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Between Rewritten Bible and Allegorical
Commentary: Philo’s Interpretation of the
Burning Bush

Steven D. Fraade

Introduction

Categories are useful for sorting diverse materials, but they reach the limits of
their usefulness when they become rigid, which is to say when their boundar-
ies become impermeable, when they do not allow for straddlers (which inter-
est me the most). In the case of the literary category (I resist speaking in terms
of “genre”) “rewritten Bible,” it provides a heuristically convenient umbrella
under which to include a wide assortment of ancient Jewish writings that
make little or no distinction between the scriptural text being “rewritten” and
its paraphrastic expansion, reduction, or alteration. However, what gets left
out from under the umbrella should not be put “out of sight, out of mind” with
respect to what is included under it. In particular, I have in mind the form of
scriptural commentary, which I (and others) have often sought to sharply, per-
haps too sharply, demarcate from “rewritten Bible” as being fundamentally dif-
ferent with respect to its explicit interpretive stance vis-a-vis the scriptural text,
and the implicit authority claims thereby made for both the commentated-
upon text and the text of commentary, as for those of the commentator(s) and
the interpretive community.! In other words, the value of this distinction, even
as it needs to be qualified, is in the performative function of the commentary
in relation to its underlying hermeneutical/theological presumptions.

In a previous study of rabbinic midrash as commentary, I sought to decon-
struct this demarcation by arguing that even rabbinic scriptural commen-
tary, notwithstanding its atomistic differentiation of scriptural lemma and
midrashic comment, implicitly constructs (or may rest upon and hence masks)
a continuous rewritten scriptural narrative.? In the present context I wish to
look at another transgressive example, this time drawn from the writings of
Philo of Alexandria, in which the forms of “rewritten Bible” and “commentary,”
in this case allegorical, are combined in interesting ways. Philo is not usually

1 See, in thisregard, Alexander (1988), who argues that “rewritten Bible” differs from “commen-
tary” in the former’s “dissolving” of explicit exegesis.
2 Fraade 2006.
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222 FRAADE

included among the exemplars of “rewritten Bible,” in large part because he is
thought of more as a “commentator.”® I hope to show, through one example,
that in Philo’s case, this delineation is too sharply drawn. In his introduction to
his Life of Moses (1.4), Philo is tellingly explicit in saying that his account will
be most accurate due to his combining of what he has read (Scripture) with
what he has heard (tradition), perhaps an apt characterization of “rewritten
Bible” in general:

§4 AW Eywye ™y TodTwy Paoxaviav OmepBdg Ta TEPt TOV dvdpa uviow
uadv adta wdx BiBAwY TOV lepdv, ag Bavpdata uvueia Tig abtod coplag
amoAédotlTe, xal Tapd Twv 4o Tod EBvoug TpeTPuTépwv Td Yap AEyOuEVa
Tolg dvorylvwoxopévols del cuvigatvo xai did Todt €3o&a uaMov Etépwy T
mepl Tov Biov dxpipdaat

But I will... tell the story of Moses as I have learned it, both from the
sacred books, the wonderful monuments of his wisdom which he has left
behind him, and from some of the elders of the nation; for I always inter-
wove what I was told with what I read, and thus believed myself to have a
closer knowledge than others of his life history.#

The scriptural base (uncited by Philo) of the example we shall consider is the
story of the “burning bush” in Exod 3:1-6, the first four verses of which will first
occupy our attention. Before turning to Philo’s interpretation of the passage in
his Life of Moses, we might look at the scriptural text itself, in Hebrew, English,
and Greek, to ask what therein might call out for interpretive attention:

Exodus 3:1-6 (MT)
237N IR IRLATNR 303 TR 109 NN 0 IRETNR AYY M0 Awim
;1270 ONORT 179K RN
WRI WA 1397 I R 1IN TIRD WRN292 YO M IR0 R 2
52K RPR NIOM
171307 WK PITA NI ST IRIATTIN IR RITIION WD NN 3
AW MW INKMN N300 TIRN DE9R THY KIpT mm‘v a0 T M R 4
D237 N
TRIY NRKR WK 0ipRR 72 T3 Sun THLIOW 051 2pRTOR NN 5
RN WTPTIRTR PO

3 On the positive, but qualified, relation of Philo’s Exposition of the Law, which includes his
Life of Moses, to “rewritten Bible,” see most recently, Sterling 2012, 42324, cited below at n. 15.

