Georg
Strecker has described more generally as rationalistische Erwdgungen
(“rationalistic considerations”) in the Pseudo-Clementines.[%] Or, as Hans
Joachim Schoeps has noted, “It must be observed that the biblical criticism
of the Kerygmata Petrouis thoroughly permeated with rationalism, its
distinctive feature. One could in fact refer to it as a sample of an ancient
Enlightenment.”’[6] Part of my goal here is to shed a bit more light on the
general observations of Schoeps and Strecker in this regard. For such
“rationalistic considerations” remain to be identified more clearly, and a
close examination of what I am calling the harmony criterion affords the
opportunity to do so. I will begin this chapter by looking briefly to Philo of
Alexandria and the Gnostic Ptolemy, both of whose writings contain
relevant parallels to the general idea underlying the Homilist’s harmony
criterion. For, like the Homilist, both Philo and Ptolemy regard the Mosaic
legislation as being in some sense “in agreement” with creation and/or with
the Creator.

Now, the recognition that the Scriptures in some sense “agree” with
creation and/or with God presupposes a certain degree of knowledge about
God. In fact, the Homilist claims that humanity’s knowledge of God can be
obtained from two sources: from the natural world (creation), and from
“sacred revelation” (in the form of the Scriptures and also in the form of the
True Prophet’s teaching). I will also direct my attention to the Homilist’s
theoretical formulation of the harmony criterion in the interpretation of
Scripture, by looking at (1) several explicit statements that articulate the
notion that the Scriptures are “in agreement with” creation and also (2)
those statements concerning Scripture’s agreement with the Creator.

Finally, it then remains to be seen how the harmony criterion works “in
practice.” We are fortunate in that the Homilist does indeed give us a couple
of examples where the harmony criterion is applied in a “practical” fashion.
I will focus on two such cases: the problem of polytheism and the problem
of animal sacrifices. If it is the case that the Pseudo-Clementine
Homiliescan be said to have a certain “rationalism” as their “distinctive



feature” (as Schoeps has said of the Knpoyuata [1€tpov), or if they are
noted for their “rationalistic considerations” (as Strecker puts it), then it is
the Homilist’s use of the concept 10 ebAoyov, “what is rational,” that
perhaps best represents such rationalism. Indeed, the harmony criterion
itself can be seen as an expression of “what is rational.” Therefore, an
examination of the Homilist’s use of this important term t0 edAoyov (in
both its exegetical usage and its ethical usage) is also in order.

In order to better appreciate the Homilist’s notion of the harmony
criterion, it is worthwhile to consult relevant antecedents in other sources.
Thus we might step back and look at parallels found in, for example, the
first-century Philo of Alexandria and the second-century Ptolemy. Such
sources as these offer fitting representations of the broader conceptual
context within which the Homilist 1s situated, at least when it comes to his
view of the Scriptures and how the Scriptures are “in agreement” with
creation and/or with the Creator.

The notion that the Scriptures accord with the natural world can be
seen in Philo, our most important source for Hellenistic Judaism. In the
opening words of De Opificio Mundi, Philo describes the first chapters of
Genesis as a grand proem to the Mosaic legislation. It is Philo’s opinion that
the Mosaic legislation “speaks in harmony with” (from cuvédev) the
natural world:

N o apyn, kabamep Epnv, £oti BavpciwTdn,
KOGLLOTOUOY TEPLEYOVGA, MG Kol TOD KOGLOV TM
VOHo® Koi Tod VOUOL @) KOGU® GLVASOVTOS, Kol TOD
VOUILOV avopog 00V dVTog KOGLOTOAITOV, TPOG TO
BovAnua Thg pUcEmS TaG TPAEELS AmevBHVOVTOG, Kb
v 0 cOUTOC KOGUOG JLOTKETTAL.

The beginning is, as I just said, quite marvelous. It
contains an account of the making of the cosmos, the
reasoning for this being that the cosmos is in harmony
with the law and the law with the cosmos, and the man
who observes the law is at once a citizen of the
cosmos, directing his actions in relation to the rational



purpose of nature, in accordance with which the entire
cosmos also is administered.[7]

Philo’s words here offer a good conceptual parallel to the Homilist’s
harmony criterion. For both Philo and the Homilist imagine that there exists
some sort of “harmonious” relationship between the Mosaic legislation on
the one hand and the natural world on the other. The two differ in that Philo
does not really apply this “harmony” as an exegetical criterion.
Furthermore, whereas Philo is wont to allegorize difficult biblical texts, the
Homilist will “check them against” creation in order to verify which are the
“true” passages of Scripture—that is, which Scriptures are “in agreement
with creation.” Instead of allegorizing them, he rejects as “false” those
Scriptures that do not agree with creation.

Another relevant parallel to the Homilist’s harmony criterion can be
seen in Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora(hereafter Flor.). Previously in this study, I
have noted a few other important parallels between Florand Hom. First, we
saw in chapter 3 how Ptolemy espouses a theory of false pericopes akin to
that of the Homilist. Second, in my discussion of the True Prophet’s
teaching (in chapter 4) I noted how Ptolemy, like the Homilist, emphasizes
the authoritative words of Jesus in connection with discerning true from
false Scripture. Third, we also saw in chapter 5 how the concept of an oral
tradition plays a significant role in both Ptolemy’s and the Homilist’s
respective approaches to the Pentateuch. These three circumstances warrant
further inquiry into whether Ptolemy offers any relevant information in
connection with the harmony criterion. As it turns out, something akin to
the Homilist’s harmony criterion is indeed discernable in Ptolemy’s
Flor Toward the opening of his letter, Ptolemy makes the assertion that

Ovte yap Vo T0D TEAEiOV BE0D Kol TOTPOC PaiveTon
tovToV TEBEToO (EMdpEVOC Yap €0TIV), ATEAT TE VTl
Kol ToD Ve’ ETEpov TANPWOT VoL EvOer], Exovtd T
TPooTdEelg dvoikeiog Tf) ToD TotovTov BE0d POGEL TE
KO YVOU).



it is clear that [the law] was not established from the
perfect God and Father (for it is secondary); not only
is it insufficient and needs to be completed by
someone else, but it also contains precepts that are

incongruous with the nature and intent of this sort of
God.[8]

Ptolemy claims that the written Torah contains passages that are
“incongruous” (from dvoikelog) with the “nature and intent” of God. The
conceptual overlap here between Ptolemy and the Homilist is readily
apparent. For Ptolemy’s words here accord with what I am calling the
secondary element of the harmony criterion, namely, “agreement with
God.” Both Ptolemy and the Homilist attest to the notion that in particular
God’s “intent” (1] yvoun) functions as a standard against which the
Scriptures can be checked:

10 T0D 020D YEPOYPOUPOV (AEY® O TOV 0VPAVOV)
kaBapav kol BePaiay v 100 TEMOMKOTOC OEIKVLGLY
YVOUNV.

God’s handwriting (I mean the heaven) displays the
intent of the One who made [the heaven] exact and
constant.[]

Now, according to Ptolemy’s “levels,” or “gradations,” of authentic
Scripture, the Pentateuch is itself subdivided into three parts: the “pure
legislation,” the “second legislation,” and the “typological legislation.”
Ptolemy describes the “second legislation” as follows:



[TaAy € o1 10 &v pépPog, 6 anTod Tod Be0D VOUOG,
dtoupeitan €ic Tpiva Tva- €ig e v Kabapav
vopoBesiov TV AcOUTAOKOV T® KoK, OG Kol Kupimg
vopog Aéyeta, &v ook NAOe kKataAdoar 6 GoTAP GALN
mAnpdcat (00 yap v GALOTPLog adTod 8V ETANPOGEY,
<&de1 88 TANPAOGEMC>" 0 YOp E1YEV TO TELEIOV) Kl €ig
TOV GUUTETAEYUEVOV TG YEipovL Ko T1] adikiq, Ov
aveilev O coOTHP dvoikelov dvia T1] E0VTOD PUOEL.

Furthermore, the one part, namely, the law of God
himself, is divided into three parts: into the pure
legislation not mixed with evil. This is called “law” in
the etymologically primary sense. This part the savior
did not come to abolish but to fulfill (for the law he
fulfilled was not foreign to him, but required
fulfillment because it lacked completion); and
[second, it is divided] into the legislation enmeshed
with the inferior and with injustice. This is the part the
Savior abolished because it was incongruous with his
own nature.[10]

Here Ptolemy says the second part of the law is “incongruous” (from
avoikelog) in connection with the “nature” of Jesus. By “nature” (pvoic)
here, I do not think Ptolemy is referring to Jesus’ “divinity” but rather his
“mercy” or his “compassion.” For Ptolemy adduces the lex talionis as his
specific example of the “second part” of the law, that is, the part enmeshed
with “what 1s inferior” and with “injustice”—and this is the part the Savior
abolished.[11] Ptolemy likely has in mind Jesus’ words as they appear in
Matthew 5:38-48, where Jesus champions mercy and forgiveness over
against revenge and retaliation. In any case, the main point to be noted here
is that, in Ptolemy’s thinking, the law of God (or at least sections of it) is
said to have “congruity” or “incongruity” with something external to it.
Here in Flor.5.1, Ptolemy says the second part of the law is incongruous
with the nature of Jesus. As I noted above, Ptolemy says in Flor. 3.4 that the



law 1s incongruous with the “nature and intent” of God. Finally, in Flor.5.5
Ptolemy sums up his remarks on the “second part” of the law by saying that

AVOIKELOV OE TH| TOD TATPOG T®V OAWV PLGEL TE Kol
ayafoTnTi.

It is incongruous with the nature and supreme
goodness of the Father of all.

Thus the “secondary” nature of certain precepts in the law is determined by
the way in which they are deemed to be “incongruous” (dvoikeiag) with
God’s nature. Ptolemy thus evaluates the law with reference to God’s nature
(pvo1¢) and intent (yvodun).[12] Both Ptolemy and the Homilist, therefore,
show concern for the extent to which the law “accords with” the nature of
the Creator God. To be sure, the terminology is not identical; Ptolemy’s
oikelog is not the same as the Homilist’s cuoupovia. Even so, there is
sufficient overlap of semantic range and conceptual parallels to warrant the
comparison.

In sum, both Philo and Ptolemy envision that in some sense creation
and the Scriptures are in harmony with each other. The antecedents in Philo
and in Ptolemy give us a sense of the broader conceptual (and exegetical)
environment within which the Homilist’s harmony criterion can be
understood. We find in Philo’s thinking the idea that the Mosaic
legislation speaks in agreement (cuvaoetv) with the cosmos. We find in
Ptolemy’s thinking that the Pentateuch contains sections that are
“incongruous” with God’s nature and intent (&voikeiog Tfj T0D T0100TOV
Be0d @voel 1€ kol yvoun), the assumption being that the “pure” or “true”
portions of the divine legislation are indeed in agreement with God’s nature.
In Philo, the Pentateuch accords with the creation, and in Ptolemy the
Pentateuch accords with the Creator. As we shall see, it 1s the Homilist’s
contention that the Pentateuch’s true passages accord with both the creation
(as for Philo) and the Creator (as for Ptolemy).



Now, as the foregoing discussion indicates, a proper understanding of
the harmony criterion requires a closer examination of a number of other
interlocking issues. These issues include such things as how the
Homilist articulates the question of humanity’s knowledge about God and
the role of human reason in that endeavor. In order to lay the necessary
groundwork for my examination of the harmony criterion, therefore, I will
deal with each of these topics in order, beginning with the questions of
humanity’s knowledge about God as seen from the Homilist’s perspective.
To this we now turn.



6.2.1. KNOWLEDGE OF GOD GAINED FROM “NATURAL
REVELATION”

The Homilist asserts that God has indeed taken steps to make knowledge of
God attainable:

EOKOAMTEPOY YOP TNV TTEPL AOTOD €VPEGY O BE0G
Té0eKeV TACTY OG TAVTOV KNOEUDV, Tva unte
BapPapot EEacBevdoty avtov punte "EAAnveg
AdVVOTAOY €VPEIV. Ppadio HEv odv 1) Tepl avTod
ebpecig LIAPYEL.

For God, because he cares for all, has left it rather
easy to discover him in order that barbarians would
not be weak, and Greeks would not be powerless, to
find him. Indeed, discovering God is a ready
possibility.[13]

But how is God made known? The Homilist envisions two basic modes
whereby knowledge about God is possible. One is through what can be
called (1) “natural revelation” and the other is through what can be called
(2) “sacred revelation.” The goal of this section is to address the question of
natural revelation as it is seen from the Homilist’s perspective. In the
following sections, I will address how the Homilist conceptualizes sacred
revelation and how he describes the role of human reason in connection
with both. Once I have addressed these themes, I will give my attention
more fully to the harmony criterion itself.

By “natural revelation” I am referring to what knowledge humans can
have about God from their observations of creation, that is, the physical
world. What does creation tell humans about God? For the Homilist,
creation reveals to humans the knowledge that the Creator God is singular
(i.e., not a plurality) and that God’s creation exists for the benefit of
humans.[!4] In addition to this, natural revelation for the Homilist functions



to (1) confirm Jewish monotheism; (2) elicit “piety” and “ethics”; (3) invite
repentance/warn of judgment; and (4) refute idolatry.[!3]

Now, at the outset, it should be noted that there exists in the Homilist’s
thinking a distinction between “nature” (¢Oo1c) in a Stoic sense and
“creation” (ktioic) in a Jewish and Christian sense, and that the harmony
criterion operates with reference to the latter. Bertil Géartner has pointed out
that “xtioig is a word no Stoic could possibly use to describe the regulation
of the universe.”[16] When the Homilist talks about the “natural world,” he
usually speaks of ktioic or kOcpog, and almost never @Hoic.[17] Indeed, in
the vast majority of cases, the Homilist uses @0Oo1g in the more general
sense of “quality,” “property,” or “trait.”[18] There are only a few exceptions
to this rule, the most important example of which can be seen in
Hom.6.19.1-5, a passage that appears in the context of the Clement-
Appion debate, where Clement responds to Appion as follows:

ATAVTOV 0& TAV BEDV TNV TOUTIKTV AAAYOpioy OVK
arxolovbov evpiokopey. avTiKa YOOV €M TG

KOO UNGEMC TV OA®V TOTE UEV VGV AEYOLTLV
nomrai, Tote 6& vodv apynyov yevéabat thg OANG
INUovpyiag. €k PUOEMG PEV YOp TOV oTOLEI®V TNV
TPOTNV Kivnow kol coppiEy yeyovévat, Vo O TG
T0D vob Tpovoiog dlakekooufjohot. Kol Amopnvauevol
HEV pvoeL dednuovpytiodot TO Tav, U SVVAUEVOL O
AVETIANTTOG TOVTO ATOOEIKVOVOL Sl TO THG
dnovpyiog Evieyvov, TapeEUTAEKOVGY Kol TOD VO
TNV TPOVOLAY, O GLVOPTAGOL KOl TOVG TAVL GOPOVC
duvapevol. NUEIS 0 pauey Tpog awtovg: Ei pev 5
AOTOUATOL POLGEMC O KOGUOG YEYOVEV, TG T
avaroyiov Kol TaEv neev; dmep VIO PodVNG
vepPariodong ppovicemc yevEaHaL Suvatov 6TV
Kol KoToANeOfvol Vo EMOTAUNG THS LOVNG TaDTO
axpipodv dSuvauévng. €l 0& PPovoEL TO TAVTA TNV
CLYKPOOV Kol OlKOGUN GV €IANQeV (6mep Avaykn Ui
GAL®C Exev), TMOC £T1 €K TOD ADTOUATOL GLUPTIVaL
tadTa yevésOar Suvatov nyv;



We find the poetic allegory about the gods
inconsistent. For example, as for the ordering of the
universe, one moment they say “nature,” then another
moment they say “mind” was the first cause of the
whole creation—that the first movement and mixture
of the elements came from nature, but that it was put
in order by the foresight of “mind.” When they claim
that “nature” fashioned the universe, since they are
unable to show this faultlessly on account of the
artistic aspect of creation, they also interweave “the
foresight of mind” in such a way that they are able to
snare even the wisest. But we say to them: if the
cosmos came about from self-moved nature, how did
it ever obtain proportion and shape, which can only
come from a surpassing wisdom, and can be
comprehended only by knowledge, which alone can
accurately investigate such things? If, on the other
hand, it is by wisdom that all things subsist and
maintain order (it cannot be otherwise), how is it
possible that those things arose from self-moved
[chance]?

Clement’s words here reveal the Homilist’s conviction that a “surpassing
wisdom” (bmepPailovon epdévnoig) in contradistinction to “nature” (QUo1C)
is responsible for the ordering of the cosmos. But the Homilist employs the
term @¥Oo1g here only because he is reporting the positions of others with
whom he disagrees.[1°] But the most common use of ¢Vo1g in Hom.by far is
in the more general sense of “quality,” “property,” or “trait.”

Thus natural revelation for the Homilist is not conceptualized with
reference to ¢¥o1G as it is often used in a Stoic sense. Knowing this about
the Homilist’s use of @vo1g helps make better sense of his words when he
has Peter say to Clement:



dika0g O €0ty £keTvog O ToD ELAOYOV EveKa T PVGEL
HOYOLLEVOG.

The righteous person is the one who, for the sake of
what is reasonable, contends with nature.[20]

On the one hand, Stoic terminology is recognized here by the terms 10
gbloyov and 1] Vo1C:

KAedqvOne . . . obtmg dnédwke: T€A0C £0Ti TO
OHoAOYOLUEVMG TH QVoEL CTYV.

Cleanthes put it this way: the goal is to live in
harmony with nature.[21]

But on the other hand, the Homilist simply does not share the Stoic view of
¢@Vo15. When the Homilist mentions “nature” here, he is doing so in the
more general sense of “human nature.” For in the very same conversation
between them, Clement confesses to Peter,

EXOpoNC O& gvePYETELY, TACAV ADTAOV VTOPEPOVTA,
EMNPELALY, OVK OTOUL SUVATOV dvBpwreig TPOGEIVAL
pooel.

But doing good to enemies, enduring all their abuse,

I do not think can possibly exist within human nature.
[22]

What he means by this becomes clearer when we consider what Peter had
said to Clement a little earlier in Hom.12.32.1:



010V TGV TPOGEGTLY &K PVGEMS PILODVTOC PIAETY,
dikaog melpdton kol £x0pong ayamdy Kol
Aowdopoivtac EDAOYETY, ETL UV Kol VTEp ExOpdV
gbyecbat.

Everyone naturally loves those who [reciprocate]
love, but the just person attempts to love even
enemies, to bless those who rail against him, and even
to pray on behalf of [his] enemies.[23]

According to the Homilist, the attainment of what is “ethically rational”
requires moving beyond Auman nature.[>4] The Homilist seems to have in
mind something akin to, for example, what St. Augustine would call more
stridently a “fallen” or “debased” human nature. Augustine lists “error” and
“distorted love” as two different consequences of Adam’s fall. For
Augustine, love is led astray if it is directed to oneself instead of to one’s
neighbor.[25] For the Homilist’s part, the “contending with nature” in
Hom.12.32.1 above specifically refers to the attempt (10 wepav) to extend
the so-called Golden Rule beyond love for one’s neighbor to include love
for one’s enemies. That is, love seeking reciprocity comes “naturally” (ék
evoemc) for people, while love toward one’s enemies requires greater
exertion because it does not come “naturally” (1] Voetl pudyesOati). The
righteous person loves his enemies and blesses them for the sake of what 1s
“ethically rational” (16 ebAoyov).[26] Therefore, when 16 gbAoyov is thought
to conflict with “nature,” the conflict 1s with “Auman nature” and not the
“physical world” of nature. For when the Homilist refers to the natural
world (or when he appeals to “natural” revelation), he normally does so
using terms like xtioig, ovpavoc, or kOcoG, but not PUGIC.

We turn now to consider the question of the Homilist’s perspective on
natural revelation itself, returning to Hom.3.45.4, a passage we have seen
before:



10 T0D 020D YEPOYPOUPOV (AEY® O TOV 0VPAVOV)
KkaBapav kol BePaiay v 100 TEMOMKOTOC OEIKVLGLY
YVOUNV.

God’s handwriting (I mean the heaven) displays the
intent of the One who made [the heaven] exact and
constant.

According to the Homilist, knowledge about God can be inferred from the
natural world. This knowledge has little to do with arguments for God’s
existence per se and far more to do with characterizations of God. This
circumstance illustrates how, as far as the Homilist is concerned, the general
functionof natural revelation is very much in line with Old Testament and
Jewish understandings of natural revelation.[?7] The Homilist is never very
interested in proving God’s existence. His main interest in appealing to
natural revelation is to highlight that God is one and that creation exists for
the benefit of humans. With regard to the latter, in passages like Hom.2.45
and Hom. 3.33-36, the Homilist celebrates the natural world for its variety,
order, and utility for humans:

@ TG porydAng Beod @povipov xelpog, g &v Ty
TévTo TO10VoNC. Hupiog Yap OYA0C TTNVAV VT’ ADTOD
yeyévntat Koi 00Tog TOIKIAOC, TPOC TOV £TEPOV KOTA
TavTa EENAAOYUEVOG . . . TOGAL OE Kol pUTAV d1aPopol
10€01, YpOUOCTY Kol TO10TNGLY Kol OOUOIC Ameipolg
SLPIGUEVAL. TOGH, OE THC XEPoOL (M Kal TOV &V
B3acy, MV ASHVOTOV EIETV oYfHATO, LOPPAS, OECELC,
ypouata, flovg, yvouag, puoels, Oylov. £Ti 1€ 0pEmV
AN Kai Dym, ABwv d10popdic, Luyovs poPepoi,
mmYyac, KTA.

O the great hand of the wise God, which makes
altogether everything. For a countless multitude of



birds have been made by him, with variety at that,
differing from one another in every respect . . . and
how many different species of plants, distinguished by
endless variations of colors, qualities, and scents! How
many animals on land and in water, whose figures,
forms, habitats, color, food, senses, natures, and
multitude it is impossible to speak! Even more, the
multitude and height of mountains, the varieties of
stones, terrible caverns, springs, etc.[28]

Both the Homilist’s “rational outlook™ and his “anthropocentric” view of
creation is evident in the following passage:

€4V TIC TO AV AKPIPDC Aoyioud cuvidn, ELPNOEL O’
dvOpwmov TOv B0V TeEmoIKOTA: 01 Yap SuPpot
Kapmdv Eveka yivovtal, tva dvOpomog petalafn kol
Cda Tpaet] Onwg avOpdT® YPNCIULELTT—KOL HAL0G
Qaivel kal TOvV dépa €ic TEcoUPOS TPOTAG TPETEL, Tval
EK0OTOG KapOg Ta. id1ol AvOpdT® Tapdoyn—rioi Tnyol
Bpvovoty, iva o avOpdmolg doo.

