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cal definitions, on the basis of which lies the appearance of uncor':ditional
moment in the earlier conditional being. In terms of the PMO,_ this means
that those elements of the logical-philosophical framework which a}ctefi as
a predication of being at a higher level, become sources of new predications
at lower levels.’

Such a multi-level logic of the Absolute in Solovyov’s system can be
compared with the conception of levels of high princip%e (Ein-Sof, or Ayn Sof
(Hebrew &°1 019)) in Judaism. The transition from a higher level tQ a lowe’r’
one is expressed in this case with the metaphysical conce.p'F of ‘fT21mtzum
(Hebrew ¥n¥10 — simsiim), the self-compression of the Divine llght.. .

Therefore, we see many expressions of Judaic themes and subject§ in
the works of Vladimir Solovyov, and owing to the logif:al-philc?sophlcal
analysis, we can obtain additional possibilities of stu.dymg the 1nﬂuence
of the metaphysical ideas of Judaism on the philosophical constructions of
V.S. Solovyov’s metaphysics.

" B.1. Mowucees, Jlozuka éceeduncmsa, p. 15-99, 344-349.

Alexey Kamenskikh
Perm State University (Perm, Russia)

Philo of Alexandria and Viadimir Solovyov:
Two ways of sophiology

In recent years an active discussion of the problem which may be called
“Vladimir Solovyov in the Jewish context” has been in progress. Some
main issues have been crystallized in the discussion, such as Vladimir So-
lovyov and Kabbalah; Solovyov’s articles in defense of the Talmud and
Jewish culture in its entirety; a Jewish reception of poetry and religious
philosophy by Solovyov and others.

At times in these debates a statement is expressed about the influence
of the ideas of Philo Judaeus (Philo of Alexandria) on the genesis of So-

! In May 1999 an international conference “Vladimir Solovyov and the Jews: a problem of
the relations between the Russian intelligentsia and Jews at the turn of the 19" and 20" cen-
turies” was organized by Petersburg Jewish University and Ben-Gurion University. The is-
sue is also discussed in W.G. Moss, Viadimir Solovyov and the Jews in Russia, “The Russian
Review” 29 (1970), p. 181-191; H. Bar-Yosef, Sophiology and the Concept of Femininity in
Russian Symbolism and in Modern Hebrew Poetry, “Journal of Modern Jewish Studies” 2/1
(2003), p. 59-78; H. Bar-Yosef, The Jewish Reception of Viadimir Solovyov, in W. van den
Bercken, M. de Courten, E. van der Zweerde (eds.), Viadimir Solovyov — Reconciler and Po-
lemicist, Leuven: Peters 2001, p. 363-392 (2" volume in the series “Studies in Eastern Chris-
tianity”); J.D. Komnblatt, Viadimir Solovyov on Spiritual Nationhood, Russia and the Jews,
“The Russian Review” 56 (1 997), p. 157-177; K. Burmistrov, Christian Orthodoxy and
Jewish Kabbalah: Russian Mystics in the Search Jor Perrenial Wisdom, O. Hammer, K. von
Stuckrad (eds.), Polemical Encounters: Esoteric Discourse and Its Others, Leiden — Bos-
ton: Brill Academic Publishers 2007, p. 25-54; P.L. Michelson, Freedom, Faith and dogma:
Essays by V.S. Solovyov on Christianity and Judaism, “Canadian Slavonic Papers,” March
— June 2010, <http://ﬁndanicles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3763/is;20l 003/ai_n55488140/>;
K. Bypmucrpos, Braoumup Conoeves u Kab6ana, K nocmanoeke npobnemor, in M.A. Koe-