4 Here and in what follows, Greek texts and English translations of Philo are from the Loeb
Classical Library edition.
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PHILO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE BURNING BUSH 223

AW TR0M 2P? YR) PR MHOR DANAR TR TIAR IR 1DIR KM 6
DIPRNTOR VAN R D IO
Exodus 3:1-6 (NJPS)

1 Now Moses, tending the flock of his father-in-law Jethro, the priest
of Midian, drove the flock into the wilderness, and came to Horeb, the
mountain of God.
2 An angel of the Lord appeared to him in a blazing fire out of a bush. He
gazed, and there was a bush all aflame, yet the bush was not consumed.
3 Moses said, “I must turn aside to look at this marvelous sight; why
doesn’t the bush burn up?”
4 When the Lord saw that he had turned aside to look, God called to him
out of the bush: “Moses! Moses!” He answered, “Here I am.”
5 And He said, “Do not come closer. Remove your sandals from your feet,
for the place on which you stand isholy ground.
6 I am,” He said, “the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of
Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” And Moses hid his face, for he was afraid to
look at God.

Exodus 3:1-6 (LXX)
1 Kot Mwvayiis v motpatvey T mpdBorta Ioop 100 yapBpod adtod tod iepéwg
Madiop xai fiyeryev ta pdPata O v Epypov xal HABe eig 6 8pog XwpyB.
2 &by 3¢ adTt® dyyehog xupliov €v Aoyl Tupds €x Tod PdTov, xal opd 6Tt
Bdtog waietar Tupt, 6 3¢ PdTog od xaTEXAiETO.
3 elnev 8¢ Muwvuofig IMopehfav Spopar t& Spopa t& péya todto, ti 81t 00
xatocaeTon 6 PATog.
4 &g 3¢ €l8ev xVplog 8Tt mpoadyet 18ely, Exdheey altdy xlplog éx Tod PdTov
Aéywy Mwvof), Mwuef. 6 8¢ elrev Ti éotwy;
5 xal elmev My éyylong Ge-Aboat & dmédnpa €x T@Y ToSQv oud Yap TéTOS,
&v @ ob Eotyuag, yh dylo éotiv.
6 xai elmev adT®, "Eyo el 6 0ed¢ Tod martpés gov, Oedg ABpaou xal Bedg Ioaan
xal Beog Tanwp. dméatpedev 8¢ Mwuaijs 6 mpéowmov adtod edAaPerto ydp
xatepPAépat Eveymiov Tod feod.

For our purposes, the differences between the MT and Lxx are minor (we have
one Qumran Hebrew fragment; the Samaritan Pentateuch, and the targumim
are unremarkable). Several details (among many) strike me as being of par-
ticular interpretive significance:
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224 FRAADE

1. Whatis the function of the “angel of the Lord” (717" T&71; dyyehos xvpiov)
that appears to Moses in v. 2, but plays no further explicit role in the
continuing narrative, which speaks instead of the Lord/God. Are these
the same?

2. Whatis the relation between the visual experience of Moses, emphasized
by the repeated use of verbs for seeing (six times in vv. 2—4, 6, but more
pronounced in the MT than in the LxX), but not described, to the explicit
revelatory aural content of vv. 4-6 and following?

3. What is the nature of this “bush” (a happax legomenon in both Hebrew
and Greek: 13o1; ¢ Bdtog), appearing only here and in Deut 33:16, in refer-
ence to the same narrative?

4.  Does the appearance of the burning bush serve any function other than
to attract Moses’s attention so as to initiate the dialogue between God
and Moses that follows, in which Moses receives his commission, which
is all that can be inferred directly from the scriptural account?

However, notwithstanding these calls for interpretation, the scriptural narra-
tive of the burning bush receives surprisingly little attention in Jewish writ-
ings prior to or contemporaneous with Philo. There is nothing to speak of
inner-scripturally (except for Deut 33:16, already mentioned), nor in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, nor in the writings collected by James Charlesworth in The Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha,® nor in the fragments of Hellenistic Jewish writ-
ers.5 The narrative retellings of both the book of Jubilees and Pseudo-Philo’s
Biblical Antiquities skip over the incident entirely, where we would expect
to find it.” Only Josephus includes a relatively unremarkable paraphrase, to
which we will return shortly.