If anyone should step back and look at the whole
creation, accurately and with reason, he will find that
God has made it all for the sake of man. For showers
fall for the sake of fruits, that man may partake and
living creatures be nourished, so that they may be of
use to man. And the sun shines, that it may turn the air
into four seasons, and that each season may render its
own service to man. And the fountains gush, so that
drink may be given to man.[2°]

Conversely, the creation can turn against, or be “hostile” toward, those who
dishonor the Creator, as we see in a text like Hom.11.10.2-5:



®O¢ ovv mhvtov peilmv 6 0gdc, obtog peilova Vet
KOAOGY O €i¢ aOTOV AGEPNOOC . . . TAONC THC KTIoEMC
EML TOVT® AYOVOKTOVOTG KOl QUOIKADC EMECEPYOUEVTG.
o0 Yap 0doel T@ PALAGPNU® 0VY HAL0G TO MG, 0V Y
TOVG KOPTOVG, OV TTNYT| TO DOWP . . . OTOTE Kod VOV . . .
TOPUYOVOKTEL TAGO 1] KTIO1S. 010 0VTE TEAEIMC
0VPaVOG VETOVE TOPEYEL OVTE Vi) TOLG Kapmovg, 610 ol
migioveg Avpaivovtal. AALA Kol adTog O anp Boud
VIEKKALOUEVOC TPOG AOIUMOT KPAGTY HETARAALETAL.
ANV 00wV Amolavopey ayaddv, T@ avTod EAE® €ig
Vv Nuetépav erhavipomiov Praletorl v KTicty.
oUTMO¢ VUV TOig ATndalovoty TOV TV OAwV
ONULOVPYOV 1] TAGH KTIOIS YOAETAIVEL.

Just as God is greater than all, likewise a man who
is impious against God shall endure a more severe
punishment. . . . The whole creation is angry with him,
and naturally goes out against him. For the sun will
not give its light to the blasphemer, nor the earth its
fruits, nor the spring its water . . . since even now . . .
the whole creation is quite vexed with [an impious
man]. This is why the sky does not yield sufficient
rains, nor the earth fruits; this is why so many perish.
Indeed, even the air itself, hot with anger, is changed
to such harsh temperatures. Still, whatsoever good
things we do enjoy, [God] in his mercy compels the
creation [in a favorable way] with a view to man’s
benefit. And so the entire creation is hostile toward
you who dishonor the Creator of all.

Now, although the Homilist does not explicitly infer from creation the fact
of God’s existence per se, his general perspective on creation—particularly
his anthropocentric interest and his belief in a well-ordered, rationally
coherent cosmos—does accord with a Stoic view of nature and what
knowledge of God it can reveal to humans. For example, in Nat. d. 2.13-15



Cicero reports Cleanthes’s four causes of humanity’s innate conceptions of
God (notiones deorum). These arise from (1) foreknowledge of future
events; (2) abundant benefits derived from fertile soil and temperate
climate; (3) the terror one feels from storms and other such natural
wonders; and (4) the uniform motion of the stars and planets.[30] Although
the Homilist does not specifically discuss humanity’s “preconceptions” of
God (mpolyelg = notiones deorum), general points of contact can be
detected between a Stoic view of “nature” and the Homilist’s view of
“creation.” These observations suggest that if the Homilist’s remarks about
natural revelation are to be understood correctly, we should look at them
with reference to Old Testament conceptions of the relationship between the
divine revelation and creation, and with the Stoic one of that between God
and the cosmos.[3!] Gértner’s work is particularly helpful in this regard. In
The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation, he has studied in detail the
matrices and function of the famous speech in Acts 17, examining the
background to natural revelation as it emerges from Old Testament, Jewish,
and Stoic texts.[32] To this we now turn.

Gartner investigates Old Testament conceptions of God’s self-
disclosure testified to by the creation. By the testimony of nature, humans
can know that God is the Creator, and can also understand in part whoGod
is, since they can know, from creation, certain attributes of God. Gértner
identifies three spheres that declare God’s natural revelation: (1) the
creation and God’s maintenance of that which is created; (2) history, the
lives of the nations; and (3) humanity’s absolute dependence on God for
life, for being.[33] The God of Israel “can be known in the revelations which
are gained from nature and from history, from the destinies of the nations. .
.. Yahweh reveals himself in creation and in his annual re-creation and
preservation of all created things, thereby imparting to mankind a
knowledge of himself and his power.”[34] What does creation reveal about
God? Examples Gértner gives include the thunder and lightning, which
show God’s power (Psalm 29); the magnificence of the universe, which
bears witness to him (Psalm 33); creation’s crying out to humanity, from the
beginning of the world, of the living and almighty God of Israel (Isaiah 40).
“All these revelations are frequently summarized in the word 351”. 7122l

Gartner suggests that in the Old Testament, reference to creation has
three special functions. First, God’s revelation in creation is associated with



the cult festivals, “the intention being to show Yahweh as the One who both
gives seedtime and harvest, and upholds the world order and the
Covenant.”[36] Second, the intention of natural revelation in the Old
Testament is “to confute the false prophets and their scorn of Yahweh’s
words by showing his power in the creation and in its maintenance.”’[37]
Third, the references to God’s revelation in nature provide “a strong
argument against the strange gods.”[38] The biblical prophets (Gértner
highlights “Deutero-Isaiah”) adduce “the divine revelation in nature and in
the march of history to show Yahweh’s power over against the nothingness
of the other gods.”[3%]

Knowledge (nv¥7) of God gained from nature encompasses a sense of
experiencing God’s “wisdom, providence, power to intervene, and other
sides of his being . . . but no trace of any intellectual reasoning on man’s
part.”[40] In the Old Testament, “to know the God of Israel” (;m° nX v7°)
from what he reveals in nature “is not as it were to work him out from
actual data by the use of the intellect, but to acknowledge him in his
manifestations as a true and living God.”[*!] So when it comes to the
knowledge of God gained from nature, “knowledge, recognition, and
obedience are all part of the same thing.”’[42] In the Old Testament, the
knowledge of God carries directly practical—that 1s, ethical—
consequences: to know, to hear, and to obey all belong closely together.
“Thus, the knowledge of God, the worship of God, and moral conduct are
linked in a remarkable way.”[*3] Gértner concludes his examination of
natural revelation in the Old Testament by pointing out that “the knowledge
of God as an intellectual experience, the apperception of Him as dei 0v, has
no place in its scheme of things. This knowledge has its appointed function
only in relation to the worship of Yahweh and a life according to Yahweh’s
will. In other words, the Old Testament knowledge of God has not a
theoretical but a practical significance, most clearly expressed by ¥y7> and
all its senses.”[44] In short, Gértner shows that Old Testament expressions of
natural revelation do not concern humanity’s philosophical quest to
discover God, for God’s existence is a given. Rather, where natural
revelation is adduced, it is done so in order to say something about God’s
character and what ethical implications it carries for the people of God.
Knowledge of God in nature concerns especially ethical obedience, not
least in the form of turning from idolatry.



One final point is in order. As Gértner points out, the revelation of God
in creation and the knowledge of God humanity gains from it “has its
special characteristics, which have to be analyzed from the perspective of
the Yahweh cult. This knowledge had its ‘life-nerve’ in the processes of the
cult. Consequently, it takes on a rather institutional stamp, and comes to be
associated above all with the Covenant between Yahweh and the
Israelites.”[4] One implication of this “institutional stamp” is that, in the
Old Testament, the scope of natural revelation is limited—that is, it
concerns Israel: “There is no suggestion of any kind of universal revelation
over and above Yahweh’s manifestations to his own people . . . knowledge
of Yahweh is still an intimately national concern. . . . A universal revelation
outside the pales of Israel and the activity of Yahweh simply did not exist
for the Old Testament, though it is to be found in the literature of Later
Judaism.”[46]

The literature of later Judaism (including the Apocrypha,
Pseudepigrapha, and rabbinic literature) attests to a shift from the rather
“focused” function of natural revelation in its Old Testament expression, as
it concerns Israel’s covenant with her God, to more “global” or “universal”
implications of natural revelation.[47] Natural revelation in this literature
essentially “follows the tradition applied by the Old Testament to the
doctrine of natural revelation and its contents and most usual functions.”[48]
But it also takes on a few additional features: (1) knowledge of God
revealed in nature has universal validity; that is, it extends beyond the
borders of Israel and affects the pagan nations. (2) Natural revelation is also
“presented as the incriminator of all ungodliness and unrighteousness,”
demanding that all humanity praise and glorify the living God.[*°] This
“incriminating” function reaches out beyond the people of God and holds
the pagan nations accountable as well. Gértner points out that, in texts like 4
Ezraand 1 Enoch, as well as Paul’s Letter to the Romans, we find
affirmations that “man knows God’s law. But despite this knowledge and
the obvious acts of God, they have become transgressors. . . . Their
knowledge of God and of His will then rises in judgment against them as
transgressors, and they must therefore be punished.”[5%] One text Géartner
highlights is the Epistle of Jeremiah, where natural revelation is used to
decry idolatry:



So it is better to be a king who shows his courage, or a
household utensil that serves its owner’s need, than to
be these false gods; better even the door of a house
that protects its contents, than these false gods; better
also a wooden pillar in a palace, than these false gods.
For sun and moon and stars are bright, and when sent
to do a service, they are obedient. So also the
lightning, when it flashes, is widely seen; and the wind
likewise blows in every land. When God commands
the clouds to go over the whole world, they carry out
his command. And the fire sent from above to
consume mountains and woods does what it is
ordered. But these idols are not to be compared with
them in appearance or power. Therefore one must not
think that they are gods, nor call them gods, for they
are not able either to decide a case or to do good to
anyone. Since you know then that they are not gods,
do not fear them. They can neither curse nor bless
kings; they cannot show signs in the heavens for the
nations, or shine like the sun or give light like the
moon.[51]

Nature thus bears witness to the living, almighty, acting God. This
testimony of natural revelation renders the idols futile. Again, natural
revelation repeatedly links knowledge of God, worship of God, and ethics.
[52]

Now, in terms of natural revelation as it appears in its Stoic expression,
Gartner notes that “there is a vast difference between the Stoic and the Old
Testament-Jewish theology . . . as regards their respective approaches to the
subject of the knowledge of God to be gained from nature.”[53] For the
Stoics, humanity’s guiding principle is reason, namely, their portion of the
divine Logos. All people possess innate conceptions (EU@utotl TPoOAYELS)
of God. Knowledge of God is thus achieved through the awakening to
consciousness, by experience, of these innate conceptions. It is the



contemplation of nature that then stimulates humans to develop their
reasoning powers. The idea that humanity comes to know God through
nature is a common one among the Stoics, for whom the existence of God
was something that could be rationally proved from humanity’s kinship
with God and the experience drawn from sense impressions.[>4] Géartner has
articulated a basic contrast between the Stoic notion of natural revelation
and that of “Old Testament Jewish Theology” in the following way:

Another way to define the contrast between the Old
Testament and the Stoics [i.e., between the OT
conceptions of the relation between the divine
revelation and creation, and with the Stoic one of that
between God and Cosmos] is to say that, in the
former, knowledge of God is imparted by revelation
coming from God, i.e. it has a transcendent source; the
Stoics, on the other hand, achieved this knowledge by
the exercise of the intellect, and it therefore has its
mainspring in man, in something immanent in the
cosmos.[>3]

In the case of the Old Testament, knowledge about God can be said to
derive from “sacred revelation,” in that, as Géartner says, it “is imparted by
revelation coming from God.” Even so, this revelation still qualifies to be
called “natural revelation” (as Géartner himself designates it in his study, and
as so many Old Testament texts make clear), in that nature bears witness to
God’s self-disclosure.[5¢] The important differences between the knowledge
of God as it is conceived in the Old Testament and as it is conceived in
Stoic philosophy are as follows. In the Old Testament and Jewish writings,
on the one hand, knowledge of God derives from a transcendent source (as
testified by nature, and hence a matter of “natural revelation”) and elicits
right worship and obedience. For Stoic philosophy, on the other hand, the
Logos is lodged within the cosmos itself, and this knowledge is rendered
accessible, and even guaranteed, by Aumanity s own nature. For the Stoics,



knowledge of God springs from an immanent source, and carries moral
consequences. The Old Testament, therefore, fuses together (1) knowledge
of God, (2) worship, and (3) ethics. The Stoics fuse together (1) knowledge
of God (Logos), (2) humanity’s kinship with God (oikeiwoig), and (3) the
order (d1oiknoig) governing the cosmos.[57]

Where, then, does the Homilist fit into the scheme of things? Above, I
noted passages like Hom.2.45 and Hom. 3.33-36, where the Homilist points
to natural revelation. And I already noted the “anthropocentric” orientation
of the Homilist’s conception of natural revelation:

€4V TIC TO AV AKPIPDC Aoyioud cuvidn, ELPNOEL O
dvOpwmov Tov Beov memomKoOTA:

if anyone should look at the whole creation,
accurately and with reason, he will find that God has
made it all for the sake of man.[58]

But, as it is in the Old Testament and later Jewish literature, so it is with the
Homilist: at no point does the Homilist use natural revelation as an
argument for the existence of God. Rather, the Homilist adduces natural
revelation for the purpose of what it says about God and (therefore) what it
says to humanity. For the Homilist, natural revelation functions (1) to
confirm Jewish monotheism; (2) to elicit “piety” (3) to urge
repentance/issue warnings of judgment; and (4) to refute idolatry. The first
three emerge from Hom.3.37.1-4:

€l 0& eVYVOUOVETLS, AvOpmTe, VEVONKAOG TOV &V IOV
gvegpyetnoavtd og 0edv, kai dOdvatog 8v 1c . . . Kol
VOV 0¢ yevéaBat dvvacat dpbaptoc, Eav Emyvag Ov
Elabeg, £av dyomnong Ov KatéMmeg, £0v adTd HOVE®
TPOGEVYN T GAOUA GOV Kol YyoynV KOAdcol Kol cdoot
SVVaUEV®. 010 TTPO TAVT®V EvvooD OTL 0VOEIS ADTOD
oLVAPYEL . . . LOVOG YOP aOTOG Koi AéyeTal Kol E0TLY,



dAlov 0¢ oOte vopioal ovte gimelv E€eoTiv: €l 0€ TIC
TOAUNGELEY, aidimG TNV YuynV KolacHijvor Exel.

But if you are right-minded, O man, understanding
that God is your benefactor in all things, you may
even be immortal. . . . And now you are able to
become incorruptible, if you acknowledge him whom
you forgot, if you love him whom you abandoned, if
you pray to him alone who is able to punish or to save
your body and soul. For this reason, before all else,
keep in mind that no one co-rules with him . . . for /e
alone is both called and actually is God. Nor is it
permissible to think or to say that there is any other.
And if any one should dare do so, he has his soul to be
punished eternally.

This passage concludes Peter’s extended exordium (Hom.3.34-37) in which
he appeals explicitly to natural revelation. Here, at the end of Peter’s
speech, the Homilist conveys what for him are the implications of the
knowledge about God derived from creation. Thus the way natural
revelation functions for the Homilist is essentially in line with how it
functions in Judaism, as Gértner has shown from the Old Testament and
later Jewish texts.[5%] In order to acquire any more particular knowledge
about God, however, humanity must look to “sacred revelation.” So let us
now turn our attention to the subject of “sacred revelation” and the role of
human reason as it applies to such knowledge about God.



6.2.2. KNOWLEDGE OF GOD GAINED FROM “SACRED
REVELATION”

From what we have seen so far, we can identify three distinct sources the
Homilist puts forth by which human knowledge about God can be obtained:
(1) From “natural revelation,” humans can discover that the Creator God is
one and that his creation exists for the benefit of humanity, yet it is from (2)
the Scriptures that humans can discover further aspects of God—namely,
that God is prescient, wise, and just.[°0] But when it comes to a more
“complete” knowledge of “other things appertaining to God”—this is
obtained not from natural revelation, nor from Scripture, but (3) from the
True Prophet’s teaching. And for the Homilist, the True Prophet’s

teaching is an indispensable criterion for adjudicating God’s sacred
revelation as it exists in written form. For the True Prophet “sits above” and
provides the authoritative instruction for evaluating the Scriptures. I
discussed in chapter 4 the True Prophet’s teaching as an exegetical criterion.
My purpose in what follows here is to examine how the

Homilist conceptualizes the function of the True Prophet in connection with
humanity’s ability to know God. I will also address the question of how
human reason is brought to bear on this process.

By “sacred revelation,” I am referring to the knowledge about God
that, according to the Homilist, is revealed to humans via two distinct
routes: (1) the written Scriptures and (2) the True Prophet and his teaching.
Beyond natural revelation, then, it is Scripture that can afford humanity a
more particular knowledge about God. For it is from the Scriptures that
humanity obtains the knowledge about things like God’s foreknowledge,
that God speaks the truth, that God administers justice, or that God makes
humans wise.[01] As Peter points out,

Kail dAAN mov Aéyel 1 ypaen T® Tovdaimv dyrw . .. O
0e0¢ 6 péyoag Kai aANB1vog, 6¢ oV Aaupavel TpdcOTOV
oVOE U1 AAPn ddpov, ToLDY Kpicty Oppavad Kal Y1 Pd.

Somewhere else the Scripture says to the Jewish
multitude. . . . The great and true God, who does not



show favoritism, will not take a bribe, executing
Jjustice for the orphan and widow.[62]

Characterizations of God like this cannot be obtained from the natural
world of creation. In order for humanity to get this type of knowledge of
God, Scripture is needed. As another example, in Hom. 2.42—45, the
Homilist raises some twenty-four rhetorical questions that hint at the sort of
scriptural texts which reveal things about the character of God.[03] A good
many attributes of God are given that provide a reference point against
which the (other) Scriptures should be checked:

Kol yeddog €otv 10 yeypapdat- "EveBopunon 6 0edc, ¢
AOYIGUE® YPNOOAUEVOD O10L TNV Ayvotov. ETL UV Kal &l
gncipalev kuproc Tov APpady, tva yv®d &l VTopeVEL.
Kai 10 yeypauuévov- Katafdavtec idopev €l kotd thv
KPOWYTV oOT@V THV EPYOUEVIV TTPOC L€ GUVTEAODVTOL
€l 0& un, tva yv@.

The Scripture is false that says, God reflected, as
though God would resort to reasoning because of
ignorance. Again, [the Scripture is false that says], The
Lord tested Abraham, in order that God might learn
whether Abraham would endure. So also the Scripture
that says, Let us go down to see whetherthey
completely correspond with the cry which comes to
me, and if not, that I may know.[64]

The assumption underlying these statements is that the Scriptures reveal
certain things about God’s character, things not necessarily seen in creation.
Furthermore, such “positive” statements can be used to counter other
passages in Scripture that say otherwise. So, for example, with regard to
God’s foreknowledge, the Homilist rejects as “false” the introduction to the



flood story in Gen. 6:6. He also evokes the Akedah and rejects it (or at least
a portion of it) as false, since the opening line suggests ignorance on God’s
part. Likewise, the representation of God’s inquiry into the conduct of the
inhabitants of Sodom and Gomorrah is rejected, for it too is contaminated
with the spurious notion that something may have slipped God’s notice. In
each case, the fact of God’s prescience—which is revealed to humanity by
the “true” passages of Scripture—comes to serve as an external reference
point, according to which other (“false”) Scriptures are adjudicated.[63] In
short, “sacred revelation” in the form of Scripture offers to humanity a
certain kind of knowledge about God that is not readily attainable from
observing the natural world.

And yet, even though the Scriptures constitute one aspect of “sacred
revelation,” in their present form they are yet in some sense incomplete.[6€]
For the Torah of God as it now exists in its written form has been
contaminated with falsehoods. The theory of the false pericopes renders the
Pentateuch as a sort of sacred revelation in want of emendation.[¢7] For this
reason, we can say that the Homilist envisions something of a “lower level”
and a “higher level” of sacred revelation.[98] For if the Scriptures, since they
are laced with contaminations, constitute a “lower level” of sacred
revelation, then the True Prophet and his teaching, by comparison,
constitute a “higher level.” Indeed,

TOAL®DV Yap Kol SLpOp®V Ayaddv Oviwv . . . TO
TAVIOV LoKopLOTOTOV, £t Aid16¢ éoTtv {on 1)
TapAovoc vyeia 1 TéEAEI0G VoG 1) @M 1) Yopd 7y
apOapoia 1§ Kol GALO TL 6 €V T} TOV OvImV QUGCEL
VIEPEXOV VTLAPYEL KAAOV 1) DrtdpEot dvvaTon ToDTo,—
oUK dAA®C 0TV a0TO KTHoOGOL, U TPOTEPOV YVOVTOQ
T dvto ¢ EOTIV: THG 08 YVOGEMG 0VK FAAWMG TUYETV
EoTiv, €0V U1 TPOTEPOV TIC TOV THG AANOgiog TpoPN TV
EMLYVE.

For of many and diverse good things which exist . .
. the most blessed of all—whether it is eternal life,
enduring health, complete understanding, light, joy,



immortality, or whatever else is, in the nature of things
as they are, supremely good—this cannot otherwise be
possessed without first knowing things as they are;
and this knowledge cannot be otherwise obtained

unless one first becomes acquainted with the Prophet
of the truth.[6°]

And,

00ev, o pile KAnung, lye ta 1@ 0ed dapépovia
yvévor 0élelg, Topa TovTov pdvov pabeiv Exetg, 6t
uévog oidev v aAndeiav.

Hence, dear Clement, if you desire to know the
things appertaining to God, you need to learn them
from him [i.e., the True Prophet] alone, because he
alone knows the truth.[70]

A “truer” knowledge of God and of reality requires sacred revelation, which
comes via the True Prophet alone. Sacred revelation as it comes in the form
of the True Prophet and his teaching constitutes a “higher level” than that of
Scripture (or of natural revelation for that matter).

Now, it remains to be seen how the Homilist articulates the place of
human reason in connection with sacred revelation. In order to do so, we
can look to the opening chapters of Hom., where the author relates the
young Clement’s interest in philosophical questions concerning the nature
of the soul, its status after death, and the origins and fate of the cosmos. The
young Clement is driven to find answers, “compelled to come to the search
and the discovery of things.”[71] From his youth, he would frequent the
stomping grounds of the philosophers. But the philosophers were not able
to impart Clement with any “certain” knowledge, leaving him grieved,
disappointed, and restless:[72]
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But I am not at all convinced about what is that
righteous thing that is pleasing to God, nor do I know
whether the soul is immortal or mortal. Nor can I find
any certain doctrine, nor can I rest from such
philosophical issues.[73]

Part of Clement’s frustration stems from the way in which

naca VTOBESIC AvackevdleTal Kol KaTookevaleTot Kol
TPOC TNV TOD €K’ SIKODVTOG dUVAULY 1] 0T AANON G Kol
YELON G vouiletatl, g unkéTt Tog VobEoelg paivechet
0 giotv, MG Tapd TOVC EKOTKODVTOS POVTOGIOY
AapPévery Tod etvar f pn etvan dANO€ic 1 wevdeic.

every statement is assembled and overturned.
According to the ability of whomever decides it to be
so, the same thing is deemed true and false, with the
result that statements are no longer seen for what they
really are [1.e., as either true or false], but [any]
grasping of an impression of something being or not
being or as either true or false—this resides with
whomever decides it to be so.[74]

Then, a significant moment occurred in Clement’s life when he heard
reports (coming first out of Judea and, later, announced in Rome) about
how God has been made known. It is this news that thrusts Clement into a
journey to Judea in order to see for himself whether it really is the case
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that the son of God has come into Judea in order to
reveal the will of the Father who sent him, for the sake
of a good and eternal hope.[75]

At this point, I wish to highlight three other short passages from
Hom.that illustrate how the Homilist articulates knowledge about God by
sacred revelation. In the first passage, the Homilist reports:

ékdotote ovV mAsiov kai petlov &yiveto, Aéyovsa d¢
ti¢ mote &v Tovdaiq . . . Tovdaiolg v 10D didiov Oeod
evayyeMletan Bactleiav, Nig dmolavety Aéyet G Tig
VTV TPoKaTopHMOT THV TOALTELQVY.