poB (ed.), Hecnedosanus no ucmopuu pyeckoi moieau. Excezodnux 3a 1998 200, Mocksa:
OI'M 1998, p. 7-104.
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lovyov’s sophiology.” The textual analysis demonstrates that the name of
Philo is found in Solovyov’s writings rather often — beginning with the ear-
ly Lectures on Godmanhood (1878)* and up to the series of articles written
for Brockhaus and Efron Encyclopaedic Dictionary (1891-1893)* and The
Justification of the Good (1895). We may arrive at that conclusion that for
Solovyov, Philo is one of the key figures in the history of human- thought.
So Solovyov calls the Alexandrian Hellenistic Jews — “such as Philo” — the
first real descendants of Plato;’ and in The Justification of the Good he char-
acterizes Philo as “the last and major thinker of the ancient world,” since
two roads to “the idea of God’s Realm and to the ideal of Godmanhood”
(prophetic inspiration and speculative philosophical thought) agreed in his
mind.¢ But for once Philo is never mentioned by Solovyov in the specific,
“sophiologic” context (and we have all evidence to claim that Solovyov
was acquainted with the “sophiologic” texts by Philo, such as De congressu
eruditionis gratia, 2-14, 74-76; Quod deterius potiori insidiari soleat, 54,
115-117 and others). The significance of this author for Solovyov consists
first of all in realizing the synthesis of philosophy and religion (an aim
which was so important for Solovyov himself); and especially in the elabo-
ration of the teaching on Logos as a special hypostasis mediating in the
relation of God to the world and to the human. At the same time, however,
we may see that some aspects of Solovyov’s and Philo’s teachings on So-

28eéB.C. ConoBnés, Dunocoghckue Hauana yenvHozo 3nanus, in idem, Ilonnoe cobpanue co-
YuHeHUll U nucem 6 06adyamu momax, vol. 2. Mocksa: Hayka 2000, p. 380-381 (A.A. Nosov,
the author of footnotes to Solovyov’s The Philo&ophical Principles of Integral Knowledge
in this edition, maintains that V. Solovyov has borrowed the concepts of “inner or hidden
Logos,” Aoyog £viiedetog, and “revealed Logos,” Ayog mpogopuée, directly from Philo);
VY. @yaaiinos, Cogpus u Tanmyo: Braoumup Conoevés ¢ espetickom koHmexcme, “Jlexaum”
1(2008), <http://www.lechaim.ru/ARHIV/189/paz.htm>; Viadimir Solovyov (philosopher),
an article from the Wikipedia, <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vladimir_Solovyov_(philo-
sopher)>,

* B.C. ConoBrés, Ymenus o Bozouenoseuecmee, in idem, Cobpanue couunenuii, ed. by

C-I;’:)- s(iOHOBLéB, 9.JL Pamnos, Cauxr-Ietepbypr: Ipocsemenne 1911-1914, vol. III,
p. 80-81.

4 See the following articles: My,
IIposudenue (The Providence).

*B.C. Conoseég, ITnam
¢ B.C. Conosés, Onp
Also see a similar jud
Logos as expression o
cal teaching of God
Person.” Solo
Christian and

cmuyuzm (Mysticism), Ilnamon (Plato), Opuzen (Origen),

on, in idem, Co6panue couunenuii, vol. X, p. 479.

agdanue dobpa, in idem, Cobpanue couunenudi, vol. VIIIL, p. 215.
gment in Lectures on Godmanhood, V1: “Philo, in his concept of the
f God in His relation to the world, realized the synthesis of philosophi-
as the absolute idea and the prophetic relation to God as the absolute
VYOV supposes that Philo’s teaching of Logos is the common source both for
for neo-Platonic triadology (Ymenus o Bozouenosevecmse, p. 80-81).
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phia reveal extraordinary resemblance, and it would be very interesting to
explore the causes of this.