Philo’s Rewriting of Exodus 3:1-2
In Life of Moses 1.65-66, in the context of recounting Moses’s sojourn in Midian,
Philo paraphrases Exod 3:1-2, by at first simply filling in some details in the

scriptural narrative:

§65 dywv & v Toiuvyy eig Témov ebudpdy Te xal elyoptov, EvBa cuvEPatve
xal ToMTY Téa Ttpofatedatpov avadidoadat, yevouevog Tpés TVt vdmel féapa

5 Charlesworth 1983-1985; Delamarter 2002.
6 See Niehoff 20113, 20 n.8 (Ezekiel the Tragedian), 63-64 (Aristobulus), 145.
7 See Jub. 48:1-2; LAB 10:1.
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PHILO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE BURNING BUSH 225

ExmeTieatortoy dpd. Bdtog M, dxavBRSEs Tt puTd xal dobevéoTartov-olTog,
0bdevds mhp mpooeveyxdvtog eEaipvng dvaxaietar xal meployedeis Ehog éx
pilns elg dxpépovar oMW Aoyl xafdmep and Twog Ty dvopuBpodong
S1épeve oQog, ol xaTaxALdpEVOS, old Tig dmadis ovaia xal oty TAY Tupds ardtdg
6oV, GANG TPOPT) XpwHEVOS TG TUpL.

§66 xoatd ¢ péony TV QASYO [Op@Y) TIS NV TEPOMNETTATY), TQV SpoT@V
Eugepng obdevi, Oeoeidéatatov dyaApa, Q&g alyoeldéatepoy Tod TUPOS
drootpdntovoa, W &v Tig dmetdmmoey eixdva Tod Bvtog elvarxaieiohn 3¢
dyyehog, 6Tt oxedov & péMovta yevioeabal dWyyEME TPAVOTEPY QwViig
Novxla dta Tig peyarovpynfeiong SPews.

65 Now, as he was leading the flock to a place where the water and the
grass were abundant, and where there happened to be plentiful growth
of herbage for the sheep, he found himself at a glen where he saw a most
astonishing sight. There was a bramble-bush, a thorny sort of plant, and
of the most weakly kind, which, without anyone’s setting it alight, sud-
denly took fire; and, though enveloped from root to twigs in a mass of fire,
which looked as though it were spouted up from a fountain, yet remained
whole, and, instead of being consumed, seemed to be a substance imper-
vious to attack, and, instead of serving as fuel to the fire, actually fed on it.

66 In the midst of the flame was a form of the fairest beauty, unlike any
visible object, an image supremely divine in appearance, refulgent with a
light brighter than the light of fire. It might be supposed that this was the
image of Him that is; but let us rather call it an angel or herald, since, with
a silence that spoke more clearly than speech, it employed as it were the
miracle of sight to herald future events.

Moses went where he did in search of good pasturing for his sheep. The bush
was a thorny and weakly kind, perhaps implicit in fdtog, but here made explic-
it.8 To accentuate the miraculous nature of the sight, Philo adds that Moses saw
the bush suddenly alight without anyone igniting it, and that the fire appeared
as a fountain. Notably, but undramatically, not only was the bush not damaged
by the fire, but the bush fed on the fire.

However, Philo’s most important contribution here (beginning with §66)
is to focus on the nature of the angel within the flames, in part because of the
ambiguity of the scriptural narrative as to the angel’s function, in part due to

8 See BDB 702; LS] 311.
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226 FRAADE

Philo’s Platonic discomfort with God’s appearing to Moses in a visible form.
Here he begins his transition from retelling the story to interpreting it. Philo
wishes to stress that the divine image in the midst of the bush was not a visible
object in the normal (physical) sort of visibility, notwithstanding the scriptural
verse’s repeated emphasis on seeing, nor was this a fire in the usual sense, but
rather a refulgent light brighter than normal fire. While one might think, says
Philo, of the angelic appearance as constituting an image or visual representa-
tion of God, prior to his communication with Moses, &yyeiog should be under-
stood in its base meaning as messenger or herald.® Since a normal messenger
communicates his message through speech rather than through vision, this
provides Philo with an opportunity to expand upon the miraculous nature of
this event: a silent speech that communicates through supernatural sight.