Therefore, [the report] everywhere became
widespread, saying that someone in Judea . . . was
preaching to the Jews the kingship of the invisible
God, and saying that whoever of them would
straighten out his conduct should enjoy it.[7¢]

The Homilist goes on to say that Jesus’ proclamation was accompanied by
and substantiated with miraculous healings. But the key thing to note from
this passage is that (1) Jesus is the one who reveals something about God,
and, once again, (2) proper ethical conduct (1) moAtteia) is the correlative
about knowledge of God (in this case, God’s kingship).[77]

The next passage contains elements of both natural and sacred
revelation:
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Men of Rome, listen up. The son of God has arrived
in Judea, proclaiming eternal life to all who will,
provided they live according to the counsel of the
Father who sent him. So change your manner of life
from the worse to the better, from things temporal to
things enduring. Know that there is one heavenly God,
whose cosmos you unrighteously inhabit before his
righteous eyes. But if you are changed, and live
according to his counsel . . . you shall enjoy his
unspeakable good things.[78]

In this passage, the fact thatGod exists is a given. But it is a knowledge
about God—here in the form of both sacred and natural revelation—
coupled with a proper ethical orientation.

In a third passage, Peter himself explains to Clement the mechanics of
how God was made known more fully, that is, beyond natural revelation,
and by means of the True Prophet. What is more, this passage is important
for what it shows about the way in which the Homilist describes the role of
human reason in this process. The text is cited here in full:

1 10D 00D PovAT &v AONA® YEYOVEV KOTA TOAAOVG
TPOTOVC. TO LEV TPATO EICAYWYT] KAKT], CUVIPOPIQ
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The will of God has been kept in obscurity in many
ways. First, by bad instruction, by corrupt company,
by terrible society, by unseemly conversation, and by
preconceptions which are not correct. Owing to such
things is error, then fearlessness, unbelief, fornication,
money-lust, vainglory, and ten thousand other such
evils, which fill the world like an abundance of smoke
fills a house. [These] have clouded the sight of the
men inhabiting the world, not allowing them to look
up . .. and to perceive the Creator as God, and to
know what is pleasing to him. For this reason, it is
necessary for lovers of truth to call out for aid—crying
out inwardly from their chests, and with truth-loving
reason—in order that someone outside the smoke-
filled house may approach and open the door so that
the light of the sun outside may be admitted into the
house, that the smoke inside from the fire may be
dispelled.[7°]



This simile of the smoke-filled house tells us something about how the
Homilist thinks of the relationship between “reason” and “knowledge about
God.” The simile illustrates a problem: humanity’s knowledge of God is
obstructed by human corruptions. “Truth-loving reason” (@iAaAnong
Aoyiouog) recognizes this problem, but cannot itself provide the solution.
While aware of the problem, reason can only “gesture for help,” but
someone “outside the house” is needed to solve it. This circumstance
implies that obtaining knowledge of God requires moving beyond reason by
means of revelation. Hence the True Prophet:

TOV p&v odv Bon0oV &vdpa oV dANOf TpoeRTV Afym,
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The helper is the man whom I call the True Prophet,
who alone is able to enlighten the souls of humankind,
so that with our own eyes we may be able to see the
path of eternal salvation. . . . this is why the whole
business of piety needed a True Prophet, that he might
tell us the reality of things, as they are, and how we
ought to believe concerning all things. . . . Wherefore
before all else it is necessary to seek the True Prophet,
because without this one it is not possible that any bit
of certainty can come to humanity.[80]

The Homilist describes the general plight of humanity and their need for
God’s revelation, in the form of the True Prophet, by saying that humanity’s



knowledge of God’s will has been obfuscated by human evils, “which fill
the world as smoke fills a house,” with the result that humanity is unable to
perceive God.[81] Someone “outside the house” is needed who can “open
the door and let the smoke escape.” The Homilist identifies the True
Prophet as this person.[82] In this way, the True Prophet functions as an
agent of divine revelation. Knowledge about God’s will, which is “clouded”
by the “smoke” of human corruption, is attainable only with the aid of a
certain “helper” (6 pon06¢), namely, the True Prophet. For, as Peter puts it a
little later,

0 yap TV aAn0eov (Ntdv Tapd The £00ToD Ayvoiog
Aafeiv Tddc Ev dvvarto;

for how can he obtain the truth who seeks it from
his own ignorance?!83]

And as Clement reports in Hom.1.20.1:

Kol OU®G AVETAVGEY g, EKOEUEVOC Lot TiG E0TIV Kol
TG evpiokeTal, Koi AANODS EVPETOV LOL TOPACYKDV
avTOV, TOV TOPA OPOUALOIE OPOUEVOV EUPAVESTEPOLV
TG <mep™> 10D mTPoPNTOV OAiNG TOTC MotV dei&ag TV
aAnOsiav.

At the same time, after [Peter] had shown me that
the truth is more evident to the ears from the discourse
about the prophet than things seen with the eyes,
[Peter] satisfied me by explaining to me who [the True
Prophet] is, how he is discovered, and by presenting
him to me as he really ought to be discovered.

Now, like the smoke-filled-house analogy given above, Hom.1.19 illustrates
a similar solution to a similar predicament. Knowledge of God—in this case



“the whole business of religion” (6Aov 10 T1ig evcePeiag Tpdypa)—is
obstructed by seemingly arbitrary philosophical discourse, as Peter explains
to Clement:
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As you also know, since you said just a moment
ago, that every statement is assembled and overturned.
According to the ability of whomever decides it to be
so, the same thing is deemed true and false, with the
result that statements are no longer seen for what they
really are [1.e., as either true or false], but [any]
grasping of an impression of something being or not
being or as either true or false—this resides with
whomever decides it to be so. On account of this
circumstance the whole business of piety needed a
True Prophet, that he might tell us the reality of things,
as they are, and how we ought to believe concerning
all things.[84]

The relationship between “reason” and “knowledge of God” is described in
terms similar to the smoke-filled-house passage we saw. Here, however,
knowledge of God is obstructed by the apparent arbitrariness of
philosophical discourse; “real comprehension” (pavtaciov Aappaverv)
merely depends on the rhetorical skill of the person making a particular



argument at the moment. “Right reason” (6p00¢ Aoyiouog, cf. Hom.1.19.7)
recognizes that this is so, but reason cannot of its own accord engender a
more sure knowledge of things “as they really are,” much less any sure
knowledge of God. Like the problem with the smoke-filled house, here too
the solution is to be found in the person of the True Prophet. From the
Homilist’s perspective, what is needed is a move beyond reason by means
of sacred revelation.[%3]

Now, it 1s part of the Homilist’s general theory of knowing (not least
when it comes to knowledge about God) that he quite strongly and
consistently emphasizes prophecy over against philosophy, and revelation
beyond reason.[86] As Clement says at one time to his father,

[ToAAM) d1apopd . . . petadd TV Beocefeioc AOYwV Kol
TV TG PLAocopiag. 0 yap Thc aAnbeiag dnddei&v
Exel TNV &k TpopnTEinc, 0 0 THS PLAocoPiag
KOAMAOYI0G TapEY®V €K GTOYUOUDY OOKEL TAPIGTAV
TG Amodeiters.

There is a great difference . . . between the
principles of piety and those of philosophy; for the
former receives its proof from prophecy, while the
latter, though offering beautiful sentences, seems to
furnish proofs from conjectures.[87]

It should be noted, however, that the Homilist does not favor abandoning
philosophy or reason altogether. Indeed, “reason” is in large measure the
animating force sustaining the harmony criterion itself. For even as the True
Prophet’s teaching brings illumination to humanity, at the same time
humanity’s “right reason” (0p00¢g Adyiop0C) serves to check, verify, and
substantiate the authenticity of the True Prophet:

MOoTE TPMOTOV YPT TOV TPOPNTNV TAGT] TH TPOPMTIKT
g€etdoel doKpudoavta Kai Enryvovta aAnom, Tod
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So first of all—after testing the Prophet by every
means of testing prophecy, and after deciding he is
true—it is necessary to trust him regarding all the rest;
not to prejudge each one of his sayings, but to accept
them as being certain. . . . For by means of a single,
one-off demonstration and accurate examination from
every angle, everything is received by means of right
reason. This is why before all else it is necessary to
seek the True Prophet, because without this one it is
not possible that any bit of certainty can come to
humanity.[88]

As this passage shows, “right reason” (6p00¢ Aoyiouog) plays an important
role in its capacity to “verify” the True Prophet’s credibility. Humanity is to
receive by means of “right reason” (6p0® Aapupaverv hoyioud) God’s
revelation, both “natural” and “sacred.” Even so, God’s revelation is itself
initially subject to a demonstration (dmn6o€1&ic) and close scrutiny (dxpipng
gEetdoig) for its validation.[89] And it would seem from the passage above
that this process of verification is a temporary, “one-time” event when it
comes to “testing” the True Prophet. For once the True Prophet has been
authenticated by means of right reason, henceforth the True Prophet sits
above authentication.

Still, if humanity’s “right reason” can be applied to the True
Prophet and his teaching—even if only for an “initial stage”—and if the
True Prophet’s teaching is itself a criterion for evaluating the Torah in its
written form, one can see how it is that the written Torah itself 1s also to be



evaluated by the application of this same “reason.” But when it comes to
verifying sacred revelation in the form of Scripture, nothing is said about
“restricting” the application of that reason to some “initial” phase of testing,
as 1s the case when it comes to validating the True Prophet by means of
right reason. The Homilist advocates the evaluation of Scripture by the
application of reason in a much more sustained way. The harmony criterion
—whereby the Scriptures are to be “checked against” creation, or at other
times “checked” with reference to God’s character—requires the sustained
use of humanity’s critical faculties—that is, right reason—and careful
attention given to “what is rational” (10 ebAoyov). For the harmony criterion
is in part an expression of the Homilist’s desire to uphold in Scripture what
from his perspective is “rational,” particularly when it comes to what is
known about God and ethical living.[?9] The goal of the next section is to
examine further these rational elements characteristic of the Homilist’s
approach, beginning with the theme of Scripture’s “agreement with
creation.”



6.3. AGREEMENT WITH CREATION

The Homilist maintains that the “true” Scriptures are in agreement with
creation. As a result of this situation, those Scriptures that do not “agree
with” creation are deemed ““false.” This idea represents what I earlier
introduced as the primary element of the harmony criterion. That is, the
Homilist shares the Judeo-Hellenistic distinction made between the Creator
and the creation.[°!] The following five passages illustrate most clearly the
essential idea of the first element of the harmony criterion:

1. 10 0D Bg0D YEPOYPOPOV (AEY® OE TOV 0VPAVOV)
kaBapav kol BePaiav v 100 TEMOMKOTOC OiKVLGLY
YVOUNV.

God’s handwriting (I mean the heaven) displays the
intent of the One who made [the heaven] exact and
constant.[92]

This passage reveals something essential about the Homilist’s thinking: God
is revealed through creation. As Schoeps renders Hom.3.45.4, “die
Schopfung ist ein ‘Dokument, geschrieben mit Gottes Hand.””’[%3]
(“Creation is a ‘document, written with God’s hand.”””) Thus, according to
the harmony criterion, the natural world—God’s creation—serves as a
reference point against which the Scriptures are to be checked:

2. "Oca1l TdV YpoedV @oVol GOUPOVODCLY TH VT
avTOD YEVOUEVT KTioEL, AANOELS eloty, doat 08
EvavTio, YEVOEIC TLYYAVOLTTLY.

Whatever expressions of the Scriptures are in
harmony with the creation that was made by [God]—
those expressions are true. But whatever expressions



are opposite to creation—those expressions are false.
[94]

The same idea is put in the mouth of Simon Magus, who, for the sake of
argument, grants Peter’s point in this regard:

3. 10 wepi Beod (¢ EPNG) €K TG TPOC TNV KTioV
napaPoAfic €6t votjcat.

One must understand the things [in Scripture]
concerning God (as you say) bycomparing them to the
creation.[?>]

The Homilist claims that the creation can serve as a source for human
knowledge of God, for creation reflects something of God’s own nature:

4. T®C 0 oKOTOG Kal YvOpog Kol BueAla cuveival
£0vvaro (koi yap todto yéypamtol) T@ Kabapov
CLOTNOAVTL OVPAVOV KO D PAIVELY dNUOVPYNCAVTL
TOV A0V Kol TAGTY TOIC AvaplOunTolc AoTpolg
apetauéAnToV 0picavtl TV OpOU®VY THV TAELY;

As for the one who created a pure heaven—who
fashioned the sun to shine, and who assigned the
unchangeable course of revolutions to all the
innumerable stars—how is it possible for him to be
associated with darkness, gloom, and tempest (for this
is also written)?[%6]



The reference to “darkness, gloom, and tempest” is from LXX Deut. 4:11,
where Moses describes the peoples’ encounter at the foot of the mountain.
Part of the Homilist’s aversion to this language is what it suggests of God if
the verse is taken at face value. I will discuss the Homilist’s explanation of
Deut. 4:11 in greater detail below. For the present, I simply note that the
“pure heaven” here is believed to reflect in some sense the “purity” of the
one who made it. Hom.3.45.3 serves to highlight by way of stark contrast
the light, salubrity, and constancy of the Creator God who made this “pure
heaven.”[®7] The same passage also goes on to explain how this
circumstance provides a litmus test for the scriptural “sayings accusatory of
God,” that is, the false pericopes themselves:

5. obtwg ai Tod TOV 0VpavoV KTicavtog Beod dtapforot
@OVl Kol VIO TAV GVV aVTAIC EVOVTIOV QOVAY
AKvPODVTOL KOl VIO THG KTicE®G EAEYYOVTOL OV Yap
VIO YEPOG TPOPNTIKTG EYpAPNoaY, 10 Kol Tf) ToD Td.
névta KTicavtog 0eod yepi Evavtial paivovtal.

In this way, the sayings accusatory of God who
made the heaven are both rendered void by the
opposite sayings which are alongside them, and are
censured by creation, for they were not written by a
prophetic hand. For this reason, they also appear
opposite to the hand of God who made all things.[%8]

The Mosaic legislation in its pure, unadulterated form is in agreement with
creation. The “true” passages of Scripture were handed down orally from
the prophet Moses to the Seventy, and these passages are therefore in
agreement with creation; they are in agreement with the “hand of God.”
Conversely, the Pentateuch came to exist in its written form at the hands of
subsequent transcribers who were not themselves prophets. Certain
passages were therefore not written by “a prophetic hand,” and so they are
not in agreement with the “hand of God.” The Pentateuch in its written



form 1s laced with false interpolations, which are at odds with and censured
by creation.

As the above passages show, the Homilist maintains that expressions
in Scripture are to be evaluated according to the degree to which they are
perceived to be “in harmony” with God’s creation (from copemvelv,
Hom.3.42.3).19°] These passages represent the clearest, most explicit
articulations of the harmony criterion at the theoretical level. I noted at the
beginning of this chapter how Philo and Ptolemy provide relevant
antecedents to the harmony criterion in a general way. At this point, we
might inquire whether the harmony criterion in its theoretical formulation
can be elucidated further by consultation with patristic sources. To this we
now turn.

I have established that the Homilist categorically rejects allegorism as
a matter of principle. The Homilist indeed espouses a “literalist” approach
to the Scriptures. Now, we also know that the “literalist” method was taken
up by Christian exegetes and practiced especially in Antioch.[100] Earlier we
identified linkage between the Homilist and Diodore of Tarsus at the level
of shared terminology in their respective discussions of the allegorical
method. Second, the Pseudo-Clementine Homiliesare generally believed to
derive from Syria. Third, scholars generally assign the
composition/redaction of Hom.to the third or fourth centuries.[!91] These
factors invite us to enquire further into Antiochene sources for any light
they shed on the Homilist’s notion of the harmony criterion.

Let us then first consult Diodore of Tarsus (d. 392), who is regarded as
the founder of Antiochene exegesis in its classical formulation. Diodore’s
commentary on the Psalms is relevant to my study because it is of roughly
the same vintage and provenance as Hom. Earlier I discussed his preface to
his Commentary on the Psalms, where Diodore describes the advantage of
the “literalist” approach he promotes. In particular, I called attention to the
terminology Diodore employs when he faults pagan allegorism on the
grounds that it “introduces foreign material” (dAAOKOTO EMEcPEPELY). We
identified parallel terminology in the Homilist. In his Commentary on the
Psalms, Diodore also affirms a general agreement between the “law of
God” and the “law discerned in nature.” The relevant passage is worth
citing in full:
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He then goes on in general terms, The law of the
Lord is faultless, correcting souls(v. 7). The law of the
Lordmeans that discerned in nature. What the written
law does by teaching its intentions to those with a
knowledge of writing the law in nature does by
teaching those with an understanding eye that there is
a Creator of visible realities. The testimony of the Lord
is reliable, giving wisdom to the simple.Once again it
says the same thing: just as in the case of the written
law he refers also to the same law as testimony,
ordinance, commandment, in terms of the same figure
in the case of nature he employs the same words to




show that as the written law makes simple people
learned, so too the law in nature makes more religious
those with a yen to be religious. . . . Having mentioned
the testimony of the Lord, then, he goes on, The
ordinances of the Lord are right, gladdening the
heart(v. 8). He says the same thing also in what
follows, The commandment of the Lord is clear, giving
light to the eyes,that is, the command given us in
nature to use our reason to find the Creator, according
to the text from the wise Solomon, “From the
greatness and the beauty of created things the Creator
is discerned by reasoning” [ Wis. 13:5].[102]

In Diodore’s thinking, there exists a rather close connection between the
“law of the Lord” and the “natural law.” Indeed, here the “law of the Lord”
is interpreted as “standing for” (avti) the “law discerned through nature” (6
du th¢ kticemg Bewpovevog). For Diodore, the written Scripture and the
natural world share overlapping functions: the written law stimulates
“education”; the natural law stimulates “piety.” Furthermore, the
“commandment of the Lord” (which, for Diodore, 1s the equivalent of “the
law of the Lord”) is interpreted as “the command given us in nature to use
our reason to find the Creator” (10 kehebov MUAG d1d THG KTIGEMG
avaroyilecBon Tov memomkdta). Thus, in Diodore’s thinking, there exists
linkage between (1) Scripture’s agreement with nature, (2) “reason”
(dvaroyileabar), and (3) knowledge of God revealed in nature—*“natural
revelation.” Finally, when Diodore speaks of the natural world, he, like the
Homilist, consistently uses kticic (and not pOGIC).

Another important passage comes from Theodoret of Cyrrhus (c. 393—
c. 453), who was “the last of the famous theologians of the Antiochene
school.”[103] In his commentary on Psalm 19, Theodoret discusses three
“laws,” which exist “in harmony with” each other:



Tav Beiov vouwv ion tpia mopd To0 pokapiov
0e0000ar- Ta yap adpata avTod, PNoiv, Amo KTioemg
KOGLLOV TOIG TOMUOGL VOOUEVE KaBopdTot: Kol
oAy “Otav yap €0vn, T ur vopov &yovta, eOGEL T,
70D VOOV TTOLET, 0VTOL VOOV pf) EYOVTES, £0VTOIC Eiot
mapeoyncor Tov mapafdcemv yap, pnot, ydptv O
VOLOC TPooeTED, dtoTayeic Ot AyyEAwV €v yepl
pecitov. Oide 8¢ Kkai tpitov petd Tovtovg Tedévia, TOV
TG yéprrog- O yap vopog, enot, tod Tvedatog Thg
CoTic NAevBépmaié pe amd Tod VOLoL THC AuapTiog Kod
10D BovATOL. ZVILP@VA TOVTOLS Kol 0 pakaptog Aapid
&V TMOE T® YOAUD TOVG AVOpDTOLE TOdEVEL, KOl KATA
Vv avtVv 1aéwv. Hpdrov ueév Tov &v Th Kricst

000évta, ToD dnuiovpyod mAciova YvOOV TOIG
pocéyey €0Elovoty Eviifévia- LeETA TOVTOV, TOV THG
YGP1TOG, TEAEOV TAG YUYAG dmokabaipovTa, Kol THC
napovong Eevdepodva pOopdg: o &1 yéptv Koi &ic
1O TEAOG NUOS O WOAUOG TOPOTEUTEL, TNV KOWVIV £V T®
TELEL O10OM KNV TPOAYOPEVMV.

We learn three kinds of divine laws from blessed
Paul. One unwritten kind he said was given to human
beings in creation and nature: “From the creation of
the world,” he says, “his invisible attributes have been
understood and espied in created things”; and again,
“For when the Gentiles, who do not have the law,
practice the obligations of the law instinctively,
despite having no law they are a law to themselves.”
He says another law was provided in writing through
the mighty Moses; “The law was added because of
transgressions,” he says, “ordained through angels in
the hand of a mediator.” He knew also of a third one



imposed after these, the law of grace: “For the law of
the Spirit of life,” he says, “has set me free from the
law of sin and death.” Blessed David in this psalm
teaches human beings the harmony _between these,
following the same order: firstly the one the Creator
preaches in creation; then the one given through
Moses, instilling a greater knowledge of the Creator to
those willing to attend; after that, the law of grace,
perfectly purifying souls and freeing them from the
present destruction. This is in fact the reason the
psalm also refers us “to the end,” naming the New
Testament in the end.[104]

Theodoret’s point of departure for his comment on Psalm 19 is (his
interpretation of) Paul’s words. Theodoret understands Paul as teaching
three distinct “laws”: (1) an unwritten, “natural” law, (2) the written,
Mosaic law, and (3) the “law of grace.” For my present purposes, [ am
focusing only on the first two. What is especially noteworthy in this regard
is that Theodoret asserts that the “natural law” (6 610 Tfi¢ kTicE®C KOl THG
@voewg) and the Mosaic legislation (6 610 ToD peydhov Mwcémg) are “in
harmony with” each other. As Theodoret puts it, “Blessed David in this
psalm teaches human beings the harmony between these” (cOpupmva
toVto1¢). Theodoret’s terminology at this point is strikingly close to that of
the Homilist.