The aspects of Solovyov's Sophia

It’s generally acknowledged that the idea of Sophia was the central intu-
ition in the poetry and philosophy of Vladimir Solovyov. For many decades
the problem of the definition of sources and contexts of this sophiology
has baffied scholars. We can see that the thought of Solovyov grew in the
wide field of images, problems and concepts that, for two and a half thou-
sand years, have formed in the western (in the very wide sense) tradition
concerning the main issue of expression and presence of the absolute being
in the being of the world and human (or, which is the same, the issue of
bond, embeddedness of the relative being in the absolute); we can call this
problem field “the sophian.” Among the contexts important for Solovyov’s
sophiology we can point to, first of all: (1) the dialectics of the three primor-
dial ontological essences and especially the issue of intelligible matter in
neo-Platonism (vide The Lectures on Godmanhood, V1I: definition of So-
phia as “the matter of God imbued with the principle of divine unity’”); (2)
The Old Testament texts devoted to Sophia (Hokmah): Scriptural imagery of
Sophia the Wisdom of God features prominently in Solovyov’s poetry, and
in Russia and the Universal Church, Vol. III we come across a sophisticated
philosophical exegesis of The Proverbs 8 and 9; (3) Gnostic sophiology,
and first of all the one by Valentinus, who — according to Solovyov — was
“the most important gnostic philosopher and one of the greatest thinkers of
all times,”® philosophic sequences from a basic gnostic “myth of Sophia”
in some Valentinan systems (e.g. in The Gospel of Truth) are very similar
to some of Solovyov’s thoughts in The Lectures on Godmanhood, VIII and
IX; Solovyov’s general intuition of Sophia as captivated and suffering in
the world corresponds to the gnostic one too;’ (4) Kabbalah is also often
mentioned among the sources of Solovyov’s sophiology;' (5) lastly, some

"B.C. ConoBséB, Ymenus o FBozouenoseuecmee, p. 115.

¢ B.C. ConoBeés, Banenmun u éanenmuneare, in idem, Cobpanue couunenuii, vol. X,
p. 285.

° See A.A. Kamenckux, Tpazedus KOCMO20HUYECKOT obvekmueayuu 6 eaneHmuHuancmee
u 8 pycckoii penuzuosnoii punocogpuu, in H.B. Ioxapcxkas, Y.H. Iotsunnsina, T.B. Beexc-
Barckas (eds.), Poccus u I'nosuc. Mamepuanv xongepenyuu, Mockea: Pygomuno 2004,
p. 22-29.

' K. Bypmuctpos, Baadumup Conosves u Kabbana. K nocmanoske npobnemsi, p. 7-104.
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FEuropean mystics (Paracelsus, J. Bohme, E. Swedenborg) and philosophers
(B. Spinoza, F.W.J. Schelling) of modern times."" This syncretic variety of
the contextual framework of Solovyov’s sophiologic texts is a cause of the
extraordinary difficulty of their interpretation for a historian of philosophy.
One of the successful attempts to reveal, in the complex of these texts,
a consistent system of views was undertaken by Aleksei Losev,'? a brilliant
Russian philosopher.

Having supposed that the essence of the sophian issue in Solovyov’s
thought is “the dialectic teaching about the indissolubility of idea and mat-
ter, whereby the idea acts only being in matter and matter acts only be-
ing self-moved by its nature,”" Losev emphasises in Solovyov’s teaching
on Sophia a number of aspects: 1%) absolutely divine — non-created pre-
earthly and extra-earthly (here Sophia is “the body of God, the matter of
God imbued with the principle of divine unity”'*); 2™) “Godhuman Sophia,
presupposing the embodiment of the absolute Sophia in the material world,
and hence both created and non-created” (presumably Losev means here
passages from Russia and the Universal Church, 111, 7, where Solovyov
writes about the primordial unity of the Creator and creation, featuring in
the thought of God and emerging in the cosmological and historical pro-
cess. He finds it the fullest expression in the threeness of Christ, the Mother
of God and the Church); 3%) and 4%) “purely created Sophia in the image