This emphasis on the miraculous interchangeability of the senses of seeing
and hearing (seeing what would be normally heard) is familiar from Philo’s
several interpretations of the theophany at Mt. Sinai, to which, in a sense, the
burning bush incident is a prelude. In particular, note his interpretations of
Exod 20:15 (18) (“All the people saw the voice”) and Exod 20:19 (22) (“You have
seen that I have spoken to you out of heaven”), which I have treated at length
else- where in print.l? Thus, the function of the burning bush is not simply
to get Moses'’s attention for the communication with God that follows, which
would seem to be the plain meaning of the scriptural text, but which leaves the
specific function of the angel/messenger unclear. Rather, by Philo’s retelling
of the story, the “miracle of sight” is employed to “herald” through an articu-
late silence “future events.” In a sense, then, what Moses (and Philo’s “
“sees” is the future. The specifics of this vision as message, that is, the nature

readers”)

and meaning of the future events being foretold, remain to be unpacked in
Philo’s more explicit allegorical commentary to follow.

The First Level of Symbolic Commentary

Although, as I have suggested, Philo has already (in §66) begun to shift from
retelling to explaining, it is in the next paragraph (§67) that he begins his meta-

9 Ls] 7. Cf. BDB 521.

10  See Onthe Decalogue 32—49; On the Migration of Abraham 47-49 (including an interesting
interpretation of Deut 4:12); The Life of Moses 2.213; Fraade, 2008. Compare also Philo’s
Questions and Answers on Exodus 2:47 (to Exod 24:17), wherein Philo similarly discounts
fire as a physical representation of God.
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PHILO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE BURNING BUSH 227

phoric unpacking or decoding of the three main characters of the rewritten
narrative: the bush, the fire, and the angel:

§67 aOpBorov yap 6 pév xatbuevog Batog TGV ddovpévwy, TO 3& pAEyoV
mhp TOV adcodvtwy, To J& uy) xataxaieafot O xatdpuevoy Tod wi) TPog TRV
emitifepévay plapoeadat Tovg ddicoupévous, dMa Tolg pev dmponctov xal
avwed] yevéaat v Emibeay, Tolg 8¢ v EmBouAny adiutov, 6 3¢ dyyeAog
mpovoiag THg €x Beod Ta Alory QoPepd Tapd: TAG ATAVTWY EATISOG )0 TA TTOAYY
nouylow égevpapifovrog.

67 For the burning bramble was a symbol of those who suffered wrong, as
the flaming fire of those who did it. Yet that which burned was not burnt
up, and this was a sign that the sufferers would not be destroyed by their
aggressors, who would find that the aggression was vain and profitless
while the victims of malice escaped unharmed. The angel was a symbol
of God’s providence, which all silently brings relief to the greatest dan-
gers, exceeding every hope.

Whereas several early rabbinic midrashim interpret the lowly, thorny bush as
symbolizing Israel in its suffering,!! Philo’s unpacking is at first more universal:
the bush represents sufferers, while the fire symbolizes their oppressors. Just
as the fire fails to consume the bush, the aggressions of the oppressors fail to
harm their victims, who “escape unharmed.” This reversal of seeming fortunes
is ensured by the divine providence, represented in the narrative by the angel/
herald, which silently fulfils, even exceeds, the hopes of the oppressed for relief.
While this symbolic unpacking could have been performed on the scriptural
text itself, certain aspects depend on Philo’s prior retelling of the narrative,
especially the emphasis on the silence of the angel. However, the angel as
divine providence, perhaps previously implied, is here made explicit. This sets
the stage for what appears to be a second, deeper level of allegorical commen-
tary, which is dependent upon both the rewritten narrative (§§65-66) and the
first level of symbolic decoding (§67).