Antiochene sources, represented here by Diodore of Tarsus and
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, espouse the notion that there exists congruity
between the Scriptures and the natural world. In the case of Diodore, he
identifies the “law of God” with “the law discerned in nature.” In the case
of Theodoret, he says there exists “harmony” between the unwritten
“natural law” and the written Mosaic legislation. The Homilist’s position
accords well with these Antiochenes on this point. But the Homilist moves
a step beyond the Antiochenes. For the Homilist will appropriate the
circumstance of Scripture s “harmony with creation” and employ it as a



criterion for evaluating those Scriptures—something not done by the
Antiochenes. How the Homilist does so remains to be seen.



6.4. AGREEMENT WITH GOD

The notion that the Scriptures are to be evaluated with reference to the
degree to which they are “in agreement with God” represents the secondary
element of the harmony criterion. Though these are to be distinguished
from one another, the Homilist sees a close connection between “agreement
with creation” and “agreement with God.” This connection emerges in the
dispute between Peter and Simon in Hom. 3.40—42, which concerns (among
other things) contrary statements about God in the Scriptures. The specific
terminology employed in both Hom. 3.42.3 and in Hom. 3.42.5 is
instructive. For both passages employ cuoppwveiv/coppovog (“in harmony
with”). In Hom. 3.42.3, the reference point for cupwvelv is creation:

"Ocat TV Ypopdv oVol GOUEOVODGLY TH VT ADTOD
YEVOUEVT KTIOEL, KTA.

Whatever expressions of the Scriptures are in
harmony with the creation, etc.

Then, in Hom. 3.42.5, the reference point for copewveiv is the Creator.
Peter and Simon are engaged in a dispute over the question of Adam’s
“blindness.” On Simon’s reading, Adam was created blind (Adapu xoi
ToEAOG KtileTan).[105] The biblical basis for Simon’s claim that Adam was
created blind comes from Gen. 3:5 and 7, which say “your eyes will be
opened” (d1avoryBncovion vudV oi 0pOaAipot), and “the eyes of both were
opened” (dimvoiyOnoav ol 6@Buipoi Tdv 600).[100] Initially,

Simon maintains that these words in Genesis 3 meant that Adam was
indeed physically blind. But Peter pushes him on this, pointing out that God
“would not have pointed out the tree of knowledge to a blind man.”[107]
Simon replies that Genesis 3 is saying Adam’s “mind was blind” (tveAov
Eheyev TOV vobv avtov).[198] To which Peter then replies,



[1®d¢ kai TOV vodv TLAOG ivan £€60vaTo, O . . .
CLUUPOVOS TM KTioOVTL ADTOV, KTA.

How could he be blind with respect to his mind,
who, in harmony with his Creator, etc.

The parallel terminology in Hom. 3.42.3 and 3.42.5 illustrates the close
connection between “agreement with creation” on the one hand and
“agreement with God” on the other. Thus Peter maintains,

€YD eMu 0Tl €1 T Kot To Beod yeypauuéva, dAN0T
&in, oOmm TOV BedV deikvuoy poyOnpov. Kol 0 Zipwv
g&pn- I1dg TodTo cvotijcot dvvacar; kai 6 [Tétpoc:
"O11 T0ig oV TOV KOKMG AeYOLGLS POVOIC TO EvavTia
véypomtar, o0 eivekev 008’ OmdTEPOV PePormOfjvar
Svvartat. kai 6 Zipov: IIHg ovv TV YpaedV pEV odTOV
KOKOV AEyouodv, TV ¢ dyaddv, 10 dAnbeg Eoty
EMLYVAOVOL;

“I say that even if the things written [in Scripture]
against God should be authentic, they in no way
demonstrate that God is actually wicked.” Then
Simon asked, “How is it possible to maintain this?”
Then Peter said, “Because opposite things are written
[which are contrary] to those sayings that speak evil of
God. Therefore, neither one can be substantiated [by
itself].” Then Simon said, “So how is it possible to
know the truth when some Scriptures say God is
wicked, while others say he is good?”’[10]

As Peter sees it, passages of Scripture that speak evil of God are “canceled
out” by passages that say the opposite.[!10] How, then, would one move



forward from this dilemma? It is precisely at this very point that Peter
answers Simon’s question with one of the key statements about the
harmony criterion I listed above and now repeat here:

"Ocat TV Ypopdv ovol GOUEOVODSLY TH VT ADTOD
YEVOUEVT] KTioEL, AANOETC gioty, oot O Evavrtiat,
WEVOETG TVYYAVOVOLY.

Whatever expressions of the Scriptures are in
harmony with the creation that was made by [God]—
those expressions are true. But whatever expressions

are opposite to creation—those expressions are false.
[111]

The harmony criterion can be used to deal with contradictory statements
about God in the Scriptures. In the case of such opposing, contrary
statements, the one deemed to be “in harmony with creation” is the one that
is taken as the “true” Scripture. But as the debate between Simon and

Peter continues, Peter also maintains that the Scriptures are to be evaluated
by the degree to which they are “in harmony with the Creator.” Thus the
Homilist appeals to the criterion of “agreement with God” in order to deal
with other difficulties, such as the “offensive” language of Deut. 4:11:

Kol TpoonABete Kai Eotnte VO TO HPOG Kol TO dPOG
gkaieTo mopi Emg T0D 0VPAVOD GKOTOG YVOPOG BOENAQ.

You approached and stood at the foot of the
mountain, and the mountain was burning with fire up
to the sky—darkness, gloom, tempest.



The association of gloomy darkness with God in this biblical passage was
of interest (and potential embarrassment) to some ancient interpreters. It
seemed to make room for critics to say harsh things of God.[1!2] Origen, for
example, attests to certain “heterodox’ exegetes who derived proof from
such language in passages like Deut. 4:11 that the Old Testament portrays
an inferior Creator God. In this case, the language of “darkness” (cx610¢)
incited the heterodox to, as Origen puts it, “accept most shameful doctrines
about the Maker” and to give themselves over to “fiction and myths.” As
Origen writes in his Commentary on the Gospel of John,

Avaykaiov o0& &v ToOTOIG NUAG YEVOUEVOVG
gmonueimoactot 6Tt oV TAVTOS, €1 Tov Ovoudletal
oKOTOG, &mi TOD Yeipovog AapPavetal, £60° dte 0& kol
Emi ToD KpeitTtovog avayéypantol dmep ol £1epddoot
un SleTEIMAUEVOL SUGENUOTATO TTEPTL TOD ONULOVPYOD
JOYUOTO TOPAOEEAEVOL ATEGTIOOV AVTOD,
avomidopocty pobav Eavtode dmdedwkdtec. TIGg odv
Kol TOTE Kol €ml TOD KPEITTOVOG TO HVOUa TOD GKOTOVG
TopalapPavetol, TapadEKTEOV HO1. LKOTOC, YVOPOC,
00l &v 11 BEOSm mepi TOV OgdV lvon Aéyston Koi &v
) 18 yoAud- ‘O 0e0¢ €0eT0 GKOTOC ATOKPLPTV
aOTOD, KOKA® adTOD 1] GKNVI| ADTOD, GKOTEWVOV VOMP
&V ve@élaug aépmov. . . . 'Eav 0€ Ti¢ taic tolaitaig
TPOGKOMTY) £KO0Y0AG, TPpoayEcH® Amd 1€ TV
OKOTEWVAV AOY®V Kol TAV 0100UEVEOV VIO 00D XPp1oTd
ONcavpdY GKOTEWVAV, ATOKPOLP®V, AOPAT®V: OVK
8ALo yép Tt iyoDpon var ToDG GKOTEWVOVE OMGowpoe
&v Xp1oTt@® AmOKAALTTOUEVOVG—TO 0KOTOG E0€TO O
0e0¢ dmokpvenV Eavtod 1} O Ayloc voncel Tapafoiny
K0l GKOTEWOV AOYOV.

With reference to these things, we must point out
that darkness is not to be understood in a bad sense
every time it 1s mentioned. There are times when
Scripture speaks of it in a good sense. The heterodox



do not make this distinction, thereby accepting most
shameful doctrines about the Creator. They have
revolted from him, and given themselves to fictions
and myths. Therefore, we must now show how and
when the name “darkness” is taken in a good sense.
Darkness, gloom, tempest in Exodus is said to be
round about God, and in the seventeenth Psalm:[113]
he made darkness his secret place, his tent round about
him, dark water in clouds of the air. . . . Should any be
offended by these interpretations, let him be led forth
from both the dark sayings and from the hidden and
invisible treasures of darkness which are given to
Christ by God. In the same way I regard the treasures
of darkness hidden in Christ [on the basis of when it
says] God made darkness his secret place, or the saint
shall understand a parable and dark saying.[114]

Now, by “the heterodox™ in this passage, Origen has in mind the Gnostics
broadly speaking, the Valentinians especially, and often Heracleon (fl. c.
155—180 ce) in particular. According to Joseph W. Trigg, “Of the Gnostics,
Valentinus and his followers had the most profound influence on
Origen.”[115] In fact, Eusebius reports that Ambrose (to whom Origen’s
commentary is dedicated) had been a Valentinian before Origen converted
him.[!16] Trenaeus mentions that the Valentinians used John’s Gospel
extensively, and Valentinus’s disciple Heracleon wrote the earliest known
commentary on John’s Gospel.[!17] Ronald E. Heine suggests,

While Origen obviously intended to refute
Heracleon’s understanding of John, he seems to have
had a broader goal in mind. Heracleon’s comments are
not the focus of Origen’s arguments in the
Commentary on the Gospel of John in the way that
Celsus’ comments are the focus of his arguments in



Against Celsus. . . . There are, however, large sections
in the Commentary on the Gospel of John where there
is no reference to Heracleon. Heracleon’s work may
have been the stimulus that moved Origen to action,
but he seems to have intended to write a commentary
that would be independent of Heracleon’s work, and
that would provide an interpretation of John’s Gospel
that would appeal to Christian intellectuals.[!18]

We have already seen a number of points of contact between the
Homilist and Ptolemy, another personal disciple of Valentinus.

Marcion, too, was known to associate the Creator God of the Bible

with “darkness,” and the alien god with “light™:

Similarly,

Quam ob rem, inconsiderantissime Marcion, alium
deum lucis ostendisse debueras, alium vero
tenebraram, quo facilius alium bonitatis, alium
severitatis persuasisses.

Therefore, most thoughtless Marcion, you ought
rather to have shown that there is one god of light and
another of darkness: after that you would have found it
easier to persuade us that there is one god of kindness
and another of severity.[11°]

Prius itaque debueras alium deum luminis, alium
tenebrarum determinasse, ut ita posses alium legis,
alium evangelii asseverasse.



And so you ought first to have laid it down that
there was one god of light and another of darkness:
then you could have affirmed that there was one god
of the law and another of the gospel.[120]

In Hom. 3.45, the Homilist himself takes 1ssue with the Gnostic and/or
Valentinian association of “darkness” with the Creator God of the
Scriptures, and rejects such an association:

TG 0€ 6KOTOC Kol YvOPo¢ kai BveAla cuveival
£ovvaro (Koi yap Todto yéypamtor) T@ Kabapov
CLOTNOAVTL OVPAVOV KO D PAiVELY dNUIOVPYNCAVTL
TOV A0V Kol TAGTY TOIC AvaplOunTolc AoTpolg
apetapuéAnToV 0picavtl TV OpOL®VY THV TAELY;

As for the one who created a pure heaven—who
fashioned the sun to shine, and who assigned the
unchangeable course of revolutions to all the
innumerable stars—how is it possible for him to be
associated with darkness, gloom, and tempest (for this
is also written)?[121]

In this passage, the Homilist is addressing the second of two related
problematic issues: (1) the association of God with animal sacrifice and (2)
the association of God with “darkness.”[122] The Homilist (like Origen) is
responding to the Gnostic/Valentinian charge that the lesser Creator God of
the Scriptures is associated with gloomy darkness. For his part, the
Homilist maintains that such Scriptures that speak of “darkness, gloom, and
tempest” in connection with God are to be rejected as false, for they do not
accord with the nature of God. The Homilist is consistent in his exegetical
approach; he does not seek to sanitize the noxious imagery of Deut. 4:11 by
recourse to the allegorical method. His concern for the sensus litteralis is



maintained, if only to reject the passage after subjecting it to the harmony
criterion.

Origen’s words above serve to illustrate that Deut. 4:11 was indeed
used by “heterodox” critics. Origen sought to sanitize the offensive
language by looking to other passages in Scripture (i.e., in the New
Testament) that use “darkness” in what Origen calls a “good sense.” The
Homilist is faced with the same difficulty posed by the same offensive
language. He differs from Origen in his own reply to the critics of Scripture.
The Homilist employs his harmony criterion, determines that Deut. 4:11 is
not in agreement with God, and therefore rejects it as false.



6.5. THE HARMONY CRITERION AND THE PROBLEM OF
POLYTHEISM IN THE PENTATEUCH

I have thus far examined how the Homilist articulates the question of how
humanity can know God. We have seen that, for the Homilist, knowledge of
God can be had from natural revelation and from sacred revelation. It
remains to be seen how the harmony criterion finds expression in actual
practice. The remainder of this chapter considers how the harmony criterion
is “practically applied” to two specific “problems” within the Pentateuch.
The problems under consideration are (1) the presence of polytheism in the
Pentateuch, and (2) the problem of animal sacrifice. For some Scriptures
imply the existence of more than one god. And a good deal of the
Pentateuch pertains to the sacrificial cultus in general, and advocates animal
sacrifice in particular. In the Homilist’s estimation, both types of Scripture
fail to pass muster, for they do not meet the “rational” demands of the
harmony criterion.

Given the general Jewish-Christian coloring of the Pseudo-
Clementines, it comes as no surprise that the Homilies are thoroughly
monotheistic in orientation. To waver in one’s commitment to monotheism,
or to entertain worshiping any other (so-called) gods is to run the risk of
committing a heinous impiety. Schoeps has already pointed out,
“Monotheism or polytheism is the theme of the dialogue of the fourth book
of the Kérygmata Petrou.”[!23] As Peter makes clear,

Tacev ovv peilov 8otiv dcéPeta TO TOV HOVOV TAVTmV
KataAelyovto OEGTOTNV TOALOVE TOVG OVK OVTOC MG
ovtag oéPetv Beovg.

Forsaking the only Master of all [and] worshiping
many who are not actually gods, as if they were gods
—this constitutes an impiety greater than all.[124]



Throughout Hom., “piety” and “monotheism” are closely linked.
Conversely, “impiety” (1] doéfeta) and “polytheism” are equally linked. As
Hom. 3.7.1. makes clear,

1N 0¢ €lg aToOV AoéPeld Eotiv 10 &v T ThC BeooePelag
Loy dvta tekevtdv Aéyovta dAAoV elvon 06V, T i¢
KpeitTova 1§} o¢ fittova 1 OTMonoTE AEyoVTa Tapd TOV
dviwg Ovta.

Impiety against [God] is, in the matter of religion,
to die saying that there exists another god, whether as
superior or inferior, or, however, saying that there is
one besides the one who actually exists.

Simon sets out to argue that the Creator God of the Scriptures is a lower
deity, inferior to another God, who is “perfect, unknown, good, and
impervious to passions” (T€Ae10¢, AveVOENGS, Ayaos, TAVI®MV YOAETDV
arnAlaypévog mabdv).[125] Simon intends to argue his position on the basis
of Scripture. Peter makes it clear that the only way Simon can do this,
however, is on the basis of the false pericopes.[!26] Simon, at his first
appearance in the narrative (Hom. 3.38), counters Peter by adducing the
testimony of the Scriptures:

Ti yevdopevoc amatdv OELEIC TOV TOPESTOTA GOl
01TV dyhov, meibmv adtov Beove unte vopiley unte
Méyewv 8EOV etvan, TV Ttapd Tovdaiolg dnpocimv
BiBAwv moAlovc Beovg etvar AeyovsaV;

Why do you wish to lie and deceive the unlearned
crowd standing around you, persuading them that it is
illegitimate either to think or say that there are [many]
gods, given that the Jewish books themselves say there
are many gods?[127]



Simon sets Scripture’s own witness to the presence of polytheism against
Peter’s opposing claim for creational monotheism, the “one and only God
who made heaven and earth” (6 €i¢ xai pdvog 0edg 8¢ ovpavov Ektice).[128]
Peter takes creational monotheism as a given. Clement likewise advocates
philosophical monotheism:

oDTOG AvayKm TVE Evar VoDV dyévvitov Tegvitny, 8g
TO, GTOLYELD 1] OLECTATA GLVIYOYEV T} GLVOVTOL
AAMA01G TTPOC (MO YEVEGLY TEYVIKDG EKEPACEV KOl &V
EK TAVTOV EPYOV ATETEAEGEV: AOVVATOV YOP BVED
TIvOG vob peilovoc mévov copov Epyov amoteieichar.

Thus we are compelled to believe that there is some
unbegotten craftsman, who either assembled the raw
elements together (if they were separate) or (if they
were together) he artistically mixed them together in
order to generate life, and bring to completion one
work out of it all. For it is impossible, without a
certain mind which is greater than it, for such
intelligent work to be wrought.[12°]

Both Peter and Clement are used by the Homilist to convey his
philosophical outlook underlying the harmony criterion. According to
Simon, the witness of Scripture (sacred revelation) argues against the
witness of creation (natural revelation). On the other hand, Peter employs
the witness of creation together with “what is rational” (10 edAhoyov) as a
criterion for assessing Scripture.

The debates between Peter and Simon in Hom. 16 address the
recurring problem of those passages within the Pentateuch that, taken at
face value, seem to make the case for polytheism. Peter has already offered
something of a rule of thumb for recognizing false pericopes: “Everything
that is spoken or written against God is false,” he says.[!130] In particular, a



false pericope is easily recognized if it contains traces of polytheism. As
Peter asks,

TG 0 EGTIV ATOV TIVOL LLOVOPYIKTV WOYTV EYEWV Kol
oc10v yevéobat, Tpostn@ota OtL ToAlot gicty Beoi kai
ovy €IG;

How i1s it that he can have a monarchic soul, and be
holy, who supposes that there are many gods, and not
only one?[131]

The term “monarchic soul” (povapyum yoyn) is only attested in Hom.
However, something similar can be seen in the work of Gregory of Nyssa
(c. 335-395), a rough contemporary of the Homilist, who describes the soul
as being in some sense “adapted for royalty™:

okeDog €ic Pactieiag Evépyelay EMTHOEIOV THV
NUETEPAY VGV O APLGTOTEYVNG EOMUIOVPYNOE . . . KO
oG T® TOD GOUNTOC GYNAHATL TOVTOV Elvar
Tapockevdoac, olov émtndeimg Tpdg Pactieiay Exew.

The best craftsman [i.e., God] fashioned our nature
as an implement fitting for royal activity . . . preparing
[our nature] by the very form of the body to be such as
to be carefully adapted for royalty.[132]

As he continues, Gregory emphasizes this “royal” aspect of the soul:



M HEV Yap Yyuyn 1O PactAkdV T Kol EXNpUEVOV
o0T00eV Selicvuot . . . 8k ToD ddécmoTOV OWTHV ElvoL
Kol avte€ovotov 16101 BeEAMUacty adTOKPATOPIKMDC
drotkovpéveny. Tivog yap dAiov Todto, kol oyl
Bacéwg otiv;

For right away the soul shows its royal and exalted
aspect . . . from the fact that it is independent of a
master, and is self-governed, ordered autocratically by

its own will. For to whom else does this belong if not
a king?[133]

Furthermore, Gregory explains how this “royal” character of the soul is also
linked with the idea that “human nature” (1] avOponivn @voic) has been
“impressed” with God’s nature (“shape”?), on the analogy of craftsmen who
manufacture statuettes of rulers:

YOp Kot THV AvOpomivy cuvnBelay ol Tag eikOvog
TV KPOTOOHVT®V KATOUGKEVALOVTEG, TOV TE YOPAKTH PO,
TG LOPPTIC AVOUAGCOVTOL . . . KOl AEYETOL KOTO,
ocvvnBelav Kol 1 eikav, Pactiedc: obto Kol 1
avOpwmivn eHo1g, EMEdN TPOG THV ApyNV dAADV
KATEGKEVALETO, O TG TPOG TOV Paciién ToD TavTOg
OPOLOTNTOC, 01OV TIC EYVYOG ElkAV GvesTAON,
KOWmvoDoo T@ ApYETVTT® Kol ThH¢ d&log Kol ToD
OVOLOTOG.

Ordinarily those who manufacture images of rulers
impress the mark of their shape . . . and the image is
commonly called a “king.” So also the human nature,
since it was prepared with a view to dominion over the
rest (owing to its likeness with the King of all), was



set up as a “living image,” sharing with the Archetype
both rank and name.[134]

Both the “royal” imagery and the “impression” terminology here in
Gregory may help shed light on the Homilist’s povapywn yoyn, as well as
his own use of similar “impression” language (see below). For the
Homilist’s part, the basic meaning of povapyum yoyn is to be seen as a
reference to the harmony criterion. Movapyikr yoyn refers to the soul that
1s “in harmony” with its Creator by virtue of the fact that it reflects
especially the “singularity” of its Creator.[135]

Even so, the Pentateuch contains just as many texts supporting the idea
that there are many gods as those that say there is only one. One passage in
particular, Gen. 1:26, seems to explicitly refute the idea that God alone
created the cosmos. The first person plural in the phrase “let us make
humankind” does not seem to allow much room for such an idea to stand.

For his part, Simon adduces several texts that, he thinks, seem to
“prove” the existence of more than one god. But Peter asserts that there is
“one God who made heaven, earth, and everything in them” and that “it is
not permitted to speak or think there is another.”[136] Simon points out that,
on the contrary, the Scriptures do in fact mention that there are many gods.
The following list emerges from Hom. 16.6, representing the passages
Simon adduces to support his position:

1. “You shall become like gods” (Gen. 3:5).

2. “Look, Adam has become like one of us” (Gen. 3:22).

3. “You shall not revile the gods, nor curse the rulers of your people”
(Exod. 12:27).

4. “Did another god dare to enter and take for himself a nation from the
midst of another nation as did I the Lord God?” (Deut. 4:34).

5. “Take heed lest you go and serve other gods whom your fathers did not
know” (Deut. 13:6).

6. “Your God is the Lord, he is God of gods” (Deut. 10:17).



Peter, in turn, matches Simon’s catalog with six pentateuchal texts of
his own. These passages, Peter maintains, either explicitly or implicitly
verify that only one God really exists—the God of the Jews. They are as
follows:[137]

1. “Look, the heaven of heavens belongs to the Lord your God” (Deut.
10:14).

2. “The Lord your God, he is God in heaven above, and upon the earth
below, and there is none other except him” (Deut. 4:39).

3. “The Lord your God, he is God of gods” (Deut. 10:17).[138]

4. “The great and true God, who does not show favoritism nor accept
bribes, implements justice for the orphan and widow” (Deut. 10:17).

5. You shall fear the Lord your God, and you shall fear him only” (Deut.
6:13).

6. “Hear, O Israel, the Lord your God is one” (Deut. 6:4).