"' Sée Solovyov’s famous words from a letter to S.A. Tolstaya (April 27, 1877):
“B Gubnuoreke He Hamen HAYEro 0cOGEHHOT0. Y MHCTHKOB MHOTO MOATBEPKACHUH MOMX
COGCTBEHHBIX H/Iel, HO HIKAKOrO HOBOTO CBETA, K TOMY JKe TIOYTH BCE OHH HMEIOT XapaKTep
UPE3BBIYANHO CyGLeKTHBHBIN M, TAK CKa3aTh, CIOHSBbIA. Hamren Tpex CIEeUUaTUCTOB II0
Codun: Georg Gichtel, Gottfried Amold u John Pordage. Bce Tpu umenu auynwiil onvim,
ROuMU maxoi sice, kax moii, ¥ 3T0 CAMOe HHTEPECHOE, HO COBCTBEHHO B TeOCODUH Bce
TPO€ N0BONBHO crabsl, crnenyior beme, Ho Hike ero. S mymaro, Codus Bo3HIACh C HUMH
Gombiue 32 ux HEBMHHOCTB, YeM 32 4TO-HHOYAB Opyroe. B pe3ynprare HACTOAIMMH JTIOABMH
igi:a:)l‘(i ::Kasm}sa}oTif,l Tonbko Ilapanensc, Bam u CeneH6OpT, Tak YTO Ui MEHS OCTaeTCs
Oﬁmecme; :Ildpoxoe (B.C. Conosés, Iucvma, ed. by D.JL Pa,lI:TIOB, Cankr-TlerepGypr:
iy and‘]ewa'ﬂhnlgnbaa 1909, voy 1L, p. 2.00).. See also: K. Burmlstr.ov, Christian Ortho-
ILIL. Tafinen és Fabbalah: Russian Mystics in the Search for Perrenial Wisdom, p. 25-54;
s ;’, Hoc’r’nuqecxue momuest 6 yuenusx llennunea u Bn. Conoevesa, “3Hanue.
2A®D Jloce;s l\geﬂge 2 (2005), P 202-208; 3 (2005), p. 220-229.
 Tbidem N 2,58112 lumup Coxzosbng u ezo:ipew?, i\’!ocx}sa: I'fporpecc 1990: .
Aesrhezic; ‘The T lso see a de.ﬁnmc.)n of “sophia 1n“LoseY s.work'Th'e stto;.'y of Antz.que
ik merelj;/ ass (;:c; s of the mz.llennzal develo.pment: sophla' isa pr.1nc1p1'e Wth.h functl(.)ns
itself neVertheluc ' ut also act’{vely develops in all other, actlvelyyglves birth to it, dwelling
) ess immutable.” A.®. Jloces, Hemopus anmuunoti scmemuxu. Hmozu mol-
WB.C 0 pil3sumwz, Book 2, Mocksa: Jlanomup 1994, p. 166-232.

“+ “ONOBBEEB, Umenus o Bozouenosevecmse, p. 115.
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and likeness of the first and second Sophias.” She is either an “intelligent
spiritual amenity of the cosmos in its entirety” (3 one, cosmic aspect), or
“the same amenity in the humankind which, taken as a whole, is also the
created likeness of the first and second Sophias” (4" one, anthropological
aspect). These four main aspects are complemented by six more: 5%) uni-
versally feministic (“a species of the fourth”); 6%) intimately romantic and
7") aesthetically-creative (both suited to the third and fourth aspects); 8®)
eschatological, 9™) magic; and 10%) nationally Russian."® Thus, for Solovy-
ov Sophia is the principle of the identity of ideal and real, the presence of
God in “His other,” and conceived and experienced besides as the absolute
person. It’s not always possible to clearly distinguish these aspects in So-
lovyov’s texts, but an obvious merit of Losev’s approach is the possibility
of systematizing the multiformity of texts and views and — at the same time
— of realizing the phenomenological description of all shades of meaning
surfacing in this system.

As a detailed exposition of Solovyov’s sophiology is not the task of this
paper, I would like to draw attention to those aspects of the system which re-
veal the most intriguing resemblance to some aspects of Philo’s teachings.

Some aspects of Philo’s sophiology

In the works of Philo of Alexandria, a famous philosopher and theolo-
gian and a Hellenistic Jew, once named “the founder of religious philoso-
phy in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam™'®¢ (20BC-50AD), we encounter the
same issue (a kind of “philosophy of revelation”) with similar methodologi-
cal principles (to justify philosophically the creed of fathers) which are so
characteristic of Solovyov’s attitude.!”

15 A.@. Jloces, Braoumup Conoevés u ezo epems, p. 209-260.

16 See H.A. Wolfson, Philo. Foundations of the Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christian-
ity and Islam, vol. 1-2, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press 1948,