So Peter and Simon come to an impasse. Each has brought forth scriptural
proofs for their own contrary positions. Simon puts it well when he says,

EMel 0LV AT Ol Ypapal TOAAOVEC AEYOVOLV Elvait
Beovg kail dALoTE Eva LOVOV €iva . . . TPOC TODTO Ti O€l
AoyicacOar ) 6Tt avtal UG ol ypogal TAaVOCLY;

Since these very Scriptures say at one time that
there are many gods, and at another time that there is
only one . . . what are we to make of this, but that the
Scriptures themselves lead astray?[!3°]

Such is the question. What follows, then, in Hom. 16.10.1-10 is Peter’s
solution to this particular exegetical “problem”:



OV TAav@doty, AAL ELEYYOVOLY Kal €1g pavepPOV
dyovotv TNV v £kdoTm Kotd Tod 00D Evoopvyodeay
domep SPEMC KAKNV TPOUIPESY. TOAAOTC YOp Kol
S10pOpo1g TOTOIG £0UKLION TPAKEVTAL. EKOGTOG ODV
KNP® £01KLI0Y THV 0OTOD TPOUIPESY EXMV,
TePPAEYALEVOC DTAG KO TAVTA EVPAV €V AVTOIC,
omoiov 0gdv givon O€AeL, THV (Og EPnv) knpd otkviay
npoaipecty EmParmv dmopudcceTol. &nel ovv 8Tt dv
BovAntai Tic mepl BeoD Qpovely, &v avTaig eVpioKel,
TOVTOV YApv O UEV TOAADV BedV 10€0g AmOoUAcoETAL
am’ avT®V, Kol NUELS TV ToD Ovimg [Ovtog]
amepochpeda id€av, &k TG NUETEPAS LOPPTIC TOV
AaANOT €myvoviec TOmOV. AAAL Kai 1) Evoobev UGV
Yoym v awTod gikdva Tpodg dbavaciov fueicotot.
TaOTNG TOV YEVVITOPO €0V KATOAMT®, Okl kpioet kol
a0 UE KATOAMTETY Eyel (aDTd T@ TOAUNUATL
YVopicaca otKov) Kol ™G Amd d1Kaiov dtkoim
KaToAelyel Le, Kol oDTMg TNV Yuynv HETA KOAUGLY,
TG an” avTig dmoielpbeiong Ponbdeiag, pOBapncouat.
€l 0¢ &oTv €1p0C, TPMOTOV EVOLCAT® ETEPAV 10EQV,
ETEPAV LOPOTV, Tva 010 THC TOD CMUATOC KOVHG
LOpOTG TOV Kavov Emyv®d Oedv. €l 0€ Kal TNV LopenVv
aALGEEL, PNt Kol TG WYuyhg TV ovoiav; €l 0 Kai
AALGEEL, OVKETL EY® gipu, GAAOC YEVOUEVOS KoL LOPPT
Kol 00oig. EALoVC ovV TATTET™, £l GAAOC EoTiv. 0DK
gotwv 8¢. &1 8& N, Emhacev dv. émel oDV oVK ETAOGEY,
MG OVK OV TOV OvTa T OVTL KOTAMTET®. OVOELS YO
EoTv 1] LOVY YVOUN Zipmvos. &ym dAlov Bedv oV
TOPASEYOLAL TATV TOV KTIGAVTE [e LOVOoV.

[The Scriptures] do not lead astray, but they
examine and expose the corrupt inclination against
God, which lurks like a serpent in each person. For
they are arranged like many diverse molds. Each
person, having his own inclination like wax, examines
the Scriptures, finds everything in them, and casts



what sort of god he wishes by pressing upon them his
own inclination, which is, as I said, like wax. Since
then he finds in the Scriptures whatever he wishes to
think about God, for this reason [Simon] fashions
from them the impressions of many gods, while we
fashioned the impression of the One who actually
exists, recognizing the true form on the basis of our
own shape. Indeed, the life within us is clothed with
his image for immortality. If [ abandon the parent of
this soul, it is able to abandon me to appropriate
judgment, exposing my unjust deed by my very act of
daring [to flee], it will rightly abandon me. . . . But if
there i1s another [god], then let him put on another
form, another shape, in order that by the new shape of
the body I may recognize this new god. But if he
changes the shape, [does he not also change] the
essence of the soul? And if he does that, then I am no
longer myself, having become another in both shape
and essence. So if there really is another [god], let him
fashion others. But there is not. For if there were, he
would have done so. Since then he did not create, let
the one who does not exist leave what does exist to the
one who exists. For he is nothing, except only in the
opinion of Simon. I do not accept any other god, save
for the One alone who created me.[140]

There are two basic elements to Peter’s approach here. First, he describes
the general character of the Scriptures. He explains that the Scriptures “are
arranged like many diverse molds” (moAAoic yap Kai dtaopoig THTOIC
gowviot mpoxewvtar). This description of Scripture’s multivalent quality is
in keeping with what we find elsewhere in the corpus, particularly in ep.
Petr., where the Scriptures are said to have a “sinewy” quality.[14!] Again, it
should be noted that Scripture’s polysemous quality is not itself taken as an
inherent problem, only a potential one. But in addition to this, the Scriptures



also function to “examine and expose the corrupt inclination against God
latent in each person.” This notion illustrates a basic pedagogical function
of the false pericopes.[142]

Second, the theoretical basis for Peter’s argument is made clear from
Hom. 16.10.4-5, where he says, “We fashioned the impression of the One
who actually exists, recognizing the true form [tOv dAn0T Emtyvoviec TomoV]
on the basis of our own shape [éx Tfic Huetépag popetic].”’[143]

For the Homilist, it is this notion that illustrates how the harmony
criterion can be evoked as a solution to the problem of polytheism in the
Pentateuch. In this case, Peter refers to a feature of the natural world, in this
instance the “physical” composition of a “singular” human. The human
being is regarded as having been fashioned “in the image of God” and
possessing a “monarchic soul” (novapywn yoyn). The philosophical basis
underlying this concept of a “monarchic” or “single-ruling” soul is difficult
to ascertain. The most carefully worked out theories of the soul in ancient
philosophy are those of various pre-Socratics, followed by Plato and
Aristotle, then Epicurus and the Stoics. Plato (Rep. 437b—441c¢) envisioned
the soul as “tripartite,” composed of “the appetitive” (€émBountikév), “the
rational” (Aoyiotikov), and “the spirited” (Bupogdég). Lucretius (De nat. 3)
distinguishes “mind” (animus) from “spirit” (anima), but he also says the
two are “firmly interlinked and constitute a single nature” (una natura).[144]
But the notion here of a “monarchic soul” (povapyikn yoyn) may be based
on something akin to what Christopher Gill has identified as
“psychophysical holism™: “a key innovative feature of Hellenistic thought
about personality, the idea of the person as a psychophysical unit or whole
in Stoicism and Epicureanism. . . . Psychophysical holism in Stoicism and
Epicureanism is illustrated by reference to their views about the physical
nature of the psyche and the development of human beings (and other
animals) as embodied psychological wholes.”[145] The Homilist reads Gen.
1:26-27 in light of his notion of the povapywn yoyn. In Hom. 16.19.1, the
Homilist takes the idea that humans are made “in the image of God” to
mean that “the shape of man has been impressed with the shape of
God.”[146] This means that one can reasonably deduce the fact of God’s
“singularity” from the “singularity” of the human being whose stamp it
bears. If there were other, different gods, humans would have been stamped
with a different “shape” altogether. But such did not happen. Thus, when



the Scriptures are checked against God’s creation, the false pericopes can be
recognized and properly handled. In this case, Scriptures that smack of
polytheism are rejected as false. The rational demands of the harmony
criterion would have it no other way.



6.6. THE HARMONY CRITERION AND THE PROBLEM OF ANIMAL
SACRIFICE

A second area in which the harmony criterion is brought to bear is the
problem of animal sacrifice.[!47] We have already seen that, according to
the True Prophet’s teaching, God never ordained animal sacrifices in the
first place (¢ 0Ok dvto Ocod Tpootayuata).[148] It is difficult for the
Homilist to see what is “rational” about the slaughter of animals, or how it
could be that the God reflected in creation would actually require their
flesh. The Homilist’s attitude in this regard is akin to that of Porphyry (c.
232-305), a rough contemporary of the Homilist, who said,

VOTEPA HEV TOTVLV Kal vewTdtn 1) o1 TV (mwv Bucia,
NV 0¢ aitiov Aafodca oK gVYEPIoTOV . . . GAAN AOD
1 TIvO¢ AAANG dvoTuyiog mepioTACLY.

The sacrifice of animals is later than other forms
[1.e., of sacrifice], indeed the most recent, and its
cause 1s not a benefit . . . but a problem arising from
famine or some other misfortune.[14°]

That the Homilies display an aversion to the sacrifice and consumption of
animal flesh has been noted by scholars.[150] Schoeps, for example, has
suggested,

Their [i.e., the Ebionites’] hostility toward the cult of
animal sacrifice clearly manifests their tendency to
restore the original Pentateuch, purged of false
pericopes. Whether or not they actually created such a
purged Pentateuch or employed it in their
congregations cannot be demonstrated from the
available sources. Their scribe Symmachus translated
all the questionable passages along with the rest, so it



is not likely that they used a purged Pentateuch. The
only certain thing is that they denied the revelatory
character of many passages of the Pentateuch.[!51]

My interest here is to inquire further into the exegetical and
philosophical dimensions of this aversion in Hom., particularly with
reference to the harmony criterion. The immediately relevant passage in this
regard i1s Hom. 3.45:

10 0& Buo1dY aVTOV U OpeYBTva PaiveTat €K TOD
TOVC EMBuuNcOVTAC KPE®DV dpa T® yevoachot
avapedfval koi ywoévtag &mi 1@ Tdpm fouvov
EMOLLLADY TTpoGayopeVOTval. 0 0 THV ApynV Emi BvcEL
Cowv yaremaivov, Boecbot avta un 0EAov, Bucioc ®g
EMOLUADY 0V TPOGETAGTEY KOl APy G OVK AmNTEL
dvev Bvoewg Lomv ovte Buciot telodvtan ovte
amapyai 0o0fvor dvvovtal.

That God has no desire for sacrifices is evident
from [the Scripture that tells how] those who lusted
after flesh were slain the very moment they tasted it,
and then they were heaped into a burial mound, so that
it was called “grave of lusts.” But God, who has
always been offended by animal sacrifice and who
does not desire them to be slain, did not order
sacrifices (as though he actually wanted them), nor he
did request firstfruits. For without the sacrifice of
animals, neither are sacrifices accomplished nor can
firstfruits be given.[152]

The Homilist claims here in Hom. 3.45—46 that without the sacrifice of
animals “neither are offerings accomplished nor can firstfruits be given.”



But on what basis does he make this assertion? For there is nothing in the
Mosaic legislation itself that makes the giving of the firstfruits (dmapyoi)
contingent on the animal sacrifice. And when the Pentateuch does set forth
instructions for the dmapyai, there is normally not any reference to killing
animals at all. Two possible explanations for this circumstance may be
found from the following observations. First, we read in Deut. 12:6, 11,

You will bring there your whole burnt offerings and
your sacrifices [Buoidopa] and your firstfruits
[dmapyai], etc.

There you shall bring all that I command you today
—your whole burnt offerings and your sacrifices
(Bvouaopa) and your tithes and the firstfruits
(&mapyai) of your hands, etc.

29

Since the word ““sacrifices” appears in the text before the word “firstfruits,
it would seem the Homilist takes from this that the latter is contingent on
the former. If so, this could serve (in part) as the textual basis for the
otherwise-odd assertion that “neither are offerings accomplished nor can
firstfruits be given without the sacrifice of animals.” Such an explanation
would also fit well with the general “literalist” approach characteristic of
the Homilist’s exegesis we have seen thus far. In this case, the author
demonstrates something of a sensitivity for the actual word order of the
biblical lemma, with a view to advancing his argument.

The notion that Scripture’s very word order conveys normative
exegetical practice was familiar to the rabbis. The following relates a
rabbinic discussion concerning whether “anything may precede the tamid
offering”:[153]

Scripture teaches: And he shall lay the burnt offering
in order upon it (Lev. 6:5). Raba said, “The burnt
offering (v refers to the first burnt offering (7%



71wR7). And the meal offering (7man) [precedes] the
cakes (1°n°an) [For Scripture teaches]: Burnt-offering
and meal-offering (Lev. 23:27). And the cakes
[precede] the drink offerings (2°201), they too are
considered a category of a meal offering. And the
drink offerings [precedes] the additional offerings
(1"o0n) as it 1s written: A sacrifice and drink-offerings
(Lev. 23:37).7[154]

Here it is understood that each type of offering mentioned precedes the
next, in keeping with the word order as it appears in Lev. 6:5 and 23:27.
The burnt offering (7%¥:1), which would include animal sacrifices, precedes
all else. Raba identifies the burnt offering as the “first” burnt offering
(FnwRn = amopyn?). It is quite possible that some such discussion as this
one underlies the Homilist’s claim that “firstfruits” cannot be given without
the prior sacrifice of animals.[!53]

Another way we might explain the Homilist’s claim (i.e., without the
sacrifice of animals neither are offerings accomplished nor can firstfruits be
given) is that the Homilist is here using amapyn according to Greek
understanding, as a kind of sacrifice. Porphyry (Abst. 2.5-8, 23-24) says
something to this effect:

TOppw O¢ TV TEPL TAG Busiog amapy®dV Toig
AvOpOTOIC TPOIOVOAV TAPAVOLLAS, 1| TAOV OEVOTATWOV
Boudtov TapaAnyic Enelonydn, OLOTNTOS TANPNG, OG
J0KeTV TaC Tpdabev Aeybeicag Kad MUV dpdg VOV
TENOG EIMMPEVAL, GPAEAVTOV TOV AVOPOT®V Kol TOVC
Bopove aipahvimv, 4@’ od MGV T€ Kol ToAEHOV
TEPOOEVTEC OiLATOV YavVTO.

But when the first-fruits offered by people in
sacrifice went further in unlawfulness, the use of the
most terrible sacrifices was introduced, full of



savagery, so that the curses once pronounced against
us seemed now to have reached their fulfillment:
people slaughtered, and stained the altars with blood,
from the time when, having experienced famine and
war, they had blood on their hands.[156]

The sacrifices Porphyry would have people offer to the gods are of a
different sort:

OAmG & €l 10 Thi¢ Bvoiag dmapyiic Exet d&iov Kol
evyoplotiog OV mopd Oedv Eyopev gig Tac ypeiog,
AAOYDTATOV GV €11 ADTOVE ATEYOUEVOLS TOV EUYLY DV
101G 0€01¢ TOVTOV AmdpyecOal. ovTe Yap YeipOL NUDY
ot Beot, tva ToVTOV avTol d€wvTal, NUAV U OE0UEVMDV,
obte do10v dmapymnv S186varn fic NUETg dmeydueda
TPOOT|G . . . AAAG BVoEY, OG TPOONKEL IAPOPOVE
TG Buciag d¢ &v d10pOPOIg SVVAUEST TPOCHYOVTES:
Oed pev @ €ml Ty, MG TIG AVI|P COPOG PN, UNOEV
TAV aicOntdV unte Bvpdvieg T’ émovoudlovtec.

In any case, if the act of sacrifice has the value of a
first-fruit offering and of thanksgiving to the gods for
what we have from them for our needs, it would be
quite irrational to abstain from animate creatures
ourselves, yet make offerings of them to the gods. The
gods are not worse than we are so that they need what
we do not, nor is it holy to give first-fruits of a food
from which we ourselves abstain . . . but we shall
make, as is fitting, different sacrifices to different
powers. To the god who rules over all, as a wise man
said, we shall offer nothing perceived by the senses,
either by burning or in words.[157]



Porphyry’s terminology for firstfruits as a kind of sacrifice elucidates the
Homilist’s words above in Hom. 3.45-46.[158] Like Porphyry, the
Homilist sees nothing “rational” about the slaughter of animals. The True
Prophet himself teaches that God never ordained animal sacrifices in the
first place (®¢ 0Ok dvta Oeod tpootdyuata).[159] What the Homilist says
elsewhere of idolatry fits with his attitude toward animal sacrifice:

O10 VAYOTE VTIEP THG COTNPLaG TA EDAOYA VOETY. O BE0g
YOp AVEVOENG BV aDTOG 0VOEVOC Ogitan oUTE
BAdmTETOL. MUDVY Yép £0TIV TO DPeLETGO T
BAdmTecHar.

So be deliberate, with regard to matters of salvation,
to bear in mind the reasonable aspects. For God
himself needs nothing nor is disturbed by anything,
since he exists without lacking anything. For
“benefitting” or “being disturbed” are things
characteristic of us [but not of God].[160]

Aside from the fact that the consumption of meat is “contrary to nature,”
God has no need for anything in the first place. Those Scriptures that
prescribe animal sacrifice do not stand up to the secondary element of the
harmony criterion. For to associate God with the blood sacrifice, or to
imagine that God has needs, would be “unreasonable.” Scriptural passages
that advocate animal sacrifices are consistently identified throughout Hom.
as false pericopes.[161] According to the harmony criterion, the “sayings
accusatory of God” (ai tod 0eod drdporol pwvai, Hom. 3.46)—which are
thought to include sayings that promote the sacrificial cultus—fail to pass
the harmony criterion since they too are, in the words of Hom. 3.46,
“censured by creation” (010 ¢ kTicem¢ EAEyyovian). In fact, the
consumption of animal meat is thought to be “contrary to nature” (mopa
evowv).[162]



Numbers 11:30-34, where God provides quail meat for the Israelites, is
interpreted by the Homilist as a demonstration that God never desired
sacrifices of animals in the first place. The use of Num. 11:30-34 as
scriptural proof that God desires vegetarianism is novel.[163] According to
the story as it appears in Numbers 11, when the Israelites had grown tired of
the manna, they “craved exceedingly” (énefbuncav émbouiov) for meat to
eat. Moses finds himself frustrated by the insatiable crowd, and so he voices
his complaint to God. God orders Moses to assemble seventy men of the
elders of Israel.[164] These seventy elders are to aid Moses, bearing with
him the responsibility of meeting the needs of the people. So God “takes
some of the spirit that is on Moses” and puts it on them.[165] The story
continues by telling how God proceeds to glut the Israelites with the meat
of the quail blown in from the sea.[166] While the Israelites’ mouths have
been stuffed with the quail meat, God strikes them with a severe plague.
This constitutes the divine punishment the people received for their
ingratitude and greed. The episode concludes with an etiology for the place
where they died and were buried—the “Graves of Craving” (uviuoto thg
gmBoupiag).

When we consider the account given in Hom. 3.45-46, we see three
basic ways in which it differs from the biblical version. These may be
cataloged in the following way. According to the biblical version of the

story:

1. While the meat was still between their teeth, before it “expired” (wpiv
1| ékheimev)

2. The Lord struck his people with a severe plague (mAnynv peydinv
oHOP).

3. The place was called Tombs of Craving (uvruata tic émbovpiag),
because there they buried the people that craved.

According to the interpretation of this story given in Hom. 3.45.1-4 the

people were killed as soon as they tasted the meat. Also noteworthy is that
there is no mention of any quail, only meat. Second, there is no mention of
any plague; the people were simply killed. Finally, the episode ends with a



slightly different etiology for the place name. So the primary differences
from the biblical account are as follows:

1. As soon as they tasted the meat (duo 1@ yebcacOar)

2. They were killed (&voaipedijvon).

3. The place was called Mound of Cravings (Bouvog émBuvudyv), for the
people were heaped into a pile upon a burial mound (ywoBévtog émi T@®
TAQ®).

Such are the basic differences between the two accounts. I should of course
point out that the LXX has uvfjuoto while Hom. 3.45 has Bouvog.[167] In
addition to this, the Hebrew construction for the place name is mXn7 N112p,
in which the plural n112p is followed by the singular 78N, This same
construction comes through in the translation of the LXX; the plural
uvnuata is followed by the singular ti¢ émBvuioc. Curiously, in Hom., the
construction is reversed, where the singular fouvdg precedes the plural
gmboudyv.[168]

Now according to the form of the story as it appears in the Pentateuch,
the reason for their punishment and consignment to the “Graves of Desire”
(mxnn nM12p) was clearly owing to the Israelites’ ingratitude and greed. The
people are said to have had a strong craving for meat, but the narrative tells
us that the people only craved meat because they had grown so tired of the
manna. As punishment for their ingratitude for the manna with which God
had hitherto been providing for them, God gluts the people with meat.
Consequently, the meat itself actually plays only a secondary role to the
underlying problem—namely, the people’s discontent, which prompted
their insatiability. It is this notion on which the etiology in the biblical
version is predicated, and the place is given its name pvipota thg
gmbopiag.

This peculiar episode did not receive much attention from Christian
exegetes in antiquity. Where they do appear, interpretations of this episode
generally focus on a moral lesson to be learned. Tertullian’s comments on
Num. 11:34 are a good example. Toward the end of his De Ieiunio adversus
Psychicos, Tertullian draws from this episode a basic lesson about the



importance of curbing the appetites of the body by rigorous fasting. For
according to Tertullian, this constitutes the only sort of “sacrifice” with
which God is pleased. He says,

Nam et si manuult opera iustitia, non tamen sine
sacrificio, quod est anima conflictata ieiuniis. Ille certe
deus, cui nec populus incontinens gulae placuit, nec
sacerdos nec prophetes. Manet adhuc monumenta
concupiscentiae ubi sepultus est populus carnis
auidissimus usque ad choleram ortygometras
cruditando.

For even if he desires “works of righteousness,” yet
not without a “sacrifice,” which is a soul disciplined
by fasts.[169] Surely he is the God to whom neither a
people of insatiable appetite, nor a priest, nor a
prophet, was pleasing. To this day the “monuments of
lust” remain, where the people, “greedy of flesh,”
were buried from gorging themselves with the quails,
to the point of contracting cholera.[170]

The place name monumenta concupiscentiae reflects the pviuota tiig
émBopiag given in the LXX. In his discussion of the passage, Tertullian
does link the place name with the idea that the people were “greedy of
flesh” (carnis auidissimus), though this is not reflected explicitly in his
account of the place name itself—monumenta concupiscentiae. In a similar
way, Eusebius’s account of the same passage illustrates his understanding of
the etiology behind the place name. Under the entry for uviuata émbopiog
in his Onomasticon, Eusebius has this to say:

Mvniuoata émbovpiog. otadpog Tdv Topon €ml Thc
gpnuov &vla depOdpnoav amod THc KpemEayiag.



Tombs of lust. A marker in the wilderness
designating the place where those of the Israelites
perished from their “gluttonous appetite for meat.”[171]

Eusebius understands the meaning of €mbuopiag specifically as kpewayiog
—the gluttonous appetite for meat. Kpemeayia is in essence the same as
Tertullian’s carnis auidissimus. But neither Tertullian nor Eusebius makes
any connection between the place name and God’s displeasure with animal
sacrifice. This of course comes as no surprise, given that the quail episode
in Numbers also makes no such link. In this regard, however, Hom. 3.45.1
is unique for the way in which it links the place name with God’s general
displeasure with meat per se and its particular association with animal
sacrifice.

The aversion to animal meat appears also in the Homilist’s version of
the Enochic tale in Hom. 8. The Homilist casts the Enochic myth of the
rogue angels in such a way as to explain why God never desired animal
sacrifices and why it is wrong to desire even the taste of meat whatsoever.
After all, God struck dead those who hardly tasted it:

0 oDV 0edc¢ 8GOS aTOVE TPOC TO OMPIBSES
EENYPLOUEVOLE KOl TPOC TNV EAVTAV TANGLOVIV TOV
KOGLLOV 0VK EYOVTOC OTAPKT (TPOG Yap AvOpdT®V
avaloyiov Eonuovpynon kai ypficwv avlpwmiviyy), tva
un évoeia Tpoig £ml TV Tapd OOV TV OV fopav
TpeMOUEVOL GveDOVVOL SOKDGLY glvol, OC St dvdyknv
TOVTO TETOAUNKOTEG, LAVVO ODTOTC O TOVTOSVVOLLOG
0e0¢ Enduppioey €k mowkiing EmBovpiag, Koi TavTog
ovmep £Povovio dmnAovov: o1 & Hrd vohov puoEmg
@ KaBopd TG TPOPTIG 0OVK APECKOUEVOL, LOVNG THG
TAV OLATOV YELGEMC £YAYOVTO. A0 Kol TPOTOL
cOpK®V YELCAVTO.



God saw that they had become wildly savage to
brutality, and that the world was not sufficient to
satisfy them (for it was fashioned according to human
proportion and for human use). So, lest they should
turn, owing to a lack of food, to the consumption of
animal meat—which is contrary to nature—and lest
they should yet seem to be innocent on the assumption
that they ventured to do this only out of sheer
necessity, the Almighty God rained manna upon them,
[suited to] their various tastes; and they enjoyed as
much as they wished. But on account of their spurious
nature, they were not pleased with pure food and
longed only after the taste of blood. Wherefore they
first tasted flesh.[172]

The consumption of animal flesh (Bopd (®wvV) is here glossed as being
“contrary to nature” (mapd @votv)—a reference to the harmony criterion.
The implication is that animal sacrifice and the eating of animal flesh are
“contrary to nature” and are therefore not “ethically reasonable” (ebAoyov,
discussed below).[173] From the Homilist’s perspective, the scriptural
injunctions regarding animal sacrifice are neither “in agreement with God”
nor “in agreement with creation.”[174]



6.7. THE HARMONY CRITERION AND “WHAT IS RATIONAL”

In this chapter, I have been attempting to elucidate the “rationalism” that
some scholars (e.g., Schoeps and Strecker) have detected in Hom. Such
rationalism can especially be seen at work in the Homilist’s use of (what I
am calling) the harmony criterion. One important aspect of the harmony
criterion in particular, and of the Homilist’s thinking in general, is the
concept 10 ebAoyov (and its cognates)—“what 1s rational.” As Leslie Kline
has noted, “gbAoyog and evAOY®C are frequently used terms” on the part of
the Homilist.[175]

Now, in chapter 4, I noted an important agraphon attributed to Jesus
that has particular relevance for the theory of the false pericopes. The
immediate context of that agraphon is highly significant for my study of 10
gbAoyov and worth citing in full. Here are Peter’s words as he relates what
the True Prophet once said to the Sadducees:

"Ot1 pépikton Td aAN0T 10ig Yyevdéaot, pEpvnual Tov
aOTOV QUTIOUEVOV TOVG Zadd0VKAioVg eimelv: Al
100710 TAOVEGOE, Uf £180TEC T AANOR TGOV YPaPGV, 0V
etvexev dyvoeite v dOvapy tod 0eod. €i 6€ Ta AANOTH
TAV YPAP®V AyVOETV adTOVG VTTEPAAEV, OTAOV (G
SHVTOV Yeuddv: dALL Kol &v T® efjvor ['ivecbe
tpamelitor d0KIOoL, MG doKipmV Kol KIBONA®V AoywV
OVTOV. Koi 1@ eineiv: Al ti 00 vogite 10 eDAoYOV TV
YPOQ®V; Befardtepov 10D aBPETOC
gVYVOUOVODVTOG TIONGV TOV VOOV . . . TO 0€ Kol EIMETV
otV OvK RAOOV KateAdoat TOV VOLOV Kai
paivesOat avToV Katoldovio onpaivovtog fv 8t &
KaTéAEY 00K TV TOD VOLOL. TO 8¢ gimgiv: O ovpapdc
Kol 1 yi] Tapehedoovtal, idTa &v 1] pio Kepaio oV un
TopEAON AmO TOD VOLOL TA TPO OVPUVOD KOl VTG
TopepYOUEVO ECTIHOVEV LT HVTO TOD SVTMG VOLOV.

As to the mixture of truth with falsehood, I
remember how once he, finding fault with the



Sadducees, said, “For this reason you err, not knowing
the true things of the Scriptures. This is why you are
ignorant of God’s power.” But if he put it up to them
that they knew not the true things of the Scriptures, it
is clear that there are also false things in them. But
also, when he said “Be prudent bankers,” [he said so]
on the assumption that there are genuine and spurious
words. And when he said, “Why do you not perceive
what is rational in the Scriptures?”” he substantiates the
intuition of the person who, of his own initiative,
makes a reasonable assessment [of the Scriptures].
And when he said, “I have not come to destroy the
law,” and yet the fact that he appeared to be destroying
it, [this comes from] one hinting that the things he did
destroy were not actually part of the law. When he
said, “Heaven and earth will pass away, but not one jot
or one tittle shall pass from the law,” he indicated that
the things that do pass away before heaven and earth
[pass away], those things do not belong to the law in
reality.[176]

In this passage, Peter recalls some of the True Prophet’s teaching about the
false portions of Scripture. At the heart of the passage, we find two key
agrapha attributed to Jesus.

1. T'tvecBe tpameliton dO6KIpOL.
Be prudent bankers.

2. A1l ti 00 voeite 10 €DAOYOV TV YPaPDV;
Why do you not recognize that which is rational in
the Scriptures?



The exegetical significance of these two sayings emerges clearly from the
immediate context of Peter’s report cited above. As for the first agraphon,
Peter makes quite clear that it concerns the false pericopes. As for the
second, the context suggests that it too refers to the theory of the false
pericopes.[!77] Furthermore, the significance of 16 €bloyov in the Homilist’s
approach to the Pentateuch can be seen in the fact that the True

Prophet accosts his interlocutors for their failure to perceive “what is
rational” in (or about) the Scriptures.[178]

Regarding the use of 10 €hAoyov in particular, two key points are in
order. The first is that in this passage 10 ebAoyov is clearly exegetical in
orientation. For Peter explains that Jesus’ words in Hom. 3.50-51 are to be
understood in connection with how one approaches the Scriptures
(Bepardtepov tod avbaipétmg evyvouovodvtog tinov tov vodv). The
participle 6 evyvopovdv refers to the person who is “prudent” or
“reasonable” in their approach to, that is, their “thinking about” (6 vodg) the
Scriptures.[17°] Second, ta dAnO7 TV ypaedv stands as the antonym of td,
YeLdT) TdV Ypapdv, and ta dANOT TV ypaedv is thus implicitly linked with
10 edhoyov @V Ypap®v. That which is “rational” about the Scriptures is to
be differentiated from its falsehoods, falsehoods that “pass away before
heaven and earth.”[180] The implication is that the “rational” parts of
Scripture are also those that, in some sense, remain in agreement with
creation (“heaven and earth™) as it still stands—a clear reference to the
harmony criterion. In this way, t0 edAoyov is brought into direct
relationship with the harmony criterion. In sum, we can see that 10 ebAoyov
is (1) of exegetical significance and (2) linked with the harmony criterion.
This circumstance demands a closer investigation into the notion of 10
gbAoyov and its use in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies.

The precise nature of the relationship between 10 gdbAoyov and the
harmony criterion cannot be further elucidated on the basis of Hom. alone.
We simply lack sufficient data to do so. Still, the fact that to ebAoyov is
exegetically significant is made clear from Hom. 3.50-51, as I noted above.
But since the Homilist does not himself spell out this exegetical
significance in any great detail, we need to begin by first looking at how t0
gbAoyov 1s used in a number of other relevant exegetical sources outside
Hom. in order to better understand the Homilist’s use of 10 ¢bAoyov in its
exegetical capacity. For this task, I have isolated a number of key exegetical



sources in the Hellenistic and patristic literary traditions. For the present
investigation, the most relevant texts include Philo, Origen, Eusebius, and
Theodoret of Cyrrhus.[181] As a result, we should find ourselves in a better
position to appreciate this important aspect of “rationalism” in Hom. as it
finds particular expression in the term 10 gdAoyov.

We begin with a passage from Philo:

TavTo, 0 Tavta yiveoOat, dtav 0 Pacilevg Atyvmtov
TEAELTAON" TO TOPASOEOTOTOV: EIKOC VAP TV
amoBoavovtog TupdvvoL yaipely Kai yeynBEvat Tovg
TUPOVVOVLEVOVC AAAG TOTE AEYoVTOal OTEVALEV: LETO
YOP TOG NUEPOC TAC TOALNAG EKEIVOG ETELEVTNGEV O
Baciievg Alyvmtov, kail koteotévaéay oi viol TopanA.
TpOC UEV ovV TO PNTOV 1 AEEIS TO ebAoYOV 0D TEpIéyet,
TPOC O& TAC £V YUyl OLVALELS TO KAT aOTIV
axolovbov evpiokertal.

All these things happen after the king of Egypt has
died—something most contrary to expectation. For it
would be likely, when a tyrant dies, that those who
have been oppressed would be glad and rejoice. But
rather it is then that they are said to lament. For “after
those many days the king of Egypt died, and the
children of Israel lamented greatly.” Now then, as for
the literal sense, the expression does not contain what
1s rational; but with reference to the faculties in the
soul, its consistency is discovered.[182]

Here too we see 10 ebloyov used in an exegetical context. In this text,

Philo is commenting on Exod. 2:23. Philo thinks it makes no sense that
God’s people would lament as a result of the tyrant’s death—they should be
rejoicing over it. In this way, the “literal sense” (10 pntév) of the biblical
lemma does not contain “what is rational” (t0 gbAoyov).[183] But when



taken allegorically, that is, “with reference to the faculties in the soul,”
Scripture’s “consistency” (dkoAv0Oia) emerges. The main significance of this
passage for us is that Philo proceeds on the assumption that Scripture does
in fact “contain” (mepiéyewv) “what is rational.” Like Philo, the
Homilist also shares this same assumption (Atd Ti 00 vogite TO edLoyov T®V
vypae®v;). Unlike Philo, however, the Homilist will not resort to
allegorism in order to attain “what is rational” in the Scriptures.

The next passage under consideration comes from Origen’s
Commentary on Matthew:

"QuovTo Yiip KOvac PEV Kol dkaddpTove sivor yEipag
TAG TAOV U VIYOUEV®VY TPO TOD APTOPAYETLV, Kabopag
0¢ Kol ayiog yeyovéval Tag T®V AmTOTAVVOUEVOV DOOTL,
00 GUUPOAKDC, AAL" AVALOYOV TM KOTA TO YPALLLLOL
Moocémc voum. Hueic 6 v xotd thv Tdv map’
gkeivolc mpeaPutépmv mopddocty, GAAN KOTA TO
gbAoyov kabaipey melpdpeda EaVTOV TOG TPAEEIC Kol
oUTMG TAG TAV YLDV vintesOat xeipag, dtov

uEA eV €obigty obg aitodpey amd Tod eilov MUV
0élovtog eivor Tnood Tpsig dptovg: Kovaic yap Kol
avintolc kai oV Kabapoig xepoiv ov ypmn TAV ApTmV
HetaAapupavery.

For they thought that the hands of those who did not
wash before eating bread were common and ritually
unclean, but that the hands of those who had washed
them with water became ritually pure and holy—not
figuratively, but quite in keeping with the Mosaic
legislation, according to the letter. But let us attempt to
purify our own deeds—not according to ancestral
tradition among the Jews, but according to what is
rational-—and so to wash the hands of our souls, when
we are about to eat the three loaves which we ask from
Jesus, who desires to be a friend with us.[184] For we



must not partake of the bread with hands that are
defiled, unwashed and impure.[!85]

This passage is part of Origen’s comment on Matt. 15:1-2, where some
Pharisees and scribes ask Jesus why it is that Jesus’ disciples do not wash
their hands before eating bread, and so transgress their ancestral tradition.
In his comment above, Origen draws a distinction between (1) the purity
regulations for hand washing required by the Jews’ ancestral tradition, and
(2) “what is rational” (t0 ebAoyov). The primary significance of this passage
from Origen, therefore, is the presence of 10 ebAoyov in an explicitly
exegetical context, and the basic ethical connotation of 10 ebAoyov within
that exegetical context. Origen here exhorts his readers to seek a more
“rational” course of action—to purify their deeds in keeping with what is
rational (katd TO €dAoyov). Origen thus appeals to the use of 0 edAoyov as
a criterion for elucidating the account presented in Matthew. This “rational”
orientation on the part of Origen also contributes to the way in which he
exhorts his readers to do good deeds. It is noteworthy that Origen here
advocates 10 edAoyov in contradistinction to, and indeed in place of, the
Jewish ancestral tradition for his interpretation of this episode in Matthew.
The Homilist, on the other hand, is not so quick to dispense with the
ancestral tradition of his own Jewish contemporaries.[!86] Moving from
Origen, we now turn to consider how 10 €dAoyov is used in a passage taken
from Eusebius. In his Commentary on Isaiah, we read the following:

Eit’ éméysr kai dn’” odTédv Myopan: moimv 88 adtdv
f &’ OV elpnkev £0vdv pikpd Tpdcdey dvopdoac:
Bapoeic kKai Povd kol Aovod kKol Mocoy kai @coBEr
Kad gig v ‘EALGO Kai €i¢ T0 vijoovg TOC TOPPp®, Ot
0VK AKNKOOGL TO GVOUA LoV 0VOE EMPAKATL TV 0OEV
Hov, &€ aTdV ToVTOV AMyouai enoty iepeic kol
Aevitog, elne kOploc. Sréryet & cLALOYIGUOV TO
€0A0YOV 0e1kviC 10D AOYOV: OV TPOTTOV YOp GNGLV O
oVpavVOG Kovog Ko 1 YR Kouvr], & €y Told, uEvel




EVAOTIOV LoV, AEYEL KUPLOG, OVTMG GTNOETOL TO CTEPLLQL
VUGV Kol TO Svopa DUMV: €l yap 0 00PavVOS Kovog
gotat kol 1 YN Ko Koi TepovsaAnp Ko,
axolovbov dv ein kal Todg iepeic kai Agvitag Kovovg
g€oeabart. 010 Kai €v T0ig Eumpochev EAEYETO" OV N
UVNoOMol TOV TPOTEP®V, OVK AVOPTCETAL VTV ETi
™V kapdiav. Ayopot toivouv € antdv xeivov, Qv
TPoEinov iepeic kai Agvitog: 00dE yop mbavov fv mepi
t00 Tovdaiwv Aaod AéyecBat T6- AMyopot iepeig Kol
Aegvitag, mpoipecT®T®V oM TOp  ADTOIG TOVT®YV,
GAL" 00dE 010V 1€ NV Gmd Agvitdv Agvitog AapPavery
000’ Ao igpmv igpEag 010 TO TAVTOG ATUEATAMG TOVG
&k PUATC Agvi iepeic slvon kol Agvitac, viv 88
EKAOYTV EmaryyEAAETOL TOMGELWY €K THG T®V E0VAV
KAMjoems. Kol tadta EoTat, EEdN Kol O ovpavog Eotat
Kovog Kol 1 yij Kouvr), & £y mold PEVELY.

Then [Scripture] goes on to say: “I shall take from
them.”[187] But what sort [of people is meant by the
term] “from them”—or from which nations—
Scripture mentioned just a little earlier when it named
Tharsis, and Phud, and Lud, and Mosoch, and Thobel,
and to Greece, and to the isles afar off, to those who
have not heard my name, nor seen my glory; and they
shall declare my glory among the Gentiles—from
these very nations, Scripture says, “I shall take priests
and Levites,” says the Lord.[!88]1But Scripture provides
a rationale, indicating what is reasonable about the
verse. [It does so when it goes on to say,] “For as the
new heaven and the new earth, which I make, remain
before me,” says the Lord, “so shall your seed and
your name continue.” For if there will be a new
heaven and a new earth, and even a new Jerusalem, it
would follow that there would also be new priests and
Levites. This is why it was said earlier they shall not
at all remember the former, neither shall they at all




come into their mind [65:17]. Thus the expression “I
shall take from them” means [I shall take] priests and
Levites from those very peoples I mentioned earlier.
For it would not be likely if the expression “I shall
take priests and Levites” was said of the Jewish people
themselves, given that [priests and Levites] had
already existed among the Jews previously. Indeed, it
would not be possible to take Levites from Levites,
nor priests from priests, owing to the fact that priests
generally belong to the tribe of Levi, as do Levites.
But now a proclamation is given to make a selection
by this summoning of the gentiles. And these things
shall be, since it shall be that the new heaven and the
new earth, which I make, shall remain.[18%]

In this passage, Eusebius tries to explain what Scripture could mean when it
says that God will take priests and Levites “from the nations,” and not from
his own people. On the face of things, it makes little sense for God to do so,
thinks Eusebius. But, “scripture provides a rationale [cvAloyiopdg],
indicating what is rational about the scriptural statement” (10 gdAoyov
dekvog Tod AOYov). As the rest of Eusebius’s comment reveals, 1o edAoyov
connotes the “rational explanation” for an otherwise-odd passage of
Scripture. (Surely God would not really acquire priests and Levites from the
pagan nations, would he?) The exegetical function of t0 edAoyov in this
example sheds some light on the Homilist’s use of 10 ebAoyov. For the
construction 10 €dAoyov with the genitive tod Adyov is parallel to the
construction in the second agraphon cited earlier: Awd ti 00 vogite T
gbAoyov 1@V Ypaedv. In the agraphon, tO ebAoyov is something to be
identified in and/or characteristic of the Scriptures (t®v ypae®dv). The same
can be seen in Eusebius’s comment here: 10 ebAoyov is also something
identified in and/or characteristic of the scriptural verse (tod Adyov) on
which he comments. For Eusebius, one portion of Scripture can reveal
“what is rational” about another part of Scripture, thereby resolving an
apparent dAoyov. For the Homilist, however, “what is rational” in Scripture



is not revealed by other scriptural texts but by that which is “in agreement
with creation.”

Finally, for our last passage, we move from Alexandrian sources to
consider one important representative of the Antiochene school: Theodoret
of Cyrrhus. In his Commentary on Isaiah, we read the following:

Tic (€v) OUiv, 6¢ Evotieitan TadTo, TPocEEet Kol
eloaxovoetal €i¢ T Emepyoueva; Tig Edmxev (gig
owp)maynv TaxmpP kol Topani toig tpovouehovotv
avtov; Tadto Kot Epmdtnoty lpnkmg EMOE KVt
00 ]e®dG TOV ToUTO TEMOMKOTA, EMOEIKVLOL OE <kai™>
¢ aitiog O ebAoyov: Ovyi 6 Bdc, ® HuapTov aVTd
Kol ovK €BovA0VTO &V Talc 0d01C avTOd TopevETH
000 dKovey ToD Voo avtod; IIpoddmké pnotv
(0hTOVG 0 VO)UOBETNC, EMELON TNV TOPAVOLLOLY
nyoamnoaoy.

Who is there among you that will give ear to these
things? Listen to the things which are coming to pass.
Who gave Jacob for spoil, and Israel to them that
plundered him? Having said these things in the form
of a question, Scripture shows clearly the one who did
it, and it also indicates what is rationalabout the charge
[against them]: Did not God do it against whom they
sinned? But they would not walk in his ways, nor heed
his law. The Lawgiver abandoned them, says
Scripture, since they loved lawlessness.[190]

Here Theodoret makes an exegetical move somewhat similar to that of
Eusebius. That is, both Theodoret and Eusebius assert that Scripture itself
“indicates” (from deucvdev) what is “rational” (t0 edAoyov) about the
particular verses that elicit their respective comments.



Having surveyed a number of cases in Hellenistic and patristic
literature where 10 ebAoyov is used in explicitly exegetical contexts, we can
now summarize the results of our findings:[1°1] (1) Philo uses the term 10
gbAoyov functionally as the opposite of the Aristotelian &Aoyov, and Philo
proceeds on the assumption that Scripture contains what is rational. The
Homilist shares this assumption. (2) Origen distinguishes between 10
gbAoyov and the Jewish ancestral tradition. In Origen, 10 €bAoyov also
functions exegetically. (3) Eusebius and Theodoret both share in common
the belief that Scripture itself can indicate (deikvoewv) “what is rational” (10
gbAoyov) therein.

These findings can help us to construct both a philological and a
theoretical framework within which we might begin to understand more
clearly the exegetical dimension of 10 edAoyov as it is used in Hom. 3.50—
51:

Kol T gimelv- A Ti 00 VOETTE TO EDAOYOV TV
YPOQ®V; BePardtepov 10D aBPETMOC
gVYVOUOVODVTOG TiONoV TOV VOO V.

And when he said, “Why do you not perceive what
is rational in the Scriptures?” he substantiates the
intuition of the person who, of his own initiative,
makes a reasonable assessment [of the Scriptures].

Jesus faults the Sadducees for their failure to recognize “what is rational” in
the Scriptures. Although the Homilist does not explicitly disclose for us
what 10 edAoyov entails, the findings above permit us to extrapolate that
“perceiving what is rational” most likely has to do with variations on the
following exegetical practices: (1) detecting various dAoya in Scripture (as
implied in Philo and Aristotle before him); (2) distinguishing Scripture’s
“rational” mandates regarding, say, philanthropy and good deeds, over
against the “irrational” prescriptions put forth in the Mosaic legislation (as
in Origen), especially animal sacrifice—a maneuver quite in keeping with



the harmony criterion; and (3) identifying when Scripture provides a
“rationale,” or clear explanation for some earlier statement (as in Eusebius
and Theodoret).



6.8. CONCLUSION

The goal of this chapter has been to elucidate the final criterion in the
Homilist’s exegetical schema—the harmony criterion. According to the
Homilist, the Torah in its written form acquired various falsehoods, owing
to the fact that those who eventually did transcribe it “were not prophets,”
with the result that certain passages of Scripture conflict with and are
censured by the very “handwriting of God” (10 T00 0g0d ye1poypapov), that
is, “creation.” So the written Torah is now to be “checked against” God’s
own handwriting, his creation. This phenomenon represents the essence of
what [ am calling the harmony criterion.

In this chapter, I also examined the two primary modes whereby
knowledge about God is made possible—*“natural revelation” and “sacred
revelation.” For the harmony criterion itself is predicated on certain
assumptions concerning human knowledge about God. Thus we have seen
that, according to the Homilist, knowledge about God can be inferred from
the natural world:

10 10D 00D YEPOYPOPOV (AEY® OE TOV 0VPAVOV)
kaBapav kol BePaiav v 100 TEMOMKOTOC OEiKVLGLY
YVOUNV.