1 These principles are concisely characterized by an unconditional belief in the very possibil-
ity of such an employment of philosophy to express religious contents. Neither for Philo nor
for Solovyov the problem of “Athens and Jerusalem” seemed insoluble. For both thinkers
a similar premise acts as ground for this belief: for Philo it is a conviction that the wisdom
of Torah and that of philosophy have the same source — once the Greek philosophers while
travelling through the East borrowed the biblical wisdom and now thete is nothing to be
ashamed of in that restitution of the legacy to the chosen people. For Solovyov religion
and philosophy (on an equal footing with science and art) in their isolated condition are
only “abstract principles;” only having been integrated do they become the aspects of all-
encompassing truth.
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The similarity of the systems becomes the most evident if we take but
a quick look at the main aspects of Philo’s sophiology. It’s obvious that
Philo’s dialectics of Logos and Sophia (categories at times undistinguished
in his texts) is the dialectics of the theophania. We, partly after H.A. Wolf-
son, can stress in Philo’s Logos/Sophia four main aspects: (1) In the first,
upper aspect of its being, Logos (or Sophia) may be defined as the immanent
mind of God Himself or the principle of presence of one God in a variety
of powers;'® it’s the principle maintaining the relation of all manifoldness of
powers to the one absolute subject.'® (2) In the second aspect Logos/Sophia
in Philo is the expression of God Himself taken as single: it is the topos
containing all plenitude of God’s thoughts — ideas for subsequent creation;
so Logos (or Sophia) here is the intelligible world itself as essentially single
and moreover — conceived as a person. According to Philo, bringing many
names appears as God’s creative power which opens in His relation to the
world by a variety of special powers or as the primordial Torah letters,
which are put together in the grammatical cloth of the universal law. It is
the Angel of the Lord and individual angels are its particular manifestations
and it is the celestial Jerusalem, the city-mother (untp6moic)® from which
the “colonies” (particular creative Adyot and powers organizing the created
being) led out. (3) Through these Adyor, with which the being is sown, Lo-
gos/Sophia becomes embodied in the material body of the universe, be-
comes immanent in it (the third aspect). In this aspect it is interpreted by
Philo as the connection of all being in the universe and the cause of the laws
of nature, “a cutter” segmenting the things and a mediator which reconciles
the opposites. (4) Finally, the fourth aspect of Logos (Sophia) in Philo is
copnected with its relation to the human logos-reason and with mutual lik-
ening of Logos and the human. The creation of the human “in God’s image”
means that the human mind resembles the mind of the Creator and the place
of the human on the earth resembles the place of God in the universe.?! On
the othgr hand, the divine Logos itself may be interpreted at times anthropo-
morphically — as “the Human in His image” and even as “Israel.”??
Now I'd like to discuss a rather specific aspect of sophiology which we
find both in Philo and in Solovyov. Above we have already seen an aspect in

—_— ;
18 ) : . . .
anﬁ zvery lpterestlng in this reference to compare two texts of Philo: De Cherubim, 27-31;
g e sacrificiis Abeli et Caini, 59-60.
€€ 1n De Cherubim, 27-28, 30 Philo’s analogy of the divine Logos with the human logos-

reas inci i i i i
> D0n as a principle of unity of all (inner and external) manifestations of the human ego.
e fuga et inventione, 18, 95.

21 . ¥
n De opificio mundi, 134-135, 139, 146,
De confusione linquarum, 146,
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sophiologic views of Solovyov which Aleksei Losev names “intimately ro-
mantic,” and emphasizes that a “purely noumenal, already cordial, but also
already chaste understanding of Sophia” radically distinguishes Vladimir
Solovyov from any known forms of Gnosticism.? In the famous Meaning of
Love this aspect of Sophia turns out closely related with the issue of human,
individual love in the discussion of which Solovyov, relying on Gn 1:27,
includes the theme of androgynism. This theme also appears in Russia and
the Universal Church, 111, 7 already directly in a sophiological context.