God’s handwriting (I mean the heaven) displays the
intent of the One who made [the heaven] exact and
constant.[192]

I noted that the general function of this natural revelation is very much in
line with Old Testament and Jewish understandings of natural revelation:
(1) to confirm Jewish monotheism; (2) to elicit “piety” and “ethics™; (2) to
invite repentance/warn of judgment; and (4) to refute idolatry.

Next we turned to the question of “sacred revelation.” It 1s from the
Scriptures that humanity discovers aspects of God that cannot otherwise be



obtained from the natural world, namely, that God is prescient, wise, and
just. Furthermore, when it comes to a more “complete” knowledge of “other
things appertaining to God,” the True Prophet’s teaching is required. And as
we saw from the Homilist’s analogy of the smoke-filled house, knowledge
about God is obstructed by a variety of evils, not least of which is the
arbitrariness of philosophical discourse. From the Homilist’s perspective,
then, what is needed is a move beyond reason to sacred revelation in the
form of the True Prophet and his teaching.

We then turned to consider the role of “right reason” (6p00¢ Aoyiopdg)
in the process of “verifying” the True Prophet’s credibility. Once the True
Prophet has been authenticated by means of “right reason,” henceforth the
True Prophet sits above further question. But when it comes to the
Scriptures, reason is to be applied in a much more sustained way. Indeed,
the harmony criterion—whereby the Scriptures are to be “checked against”
creation, or at other times “checked” with reference to God’s character—
requires the sustained use of humans’ critical faculties, their “right reason,’
and careful attention given to “what is rational” (10 edAoyov) in the
Scriptures.

After this, we turned to examine a number of key statements that
articulate, at a theoretical level, how the Scriptures are “in agreement” with
creation and also with God. Next we moved from matters of “theory” to
“practice.” That 1s, I examined how the harmony criterion finds expression
in actual practice, that is, how it is “practically applied” to specific
“problems” within the Pentateuch. For this task, we isolated the specific
issues of polytheism and animal sacrifice, and how the Homilist employs
the harmony criterion to resolve such problems.

Finally, I identified 10 ebAoyov as a key concept in the Homilist’s
thinking, investigating how this term is used in a number of relevant
Hellenistic and patristic exegetical sources outside Hom. in order to help us
understand the Homilist’s use of the term in its exegetical dimension. Taken
together, these findings help elucidate the “rationalistic” tendencies
operative throughout Hom. in general, and in the harmony criterion in
particular.

b

1. But see also Hom. 2.49-50.¢



14.

. See also Hom.3.47.4. According to Karl Evan Shuve (“The Doctrine of

the False Pericopes and Other Late Antique Approaches to the Problem of
Scripture’s Unity,” in Nouvelles intrigues pseudo-clémentines—Plots in
the Pseudo-Clementine Romance: Actes du deuxieme colloque
international sur la littérature apocryphe chrétienne, ed. Frédéric

Amsler et al. [Lausanne: Editions du Zebre, 2008], 440), “The key
contrast is not between oral and written but rather between prophetic
transmission and non-prophetic transmission.” ¢

. As Hans Joachim Schoeps puts it (Jewish Christianity: Factional

Disputes in the Early Church, trans. Douglas R. A. Hare [Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1969], 81), “The Creation is a ‘document written with
God’s hand,” or God’s diagraphe(Hom.1:18).” The expression 10 10D
0eoD yepdypapov as a reference to creation is not attested elsewhere. For
God’s “hand” involved in creation, see also Hom.11.22.3. See Origen,
Philoc.22.21; Fr. 1 Reg.15.9—11 (GCS 295.26; M.12.992A); Cyril of
Alexandria, Is. 4.4; Procopius of Gaza, Is. 26:8 (M.87.2217A).]¢

. See, e.g., Philo, Leg.2.1; Somn.1.73; Roberto Radice, “Philo’s Theology

and Theory of Creation,” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo, ed.
Adam Kamesar (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 124—
31.¢

. See Georg Strecker, Das Judenchristentum in den Pseudoklementinen,

2nd ed., TUGAL (Berlin: Akademie, 1981), 179, 186.¢

. Schoeps, Jewish Christianity, 94.<
. Philo, Opif. 3. The English translation given here is that of David T.

Runia, Philo of Alexandria:On the Creation of the Cosmos according to
Moses (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 45. Commenting on Opif. 3, Runia writes,
“There is a direct relation between legislation for human life and the
rational structure of the cosmos. The person who observes the Law of
Moses will feel at home in the cosmos as totality. The guiding thought
behind this idea is the concept of the law of nature” (99).¢

. Flor.3.4.4

. Hom.3.454.4
10.
11.
12.
13.

Flor5.1.¢

See Matt. 5:38-39. For the lex talionis, see Exod. 21:23-25.¢

Flor3.4.€

Hom.2.9.2. This particular passage is one of the Homilist’s several
“introductions” to the True Prophet. <

Both points can be understood as part of an anti-Marcionite polemic. The
unity of God and the goodness of creation were disputed by Marcion and
his followers. Moreover, in the Homilist’s thinking, natural revelation is



15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

characterized as being particularly “anthropocentric” (see especially
Hom.3.36).¢

Each of these is discussed in greater detail below. For the key texts
illustrating how natural revelation functions in these four ways, see
Hom.3.37.3 on “monotheism;” Hom.3.32.1-2 on “piety” and “ethics”;
Hom.3.37.1-2, 4 on “repentance” and “judgment”; Hom.10.9—10 on the
“refutation of idolatry.” The Homilist’s understanding of the function of
natural revelation is in line with the general function of natural revelation
as it emerges from the writings of the Old Testament, about which see
especially Bertil Gértner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation,
trans. Carolyn Hannay-King (Uppsala: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1955), 85-105,
discussed below. ¢

Gartner, Areopagus Speech, 138n3.¢

Here marks another difference between Philo and the Homilist. Although
both share the assumption that the Mosaic legislation is in agreement with
the natural world, Philo (see Opif. 3.) is willing to say this is so with
reference to gvoic. Indeed, for Philo, who is deeply influenced by
Stoicism, the proper life is one lived in accordance with nature (10
axoABwmg T pvoel {dv, Her:48.233). The Homilist tends not to use ¢Ho1g
in this way. ¢

See Georg Strecker, Die Pseudoklementinen, vol. 3, Konkordanz zu den
Pseudoklementinen(Berlin: Akademie,1989), 394-95. For ¢Vo1g in the
sense of a “property,” “trait,” or “attribute” of something, see Hom.1.8.3,
22.6;2.5.2,26.3,4,34.2;3.21.1,22.2,33.1, 34.3, 35.5, 68.2; 4.24.4;
5.24.6;6.4.2,7.3,9.4,12.3-4,13.1,25.2; 8.12.2, 13.2, 15.5; 9.11.3, 20.1;
10.8.1, 16.1; 12.5.3, 33.5; 17.3.2, 16.4; 18.22.5; 19.15.1, 16.1, 19.8, 20.7;
20.6.6, 7.1, 3,5, 12.6. Likewise, for “nature of God,” see Hom.2.13.1;
3.6.1;4.13.3; 9.1.2; 10.19.1; 16.17.1; 17.9.1, 3; 19.5.2. For “nature of the
True Prophet,” see Hom.2.11.1, 2. For “nature of man,” see Hom.2.14.2,
42.2;3.24.1,31.4; 4.18.4; 8.13.1-2 (characterized especially by lust,
12.5.3; 19.21.6); 19.15.6, 7; 20.2.6, 6.4.<

It can be said that, in his representation of those with whom he disagrees,
the Homilist has in mind Stoics and Epicureans, whose terminology he
assimilates (see Hom.6.19.1-5, above): dmopnvauevol pev pvoet
dednuovpyficOat TO mhv... TaPEUTAEKOVGLY KOl TOD VoD TNV Tpdvolov
(Stoic); €€ avtopdrov pvoemg 6 kocopog yYéyovev (Epicurean).

Josephus (4nt.10.276—80) makes a similar move when he assimilates the
two: kai Tov¢ Emucovpeiong €k To0T®V €0PIGKEY TEMAAVTLLEVOVG O1 THV
1€ Tpovolav EKPariovot Tod Pilov . . . duolpov 6& vidyov Kol
AQPOVIIETOV TOV KOGUOV aVTOpAT®S GEpeabatl Aéyovaty. “[The reader of
Daniel’s prophecy] may discover from these things that the Epicureans
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24,

25.

26.

27.
28.
29.
30.

are in error, who cast Providence out of human life . . . [who say] that the
world—thoughtless and out of control—is carried along of its own
accord.” For a discussion of this passage, see W. C. van Unnik, “An
Attack on the Epicureans by Flavius Josephus,” in Romanitas et
Christianitas, ed. W. den Boer et al. (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1973),
341-55. There are two cases where the Homilist does employ ¢vo1¢ in
reference to an “ethical standard” of sorts, whereby one might detect a
Stoic coloring. First, in Homily8.15.3, the consumption of animal meat is
deemed “contrary to nature” (1] Tapd Vo 1@V DoV opd), and for this
reason it is to be avoided. Second, in 18.22.4, Peter argues with

Simon about the question of humanity’s “affection” (ctopyn) toward God.
Peter says that if one “has affection toward another god,” they do so
“contrary to nature” (&1 0& &yl Tpog Etepov, mapd POy Exwv). These are
the only two clear cases where the Homilist uses the term @0o1g to refer to
“nature” per se, in the sense either of the physical world as a whole or as
an ethical standard. <

Hom.12.32.1.¢

SVF 1.552; D.L., 7.87. See Seneca, Ep.124.7, “Dicimus beata esse, quae
secundum naturam sint.” ¢

See the Yezer ha-Rain rabbinic tradition (Sukkah 52b; b. Qid.30b; 'Abot
R. Nat. 16), against which Torah functions as the “antidote.”¢
Hom.12.32.1. See the cogiag 6oy in Let. Aris. 207; Tob.4:15; Luke
6:32-33, 35.¢

We will examine the notion of “what is (ethically) reasonable,” 10
gbhoyov, in greater detail below. ¢

Civ.22.22. See also enarrat. Ps.9.5;41.13; 55.9. For these and other
references, see Albrecht Dihle, The Theory of the Will in Classical
Antiquity(Berkeley: University of California Press), 235n27. See also
Dihle, “Demut,” RAC3 (1957): 735-78.¢

Albrecht Dihle, in Die Goldene Regel (Gottingen: Vandenhoek &
Ruprecht, 1962) 109-27, suggests that “love for one’s enemy” could be
added to “love for one’s neighbor” by extending the definition of
“neighbor” to humanity more broadly—a move that actually did occur
within Hellenistic cosmopolitanism and in Christianity. ¢

See Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 72—105.¢

Hom.3.34.1-4.<

Hom.3.36.1-2.¢

(1) praesensione rerum futurarum, (2) magnitudine commodorum, quae
percipiuntur caeli temperatione fecunditate terrarum aliarumque
commoditatum conplurium copia, (3) quae terrert animos fulminibus
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52.

tempestatibus nimbis etc., (4) aequabilitatem motus conversionumque
caeli, solis lunae, etc. See also Dio Chrysostom, Or.12.32.¢

More than any other system of philosophy, that of the Stoics is perhaps
the most relevant for understanding the “rational” tendencies and the
ethical statements put forth in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies.
Girtner (Areopagus Speech, 73n2) makes a distinction between “natural
revelation” and “natural theology.” The latter “brings in the view,
associated to some extent with the Stoic theory of affinity with God, that
man’s reason is akin to God”—a view foreign to the Old Testament (and,
in Gértner’s opinion, the New Testament). “Natural revelation,” however,
connotes “divine revelation testified by the creation.” That is, by the
testimony of nature, humans can acquire (certain kinds of) knowledge
about God. In the following discussion, I adopt Gértner’s distinction
between “natural theology”/“natural revelation” and his usage of the
latter.«

Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 81.¢

Ibid., 86. Girtner calls attention to the references to nature especially in
the Psalms and the Prophets. <

Ibid., 87. As Ps. 97:6, puts it “The heavens declare his righteousness, and
all the peoples see his glory (7123).” See also Ps. 19:2; 57:6; Isa. 6:3; Hab.
2:14.<

Girtner suggests that it is particularly within the context of the cult
festivals that all the different hymns in the Psalter that sing of God’s
creative power are to be understood. ¢

Gartner, Areopagus Speech, 88.¢

Ibid., 88.¢

Ibid., 89.¢

Ibid., 91.¢

Ibid.

Ibid., 92 (italics mine). ¢

Ibid., 93-94.¢

Ibid., 95 (italics mine). <

Ibid., 85.¢

Ibid., 96-97.<

Ibid. ¢

Ibid., 7.¢

Ibid., 99. See I Enoch 36:4; Sir. 17:8, 10; Rom. 1:21; 4 Ezra7:22-25.4
Gartner, The Areopagus Speech, 99—-100. ¢

Ep. Jer. 1:59-67 (NRSV).<

See Girtner (Areopagus Speech, 102), citing I Enoch 99:7; 2 Enoch10:1-
6; T. Naph. 3; Pss. Sol. 18:10-12.¢



53.
54.

55.
56.

57.

58.
59.

60.

ol.
62.
63.

64.

65.

66.

67.
68.

69.
70.
71.

72.

Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 105.¢

On this point Gértner (111n1) cites Cicero, Tusc.1.70; Xenophon,
Mem.4.3.1-12; Sextus Empiricus, Math.9.26-27.¢

Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 115.¢

See my discussion above, and especially Géartner, Areopagus Speech, 73—
74, 76, 80-82, 86-91, 95-97.¢

Ibid., 115-16.¢

Hom. 3.36.1.¢

One noteworthy exception is the complete absence of “the covenant”
from the Homilist’s thinking. In the Old Testament, natural revelation is
conceptualized primarily with reference to God’s covenant with Israel.
The Homilist, on the other hand, never mentions the covenant in his own
references to natural revelation. <

It should be noted that, for the Homilist, “the Scriptures” refers to the
Jewish Scriptures (in Greek form)/the Old Testament alone and not the
New Testament. See the list of Scripture citations set forth in Strecker,
Das Judenchristentum, 117-36. When it comes to the (now-canonical)
Gospels, the Homilist employs the True Prophet’s words as
sayingsremembered and not as writingsconsulted. <

See the list of rhetorical questions laid out in Hom. 2.42—45.¢
Hom.16.7.3—4. See Deut. 10:17-18.<

These are also noted by Schoeps (Jewish Christianity, 123), “Thus we
have in Homilies2.43ff. a catalogue of twenty-four biblical passages
which compromise the character of God.”¢

Hom.3.43.2-3. See Gen. 6:6; 22:1; 18:21.¢

Hom.3.44 essentially applies to Moses what is said of Abraham in
Hom.3.43. The same process is at work.«

That the Scriptures could be both “sacred revelation” and at the same time
“incomplete” can be seen in Ptolemy’s Flor.5.1. The “pure legislation” (9
kaBapd vopobesio) needed to be fulfilled (806e1 6& TAnpdcemg) because it
was not complete (00 yap €iyev O TEAEWOV).

See the similar notion in Ptolemy, Flor.5.1.<

See Ptolemy’s three gradations of the Mosaic legislation in the form of (1)
God’s own words, (2) Moses’ own words, and (3) the legislation
introduced by the elders. ¢

Hom.2.5.2-3.¢

Hom.2.12.1.¢

elg TV TV Tpaypdtov (o kai ebpecty vaykdcdenv

ENOETY (Hom.1.2.3).¢

See Hom.1.3-8.¢



73. Hom.1.4.6. It should be noted that at no point is Clement grappling with
the question of whether God exists. <

74. Hom.1.19.2-3. Stoic terminology is evoked by the phrase pavtaciov
AapPavew. See, e.g., Diogenes Laertius (Vit. philos. 7.45); SVF1, fr. 58,
484; SF1V2, fr. 53. For the apologetic theme of sophistic relativism and
uncertainty on the part of philosophers, see Lactantius (c. 250-325), Inst.
1.7-11; 3.1-10; 4.1-8. For this theme, Lactantius is dependent on a (now
lost) work of Cicero in which a certain Q. Hortensius Hortalus (114-49
bce) was the main speaker. For Cicero’s Hortensius, see L. Straume-
Zimmermann, Ciceros Hortensius (Bern: Herbert Lang, 1976). An
introduction and commentary is also provided by A. Grilli, Hortensius
(Milan: Cisalpino, 1962).¢

75. Hom.1.7.7.¢

76. Hom.1.6.2.¢

77. This is in keeping with the linkage between knowledge of God and ethical
obedience, as put forth in the Old Testament and in extrabiblical Jewish
and rabbinic writings. ¢

78. Hom.1.7.2-5.¢

79. Hom.1.18.1-4. Note the Stoic terminology evoked by the phrase
TPOANYEL OVK OpOT. ¢

80. Hom.1.19.1, 4, 8. See Hom.3.11-15, 54.<

81. See Hom.1.18-19.3.¢

82. See Dio Chrysostom, Dei cogn.12:39-47.¢

83. Hom.2.6.3.¢

84. Hom.1.19.2-4.¢

85. See Shuve (“Doctrine of the False Pericopes,” 440): “Central to the text’s
epistemology is the decisive opposition between philosophy and
prophetic revelation. The former is rejected because it rests on the
arrogant assumptions that humans possess all the tools they need in order
to acquire knowledge of eternal matters. . . . As Clement learns by
experience and Peter explicitly points out, it is impossible for people to
learn truth apart from divine revelation.” See also Philo (Spec.2.165-167)
and Josephus (C. 4p.2.168, 257, 281), for whom Greek philosophy cannot
attain to the whole truth, for this is found only in Moses and in the
revelations he received from God. <

86. See above, ch. 4. See also Nicole Kelley, Knowledge and Religious
Authority in the Pseudo-Clementines: Situating theRecognitions in
Fourth-Century Syria (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 57-81.<¢

87. Hom. 15.5.3. The Homilist’s predilection in this passage (and elsewhere)
for prophecy over against philosophy and for revelation beyond reason
finds antecedents in the writings of Justin Martyr. See Craig D.
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89.
90.

9l.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.
97.
98.
99.

100.

101.

Allert, Revelation, Truth, Canon and Interpretation: Studies in Justin
Martyr'’s Dialogue with Trypho (Leiden: Brill, 2002), esp. 63—77.¢
Hom.1.19.4-8. See also Hom. 2.5-6. ¢

See above, Hom.1.19.4-8.¢

In this regard what Eric Osborn has observed in his study of Clement of
Alexandria applies equally well to the Homilist: “God, we are told . . . in
StromateisV, gave us life and reason; he wished that our life be both
reasonable and good. From Justin’s logos spermatikosonwards, this was a
constant theme of early Christian thought: reason and goodness stand
together” (Clement of Alexandria| Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005], 191.¢

See, e.g., Philo, Leg.2.1; Somn.1.73; Roberto Radice, “Philo’s Theology
and Theory of Creation,” in The Cambridge Companion to
Philo(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 124-31.<
Hom.3.45.4. Only in this passage is the term 10 t00 Og0D yepdypapov
attested to as referring to creation (lit., “heaven,” 6 ovpovog). <

Hans Joachim Schoeps, Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1949), 154.¢

Hom.3.42.3. See the words of Alain Le Boulluec (“Roman pseudo-
clémentin: Homélies,” in Ecrits apocryphes chrétiens, ed. Pierre Geoltrain
and Jean-Daniel Kaestli [Paris: Gallimard, 2005], 1299n42.3), “Le
recours a un critére extérieur aux Ecritures, la foi en ’unicité de Dieu,
créatur, dissipe les concessions provisoires faits par Pierre en Hom
I1,41,4 et 42,1 et conduit a la thése affirmée en 46, qui répond a question
relative a [’ecrivainbiblique (41,2).”¢

Hom.3.48.1. It should be noted that the harmony criterion is not limited
only to sayings “concerning God” per se. Hom.3.42.3 makes this clear by
its reference to dcat TV ypae®dv povai.

Hom.3.45.3.¢

See also Hom.2.45.¢

Hom.3.46.¢

In addition to Hom.3.42.3, see also 2.43-46 and 2.48.2, where such texts
are false “not only because the passage speaks against God, but because it
really is false” (611 povov xatda tod 0eod ipntat, GAL’ &TL vt Yevdng
gotwv). According to 3.51.3, Jesus intimated which parts do not
actuallybelong to the law (éonpavev un dvta tod dviwmg vopov). <

For an overview of the Antiochene school, see Manlio Simonetti, Biblical
Interpretation in the Early Church: An Historical Introduction to Patristic
Exegesis(New York: T&T Clark, 2001), 67-77.¢

Recent scholarship in particular has become increasingly interested in
situating the Pseudo-Clementines within a fourth-century Syrian context.
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113.

114.
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See, e.g., Shuve, “Doctrine of the False Pericopes”; Han Jan Willem
Drijvers, “Adam and the True Prophet in the Pseudo-Clementines,” in
History and Religion in Late Antique Syria (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1994);
Annette Yoshiko Reed, “‘Jewish Christianity’ after the ‘Parting of the
Ways’: Approaches to Historiography and Self-Definition in the Pseudo-
Clementines,” in The Ways that Never Parted.: Jews and Christians in
Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages, ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 2003); Kelley, Knowledge and Religious Authority.<

The English translation given here is that of Robert C. Hill, Diodore of
Tarsus: Commentary on Psalms 1-51(Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2005), 62 (italics original; the underlining is mine). <

Sten Hidal, “Exegesis in the Antiochene School,” in Hebrew Bible/Old
Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, vol. 1, part 1, Antiquity, ed.
Magne Sabe (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1996), 563.¢
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Ps. 1-150 (PG 80.989.34-992.9). The English
translation given here is that of Robert C. Hill, Theodoret of Cyrus:
Commentary on the Psalms, Psalms 1-72, Fathers of the Church
(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2000), 133
(italics, underlining mine). <

Hom. 3.39.1.¢

See also Hom. 16.6.2, where Simon claims that the serpent “made them
able to see” (avtovg dvafPréyar émoinoev). Augustine (Civ. 14.17) attests
to some in his own day who believed Adam was created blind: “Neque
enim caeci creati erant, ut inperitum uulgus opinatur.” ¢

Hom. 3.42.4.

Hom. 3.42.5.¢

Hom. 3.41.4-42.2.¢

See Flor. 6.2-3.¢

Hom. 3.42.3.¢

See Origen, Comm. in Jo. 2.172; Sel. Deut. (PG 12:808A); Philo, Decal.
44; QE 2.28; Theodoret, Interp. in Ep. (PG 82:776D); Eusebius, Praep.
ev. 8.10.13.¢

Origen here says “Exodus,” but the lemma eliciting his comment is
actually from Deuteronomy. <

Origen, Comm. Jo. 2.171-73.<

Joseph W. Trigg, Origen (New York: Routledge, 1998), 8.¢

Eusebius, HE 6.18.1. Jerome (Vir. ill., 56, 61) says Ambrose had been a
Marcionite before Origen converted him.«

See Irenaeus, Haer. 3.11.7. Elaine Pagels has identified John’s Gospel as
the favorite of especially the Valentinians. See her The Johannine Gospel
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120.

121.
122.

123.

124.

125.

126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.

132.
133.
134.

in Gnostic Exegesis: Heracleon’s Commentary on John (New York:
Abingdon, 1973), 16.<

Ronald E. Heine, Origen: Commentary on the Gospel According to John
Books 1-10, Fathers of the Church (Washington, DC: Catholic University
of America Press, 1989), 6-7. See Joseph W. Trigg, Origen: The Bible
and Philosophy in the Third-Century Church (Atlanta: John Knox Press,
1983), 149.<

From Tertullian, Marc. 2.29.4. The English translation given here is that
of Ernest Evans, Tertullian: Adversus Marcionem (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1972), 169.¢

Tertullian, Marc. 4.1.11. The translation given here is that of Evans,
Tertullian, 262. Tertullian also mentions Marcion’s reference to that
“darkness which Christ was sent to disperse” (immo in tenebris Creatoris,
quibus discutiendis erat missus, Marc. 4.22.2).¢

Hom. 3.45.3. See Exod. 10:23; Deut. 4:11; Ps. 17:10-13.¢

See Hom. 3.45.1-3. The rejection of animal sacrifice is based on a
particular understanding of the place name given in Num. 11:34. T will
examine the Homilist’s interpretation of Num. 11:33-34 below. <

Schoeps, Jewish Christianity, 122. Schoeps explains the dialogue between
Simon and Peter as directed against “the whole of Gnosticism,” whereby
Simon stands for Marcion. <

Hom. 10.1.2. Those who would entertain such notions are liable to eternal
punishment (see Hom. 3.38.3).¢

Hom. 3.38.3. See Marcion’s “unknowable Father” (Tertullian, Marc.

5.16).4
See Hom. 3.3.4
Hom. 3.38.1.

See Hom. 3.2.3.4

Hom. 6.25.1. See also Hom. 6.24.1-3.¢

Hom. 2.40.1.¢

Hom. 2.42.2. Cf. the translation given by Le Boulluec (1272), “Comment
pourrait-il donner un maitre unique a son ame et devenir saint s’il a
préjugé qu’il y a de nombreux dieux et non un suel?” Le

Boulluec comments on the phrase donner un maitre unique a son ame
with these words, “littéralement: avoir une ame monarchique, ¢’est-a-dire
soumise au Dieu unique, a la monarchie divine. . . . Autre traduction
possible, une ame qui régne seule, donc maitresse du corps” (p.
1272n42 4, italics mine). <

Hom. opif. 4.18-22.<

Hom. opif. 4.23-27.<

Hom. opif. 4.30-39.4
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For which, see the discussion (below) on Hom. 16.10.1-10.¢

See Hom. 16.7.2.¢

Other passages cited from outside the Pentateuch include Isa. 49:18;
45:21; 44:6.¢

Compare this saying to number 6 above. There is some inconsistency
here; both Simon and Peter include Deut. 10:17 in their lists. ¢

Hom. 16.9.4.¢

Schoeps (Jewish Christianity, 124) attributes this passage to a
“specifically anti-Marcionite polemic.” According to Schoeps, this
passage characterizes “the procedure followed by Marcion and other
Gnostics of basing their teaching on biblical citations.”¢

Ep. Petr. 1.4. See also Rec. 10.42.1-4.<

See Hom. 2.38.2; see also Hom. 16.21.3, 6 xatd T0D 00 mpog mepacuov
avOpomev AdYog. ¢

See also Hom. 3.7.2. See also m. Sanh. 4.5.¢

See Stephen Everson, “Epicurean Psychology” in The Cambridge History
of Hellenistic Philosophy, ed. K. Algra et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999), 543-46.¢

Christopher Gill, The Structured Self in Hellenistic and Roman Thought
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 3. In the first part of his book,
Gill explores what he calls “core-centered” or “essence-centered”
thinking about the human person, as seen in Plato and Aristotle. The
Stoic and Epicurean mode, by contrast, sees the conception of human
beings as “cohesive psychophysical and psychological wholes™ (4).¢

1N AvOp®OTOL popPT TPOS TNV Ekeivov popenyv dwatetumtotat. A fuller
discussion of God’s “shape” is found at Hom. 17.7-10.¢

See Schoeps (Jewish Christianity, 100), “The abhorrence of bloodshed
and any use of blood is a characteristic feature of the Kerygmata
Petrou.”<

See Hom. 3.52.1.¢

Porphyry, Abst. 2.9. The translation give here is that of Gillian Clark,
Porphyry: On Abstinence from Killing Animals (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2000), 58.¢

See, e.g., Strecker, Das Judenchristentum, 179—84.¢

Schoeps, Jewish Christianity, 84.¢

Hom. 3.45.1-2.<

B. Yoma 33b.¢

B. Yoma 34a.¢

See also 1 Sam. 2:29, kai tva i EnéPreyag &mi 10 Bopiapd pov kol gig v
Buciov pov dvotdel 0pOaAud kal E06&acac TovE VIoHE Gov VIEP EUE
gvevhoyeioBot dmapyfig taong Buoiag lopanA Eumpoctév pov (“Why did
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165.
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167.
168.
169.
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172.
173.

174.

you look with greedy eye at my incense and my sacrifice and honored
your sons above me, to bless themselves with the firstfruit of every
sacrifice of Israel before me?”).«

Porphyry, Abst. 2.7.2. See also Aristotle, Eth. nic. 8.1160a 25-7 ¢
Porphyry, Abst. 2.33.2-34.2.¢

Origen has a vague reference to the effect that “Celsus would have us
offer firstfruits to demons” (admapyic Kércog pév datpoviolg dvatiBévor
Bovietau, Cels. 8.34). 1 Sam. 2:29.¢

See Hom. 3.52.1.¢

Hom. 11.9.5-6.¢

See, e.g., Hom. 3.45.1-2; 3.52.1; 18.19.1-3.¢

Likewise, according to Hom. 18.22.4, having “affection” toward a deity
other than the Creator God is deemed “contrary to nature” (mapd @OGLY). <
See Schoeps (Jewish Christianity, 101), who says that Num.11:30-34 in
this regard is “a scriptural proof which, to my knowledge, is unique.”¢
Num. 11:16.¢

Num. 11:17, 25; See also Exod. 24:1, 9-11.¢

Num. 11:31.<

Strecker (Das Judenchristentum, 122) notes the substitute of fovvdg for
pvnuata, but adds no further comment. ¢

Tg. Neof. at Num. 11:35 has “Graves of the Desires”; Tg. Ps.-J. has
“Graves of Those Craving Meat.”«

Lit., “afflicted with fasts” (conflictata ieiuniis). <

Jejun. 16.1.€

Eusebius, Onomasticon, in Eusebius’ Werke 3.1, ed. E.

Klostermann (GCS 11.1, 1904), 126, 1.6.<

Hom. 8.15.2-4.<

I ought to point out, however, that this particular usage of pvo1g is rare in
Hom .«

Schoeps (Jewish Christianity, 106) identifies such food restrictions
(together with the purity regulations) as “the areas selected by the
Ebionites from the total content of the Torah for intensification beyond
Pharisaic halakah.” The notion that the consumption of animal flesh is in
some sense “contrary to nature” is typical of ancient vegetarian
convictions. Seneca (Ep. 108.22), for example, reports how Sextius taught
that “the stuff of luxury [i.e., animal flesh] should be held in check;
[Sextius] argued that a varied diet [i.e., one which includes animal flesh]
was contrary to good health, and foreign to our bodily makeup”
(contrahendam materiam esse luxuriate; colligebat bonae valitudini
contraria esse alimenta varia et nostris aliena corporibus). Seneca himself
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176.
177.

178.
179.

180.

181.

182.
183.

184.
185.
186.

took up the practice of abstaining from animal meat for a short time,
though eventually he returned to his former eating habits.«

Leslie Kline, Sayings of Jesus in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies,
Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series (Missoula: Society of
Biblical Literature, 1975), 167n1. Kline does not, however, make any
further comments about 10 edAoyov in his study. The precise meaning of
10 gdAoyov here is not immediately obvious. Liddell and Scott list it as (1)
“reasonable, sensible”; (2) “reasonable, fair”; (3) “probable.” G. W. H.
Lampe lists it as (1) “rational,” opposite to dAoyov; (2) “fair, right.”<
Hom. 3.50-51.¢

That this agraphon (“Why do you not recognize,” etc.) is also to be
understood with reference to the theory of the false pericopes has been
noted by both Strecker (Das Judenchristentum, 134) and Kline (Sayings
of Jesus, 167).¢

Hom. 3.50.2. See Strecker, Das Judenchristentum, 167.<

See Hom. 3.10.4, where byvouoctvn appears explicitly in the context of
an “exegetical” statement: “For the Scriptures are polysemous, in order
that no one of those who inquire imprudently may find the truth, but
[merely] what he wants to find, since the truth is kept for those who are
prudent” (mdvta yop oi ypopai Aéyovoty, tva undeic TV AyvoUOVOG
ntovvTmVv 10 aAN0eg ebpm, AAA ~ 6 PovAetar, ToD AANO0DE TOIg
gvyvopocty tetnpnuévov). See also Hom. 16.10.1-4 for a similar
description of Scripture’s polysemous aspect. <

Hom. 3.52 will go on to explain that such passages include those dealing
with sacrifices, the monarchy, and “false” prophecies. ¢

A search for 10 ebAoyov in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae generates the
following results (the numbers listed in parenthesis indicate the number of
times the phrase appears). Potentially relevant “Alexandrian” sources
include Origen (31), Gregory of Nyssa (9), Gregory of Nazianzus (9),
Eusebius (8), Athanasius (6), Basil (4), Didymus (4), Philo (2), and
Clement of Alexandria (1). Potentially relevant “Antiochene” sources
include John Chrysostom (7), Theodoret (5), Procopius (2), and Cyril (1).
As for the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, 10 ebAoyov is used 12 times. ¢
Philo, Det. 94-95.1.¢

Philo’s use of t0 edbAoyov here is indeed the opposite to the Aristotelian
dloyov (Poet. 25, 1460 b 23). See Mitchell Carroll, Aristotle’s Poetics, c.
XXV, in the Light of the Homeric Scholia (Baltimore: Murphy, 1895).<
See Luke 11:5.¢

Origen, Comm. Matt. 11.8.53-63.¢

See ch. 5 above. Also noteworthy is the fact that both Origen and the
Homilist employ 10 edAoyov in connection with accounts of
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192.

Jesus engaged in disputes with his Jewish contemporaries (i.e.,
Sadducees and/or Pharisees). <

See Isa. 66:21.¢

See Isa. 66:19.¢

Eusebius, Comm. Isa. 2.58.110-127.

Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Is. 13.51-59.<

The term t0 €bAoyov appears most frequently in Alexandrian exegetical
sources, and the lion’s share goes to Origen (owing in part to the sheer
volume of his literary output). However, the term appears to be used far
less in the Antiochene sources. While both exegetical traditions, in their
own ways, show an interest in “what is rational” in the Scriptures, the
Alexandrians use the specific term 10 edloyov far more often than do the
Antiochenes. And yet, next to Origen, the term appears most frequently in
none other than the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies. <

Hom. 3.45.4.¢






Summary and Conclusion

Charles Bigg wrote long ago,

The interest of the Homiliesis mainly doctrinal and
historical. Where and by whom were these strange
doctrines preached? What is their origin and lineage?
[What is] their relation to the Gnostic heresies, and to
the Catholic Church? . . . The overthrow of the
Tiibingen School by the critical and historical
methods, of which Dr. Harnack is one of the most
illustrious living representatives, has relegated the
Homiliesto a place of inferior interest. Yet it is, and
must remain, a book of very great importance, and any
fresh light that we can get upon its date, meaning, and
authorship will be of value.[!]

I have attempted in this study to shed some fresh light on the matter of the
Homilist’s exegetical theory that guides his interpretation of the Pentateuch,
and we are now in a position to summarize the findings of our study. We
can enumerate the essence of the Homilist’s exegetical method at the
theoretical level in the following way, beginning with the Homilist’s basic
exegetical assumptions about the Pentateuch. In chapter 2, I identified two
such assumptions: (1) The Homilist takes it as a given that the Pentateuch
exists for moral “benefit”/“instruction” (and not, say, for “entertainment”).
As such, the Pentateuch is deemed “useful” and serves as the proper locus
for “piety” and “temperate living.” (2) At the same time, the Scriptures are
also characterized by a “sinewy” (or “polysemous”) quality, which allows
for the very real possibility of divergent interpretations. This latter
circumstance is not inherentlyproblematic, though it is



potentiallyproblematic to the extent that divergent and/or undesirable
interpretations may result. One manifestation of Scripture’s “sinewy”
quality can be seen in its capacity to display “contradictory” statements:

kol 0 [Tétpoc: "Ott Taig adTOV KOKDG Aeyohog
QoVic Ta évavtia yE€ypamtal, ov givekev 00O’
omotepov PePaiwbivar duvatar.

Then Peter said, “Because opposite things are written
that are contrary to those sayings which speak evil of

God. Therefore neither one can be substantiated [i.e.,
by itself].”[2]

And again,

oUTM¢ ol ToD TOV 0VPAVOV KTicavTog 00D ditdfoArot
@OVl Kol VIO TAV GVV aVTAIC EVOVTIOV QOVAY
aKvpodVTOL Kol VIO THG KTioEWS EAEYYOVTOL, KTA.

The sayings [1.e., the “false pericopes”] accusatory of
God who made the heaven are both rendered void by
the opposite sayings that are alongside them, and are

censured by creation, etc.[3]

Now, Scripture’s contradictory statements are not themselves a problem
requiring a solution. The Homilist does not seem to feel the need for
resolving contradictions per se. Like the fact of Scripture’s polysemous
quality in general, the presence of contradictory statements can (at worst)
create the necessary conditions for divergent interpretations, and (at best)
function as a mechanism to “neutralize” other offensive texts, for example,
“sayings accusatory of God” or “sayings that speak evil of God.” In short,
the Homilist assumes the Pentateuch provides moral instruction and even



what is ethically “rational” (10 ebAoyov), but its expressions are not always
made in an unambiguous, straightforward manner.

In addition to these two assumptions regarding the nature of the
Pentateuch, I also identified in chapter 2 a fundamental principle that
underlies the Homilist’s theory of exegesis, namely, that the allegorical
method of interpretation is not to be applied to the Mosaic legislation.
Whatever moral benefit, whatever ethical instruction the Pentateuch offers
—these are not to be attained by the use of the allegorical approach. Nor is
allegorism to be used as the safeguard against whatever potential divergent
interpretations there may be that take advantage of Scripture’s polysemous
character. No, the sensus litteralis is to be upheld. I noted the importance of
Rec.10.42.1-4 in particular for its unambiguous, explicit statement on the
principled rejection of all allegorism. As for the Homiliesthemselves, we
saw how the Appion-Clement debates of Hom.4—7 offer a clear example of
the Homilist’s estimation of the value of the allegorical method in
relationship to Greek myth and how it is to be kept from being used on the
Pentateuch. Part of the Homilist’s aversion to the allegorical method is due
to the close association between allegorism and pagan Greek mythology.
We saw that, when it comes to Greek myth, Clement never comes out
against the allegorical method per se; the allegorical defense is simply “set
aside as irrelevant.”[4] As far as the “law of the Greeks” (Greek paideia) is
concerned, its content is rejected outright, while the method of allegorical
interpretation is declared irrelevant. Conversely, regarding the “law of the
God” (the Pentateuch), allegorism is categorically rejected, while the
content is itself retained and affirmed.[5] Even in the case of Simon Magus,
we are told how he “allegorizes” the Scriptures. Unfortunately, the
Homilist does not develop Simon’s allegorical activity in any detail, or in a
way comparable to what we find in the Appion-Clement debates of Hom.4—
7. Even so, the rejection of allegorism as a matter of principle is made
explicit in Rec.10, developed in Hom.4—7, and is then implicitly maintained
throughout Hom. The Homilist is consistent in his stance against allegorism
as a matter of principle.

In chapter 3, I then examined the Homilist’s theory that the Pentateuch,
as it has come to exist in its written form, contains troublesome texts—
namely, theologically difficult sayings and morally offensive episodes.
Certain passages do not, at first glance, appear to be “in harmony” either



with God or his rationally ordered creation. This circumstance presents a
challenge for those who would, like the Homilist, derive “benefit” from the
Mosaic legislation, or look for what is “reasonable” therein. Compounding
the problem is the already “sinewy” quality of the Scriptures noted above,
making it all too easy for interpreters to simply “find what they are looking
for” in the text of Scripture:

TOALOTG YOp Koi O10(pAOPO1g TOTOLS E01KVINL TPOKEVTOL.
EKAGTOC OVV KNPG £01KLioY THV aToD TPOipEGLY
Exov, TePIPAEYAUEVOS ODTOC KOl TAVTO EDPDV &V

o Taic omoiov Oedv etvan O€NeL, THY (DG EPnv) KNpd
gokviay mTpoaipeoty EMPALl®V ATOUACCETAL.

For [the Scriptures] are set out like many diverse
typecasts. Each person, having his own predisposition
[at the outset], then examines the Scriptures, and, once
he finds everything in them, he impresses upon them
his own predisposition—which (as I said) is like wax
—and he forges whatever sort of God he so desires.[©]

On top of all this, the ban on allegorism only aggravates the whole matter.
How, then, are the Scriptures to be handled? What best accounts for the
presence of those undesirable passages of Scripture in the first place, and
what is the proper way to deal with them? In short, what is the best method
to attain the goal of a correct interpretation? The first step given by the
Homilist in the theoretical solution to the problem is the notion of the false
pericopes, which seeks to give an account for the presence of Scripture’s
problematic texts. Moses did not himself commit God’s revelation to
writing, because Moses could see in advance what would be the troubled
fate of the written Torah. So, in an effort to keep it safe, he communicated
the Torah orally to the seventy elders who, in turn, became the first links in
the chain of the Torah’s oral transmission. Those who would eventually
commit the Mosaic legislation to writing, long after Moses died, were not
themselves prophets. As such, they were not privy to the oral tradition. This



is why it is that the Torah in its written form is permeated with “false
pericopes.”

Even so, although the theory of the false pericopes offers an account
for the presence of theologically difficult and morally offensive passages,
the theory itself does not automatically bring resolution to such problems.
As the Homilist puts it:

nav yedopa, Kiv popioig Exvoiaig fondijtot, Tov
ELeyyov Kiv v paxp®d ypovem Aafeiv Eyxet.

Every falsehood, even if it should be aided by myriads
of clever notions, must [eventually] be refuted, even if
it takes a very long time.[’]

The theory of the false pericopes is thus only the first step toward the
Homilist’s solution to the problems outlined above. It still remains that one
must be able to identify, evaluate, and control Scripture’s falsehoods.
Hence, the Homilist’s unique exegetical method is put into effect.

Not only does the Homilist offer an account of the presence of
Scripture’s falsehoods (including their origins, character, and function), but
he also presents a practical method to deal with them. In order to do so, the
Homilist draws on both “traditional” and “philosophical” resources. The
essence of the Homilist’s exegetical method, then, is this: The Pentateuch in
its written form is to be evaluated with reference to a unified set of three
external criteria: (1) the True Prophet’s teaching (“tradition™), (2) the oral
tradition (“tradition”), and (3) the harmony criterion (“philosophy”). Thus
(1) the words of Jesus are appealed to for the primary purpose of
adjudicating which passages are true and which are false. What dominates
are the recollections of the True Prophet’s words as spoken, not as written
—that is, not as they appear in any one particular Gospel. The emphasis on
the Prophet’s spoken words can be seen as an expression of the parallel
circumstance wherein higher status is accorded to the Mosaic legislation as
accompanied by the oral tradition, over against the Mosaic legislation as it
exists in its written form, contaminated as it is with falsehoods. (2)



Independent of the True Prophet’s own teaching is the oral tradition. An
essential component of the Homilist’s theory of the false pericopes is the
notion that Moses had communicated the law “with its solutions” (cUv taig
gmAvoeotv) orally to the seventy elders, who became the first links in a
chain of oral transmission. This oral tradition secures a proper
understanding of Scripture, with reference to Scripture’s polysemous
quality in general and Scripture’s falsehoods in particular. It is significant
that the Homilist, to the extent that he is a “Christian,” looks not to the
regula fideiespoused by, say, Irenaeus, but to something more akin to the
oral tradition as it was seen by the rabbis. (3) Finally, that philosophical
principle embraced by the Homilist—that the Mosaic legislation exists “in
agreement” or “in harmony” with both creation and with God—finds
expression as an exegetical method whereby the Scriptures are checked
against creation. In order to verify “what is rational” (10 ebAoyov), it is vital
that one look to God’s orderly creation as a criterion. Scriptures that do not
square with “what is rational” are readily recognized as false and handled
appropriately.

Any approach to Scripture insistent on its “literal sense” is confronted
by the difficulty of how to handle those “problematic” and “offensive”
passages.[8] To reject allegorism in this regard is to reject one viable option
for handling such problems. In this way, the Homilist is unique for his
particular response to this circumstance by avoiding allegorism and
asserting the rather sophisticated theory of the false pericopes. Even so, it is
one thing to assert that the Pentateuch contains falsehoods; it is another
thing to actually identify and evaluate them. How is this to be done?
Drawing on “traditional” and “philosophical” resources, the
Homilist envisions three distinct external criteria to deal with the
Pentateuch’s enmeshed falsehoods: the True Prophet’s teaching and the oral
tradition, in cooperation with the harmony criterion, with a view to
identifying “what is rational” in the Scriptures.

In sum, the primary contribution of our study has been the isolation
and identification of the most salient features of the Homilist’s exegetical
theory as it emerges from the text of the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies. We
are now in a better position to see how, when confronted with problematic
texts, the Homilist evades resorting to the allegorical method and instead
uses the three external criteria of the True Prophet’s teaching, the oral



tradition, and the harmony criterion. With these in hand, the Homilist would
read and interpret the law of God, as it was known to him in its written

form.

~

. Charles Bigg, “The Clementine Homilies,” in Studia Biblica et

Ecclesiastica: Essays in Biblical and Patristic Criticism (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1890), 157-58.¢

. Hom.3.42.1.<
. Hom.3.46.¢
. See James Tate, “Plato and Allegorical Interpretation,” CQ 23 (1929):

147.¢

. That is, the “true” portions of the Pentateuch are retained. For there are

indeed certain “false” portions, which are to be rejected. <

. Hom.16.10.2-3. A similar circumstance is described in Hom.3.9.¢
. Hom.3.17.6.¢
. The difficulty of how to deal with “offensive” passages of Scripture

continues in our own day. C.f., e.g., the work of Eric A. Seibert,
Disturbing Divine Behavior: Troubling Old Testament Images of God
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2009), 169-282, 211. When it comes to
Scripture's “problematic” passages, Seibert calls for a differentiation
between the “textual God” and the “actual God.”¢
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