We find something similar in Philo. In a number of treatises he discusses
matrimonial images of the Old Testament giving them, as it were, “a cat-
egorical interpretation.” All biblical images are viewed by Philo as living
categories, intelligible faces — identity of ideal and personally-real. Matri-
monial images in the light of this “categorical interpretation” are conceived
by Philo as androgynous. All male images in Philo are particular modes of
mind: e.g. Abel is described in his essence as “a mind elevating all to God”
(De sacrificiis Abeli et Caini, 2; see Quod deterius potiori insidiari soleat,
32); Cain — a pattern of thought admitting that the human mind is self-suf-
ficient; Joseph is here a mind sticking to eclectic teachings (Quod deterius
potiori insidiari soleat, 6) etc. But the interpretation of female images cor-
responding to the male ones is much more complicated. A “wife” of that or
another personage-mind may be described by Philo as a soul,?* sensation,?
a virtue suited to this mind,* or — on the contrary — a vice;*’ a mode of life;
a subject of mind’s intention and the very intention itself. Besides that Philo
often speaks about the possibility of a soul (or virtue) to become pregnant
from God and to bear “a gift” for its mind-husband.?® Is there any theoreti-
cal concept or are we only dealing with an example of Philo’s notorious
eclecticism? I think that the variety of these particular meanings in Philo’s
interpretation of female images in the Scripture may be conceived in the
definition of a soul as the notional element of mind’s other-being which
involves all the vast sphere of personal expression. Moreover, a wife (or
soul) is interpreted by Philo as notional energy of the mind which mediates

3 A.®. Jloces, Braoumup Conosvée u ezo epems, p. 250 (italics in the reference is Lo-
sev’s).

24 De sacrificiis Abeli et Caini, 59.6.

** De Cherubim, 41 (“wife is a sensation presented as an image”), 57-61.

* De sacrificiis Abeli et Caini, 59.3, De posteritate Caini, 62, De Cherubim, 41, 47, De
congressu eruditionis gratia, 26 etc.

*7 Quod deterius potiori insidiari soleat, 50, De posteritate Caini, 75, 79, 112, Quod dete-
rius potiori insidiari soleat, 178 etc.

2 For the discussion of this subject see De Cherubim, 40-61, 106; particularly 43-52.
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between the mind and the “other” (the world or God — in the dependence
on the general direction of the mind): without a wife-soul the mind is blind,
deaf, helpless — “a defective part of itself” (De Cherubim, 58-59).

In this quality a soul is viewed by Philo in two ways: as “passive” and
as “active:”

1) The “passive aspect”: a soul is viewed as perception, either an intel-
lectual one — turning to God (that is intellectual intuition — Leah,” Sarah®)
or a sensual one — turning to the world (Eve,” Rachel®); it is “eyes” and
the pregnant bosom of the mind. The “intellectual soul” may accept God’s
seed in ecstatic contemplation and in the following meditation bear “a gift”
for its mind-husband. But in the union with a soul-sensation immersed in
material things a mind may acquire only false opinions (just so does Philo
describe the fall of mind-Adam seduced by sensation-Eve??).

" 2) The “active aspect” of the soul: here a soul comes over as an objecti-
vation of the mind, its active, practical expression.>* As an objective mani-
festation, mpa&ig of mind, a soul influences it and even defines it.

Making an attempt to define the place of Philo’s “dialectics of expres-
sion” in the general context of the late antiquity we may presuppose, first of
all, that the conceptual framework for such an interpretation of the Scriptur-
al texts is the Platonic teaching about the soul as an emanation or expression
of the mind. Thus, the description of the process in the terms of emanation:
Hovfi (a mind dwelling in itself) — mpdodog (a soul: procession of a mind
in “ather,” other-being of mind) — &motpoey (a soul bringing to a mind
“a gift” of its procession) may seem acceptable enough.

But here the thought of Philo does not completely correspond to the
logic of the (neo-) Platonic triad, according to which the soul is ontologi-
cally lower than the mind, nearer to matter and therefore only the mind but
2ot the soul may ascend to the One. But in Philo it is actually the soul the

ascends to the source of the celestial wisdom” and “becomes pregnant
from God.”

_ Hefe. the thought of Philo comes in contact with the Old Testament Juda-
- tradition. So the image of the soul as God’s bride, which Philo describes
in De Cherubim, 49-52, 98-106, occurs already in the rabbinic exegesis of

* De Cherubim, 46.
* De sacrificiis Abeli et Caini, 59.
*! De Cherubim, 60 and subsequent.

32 S
N De congressu eruditionis gratia, 25-27; De posteritate Caini, 135.
De Cherubim, 58-65.

3 G5 e
* De congressu eruditionis gratia, 26-33.
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the Song of Songs. But the connection of female images in Philo’s texts
with the ideas of the biblical “wisdom literature” is the most interesting. For
example, Philo affirms that “wives” of righteous sages are virtues granted
by God and they belong not to the earthly but to the heavenly world. Such
a virtue is not so much an objectivation of intellectual contents of the sage’s
mind as an object of intense intellectual and moral aspirations given to his
contemplation; it is the divine Sophia herself in one of her aspects or in one
of her images revealed in humankind. Just such is the meaning of Sarah
(the “imperishable virtue,” named by Philo coeia — wisdom), who gradu-
ally prepares righteous men for comprehension of herself, giving them her
maidservants as concubines— particular sciences symbolized by Hagar.®
Sarah’s long-lasting childlessness means that Abraham who already in his
youth chose her as his lady and beloved was for many years unable to com-
prehend her (which is not a sum total of secular erudition) and to accept
a child — a gift of righteous and happy life from her arms.

It is very interesting that Philo himself speaks about Sarah-Sophia as his
own beloved (De congressu eruditionis gratia, 74-76). We may affirm that
the mentioned texts of Philo are nothing else but paraphrases of numerous
texts of the biblical “wisdom literature,” in which the same divine Wis-
dom who is referred to as the beloved and consort of God Himself is also
referred to as a celestial beloved and even a consort of a righteous sage.
“I loved her, and have been looking for her since my youth, I desired to
make her my spouse, and I was a lover of her beauty” — says the author of
the Wisdom of Solomon.*¢ In other words that wisdom-virtue (co@pocivn)
which becomes the expression of a perfect, righteous mind is extremely
close to the Wisdom of God Himself, becomes a kind of locus where the
mystic and intellectual meeting between God and a human takes place.

In conclusion, we might say that the similarity between sophiological
systems of Vladimir Solovyov and Philo of Alexandria along with common
tasks and shared sympathies with Platonism are also dependent on the com-
mon tradition of the Scriptural, Old Testament sophiology. In these texts as
well as in philosophical systems of Philo and Solovyov we may not always
be able to distinguish the non-created and created aspects of Sophia; in the
language of the authors of Sophia’s speeches in the Book of Proverbs (Ch.
8) or in Ben Sirah (Ch. 24) we don’t find the dogmatic or philosophical
strictness. It was far more important to express an immediate intuition: all

35 This is the central theme of the treatise De congressu eruditionis gratia.
3 See also: Si 51:18-29.



136 ALEXEY KAMENSKIKH

sacred and beautiful, tending to harmony and concord in nature and among
humans have eternal divine source and ground, and this source connecting
the world and the human with God — alive and wise, having his own per-
sonal being, own — and besides female — face.

v

Olga Zaprometova

St. Andrew’s Biblical Theological Institute,
Lomonosov Moscow State University (Moscow, Russia)

The Symbol of Torah as Wisdom and Light
reflected in Eastern European Culture

In this presentation I am offering a conceptual reading of Jewish and
Christian cultures in Eastern Europe, by paying attention to the continuous
reinterpretation of the foundational biblical concepts and the development
of the symbol of Torah! as wisdom and light. In one of my previous pa-
pers I showed, by analyzing the texts of late antiquity, how the Torah, the
foundational symbol of Jewish culture, although strongly rejected by sur-
rounding nations, was emerging as a messenger from earlier cultural eras.
On the other hand, the Torah was actively relating to and interacting with
the cultural context of its time, receiving a new interpretation and becoming
itself a formative cultural factor. This time we will turn to Eastern European
Hassidism and the development of Russian religious philosophical thought
in the 19"-20% centuries CE.

Let me start by turning your attention to the beginning of Genesis:

When God began to create heaven and earth? — the earth being unformed and
void, with darkness over the surface of the deep and a wind from God sweep-

! Traditionally the term Torah (or Law) refers to the Five Books of Moses or the Pentateuch.
The term Torah derives from the root y-r-A, “to shoot (an arrow),” and thus etymologically
refers to that which “hits the mark.” See The Jewish Study Bible (JSB), A. Berlin, M.Z. Bret-
tler (eds.), Oxford: Oxford University Press 1999, p. 1.

% A tradition over two millennia old sees 1.1 as a complete sentence: “In the beginning God
created the heavens and the earth.” In the 11* century, the great Jewish commentator Rashi