11 See in particular Mekhilta of R. Shim'on bar Yoh. ai 3:8. (ed. Epstein-Melammed, 1-2). Cf.
Exod. Rab. 2:1. For ancient interpretations of the burning bush more broadly, see Ginzberg,
1968, 415—416 n. 115.
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228 FRAADE
The Second Level of Allegorical Commentary § §68-70

Next, Philo is explicit that his decoding thus far has only reached the first level,
to which there is more to be mined below:

§68 v 3¢ eixacloav dxplpds emioxentéov. 6 Bdtog, wg EAEYOY, QuTOv
aafevéatatov 4N ovde dixevtpo, wg el xal udvov EMPAVTELE TIG TITPWIKELY,
ot éEavahddn @ gloel damtavnpd Tupl, Todvavtiov 3 EpuAdy by Tpds adTod
ol Stapévay dmolog v mplv dvoncaieaBat undey dmoBov to Tapdmay albynv
mpogéAaPe

68 But the details of the comparison must be considered. The bramble,
as I have said, is a very weakly plant, yet it is prickly and will wound if one
do but touch it. Again, though fire is naturally destructive, the bramble
was not devoured thereby, but on the contrary was guarded by it, and
remained just as it was before it took fire, lost nothing at all but gained an
additional brightness.

First, the thorny bush is not just lowly, as appropriate to its representing those
who suffer, but can inflict through its thorns harm to those who touch (that is,
seek to harm) it. Here Philo picks up on a something previously said, almost
in passing, at the end of §65, that the bush was not only unharmed by the fire
(which is all that the scriptural text says), but was protected by it, fed on it,
even gaining in brightness.

In the next section (§69), Philo makes his one historical allusion:

§69 T000" dmav Umoypagy) Tis ot TG E0vixijs bmoféaews, 1) kot Exelvov TOV
Xpévov Emelye, Lévov ob Bodaa Toig €v guuopals: “uv dvamintete, O dabeveg
DUV dvvauis eatwy, 1) xai xevrel xal xatatphoet pupiovs. HTd TOV eEavoddaat
YAOUEVWY TO YEVOS AxdvTwY dlaowbnaeale udihov 1) dmodelabe, Tolg xoncoig
o0 xoxwdnoeabe, dM Stav udAlota mopbelv vopion Tig DpAS, TéTE MAAITTA
TPOG EVXAELY EXAAUPETE”

69 All this is a description of the nation’s condition as it then stood, and
we may think of it as a voice to the sufferers: “Do not lose heart; your
weakness is your strength, which can prick, and thousands will suffer
from its wounds. Those who desire to consume you will be your unwill-
ing saviours instead of your destroyers. Your ills will work you no ill. Nay,
just when the enemy is surest of ravaging you, your fame will shine forth
most gloriously.”
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PHILO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE BURNING BUSH 229

In saying, “All this is a description of the nation’s condition as it then stood,”
Philo presumably refers to the condition of Israel in Egypt at Moses’s time,
before returning, it would seem, to a more universal message. In other words,
the future events that are heralded by the burning bush are those awaiting
Moses upon his return to Egypt. Why this brief, seemingly unnecessary, nod to
history? Is Philo thinking that there are those who would apply his allegorical
interpretation to the condition of the Jewish community of Egypt (Alexandria)
of his own time (early first century CE)? If so, does he seek to discourage such a
reading, or indirectly to allow for it (doth he protest too much)? Depending on
when we date Philo’s Life of Moses in relation to the uprising against the Jews
of Alexandria under Flaccus, one could imagine Philo’s allegorical interpreta-
tion to speak directly to “the nation’s condition as it then stood” in his own time
as well.12

Interestingly, it is precisely after this historical and national nod, that Philo
intensifies his diction by switching to the second-person address, as if the her-

«

ald of the burning bush is now directly speaking to Philo’s “readers” as suf-
ferers, intensifying even further the message of turned tables first planted
inconspicuously at the end of §65: Your seeming weakness is your strength.
Those (your tormentors) who seek to destroy you, will be your unwitting sav-
iours. Just when your condition seems as bad as it can get, you will shine forth
like the fire. What a reversal of roles!

Finally, the fire (which previously symbolized the oppressors) now addresses

directly the oppressors, as if speaking for God:

§70 a6 hp pBopomolds ovaia Sieréyyouan Tovg ApoBipous-“ur) Tals idlotg
dAxals emalpeabe, Tag dudyovs pwpag i3ovtes xabatpouuévag cwppoviatnte
MEV xawatua) Sovapug ThS pAoyds wg EVAOV xaietat, TO 3¢ pUTEL xavaTdy ELAOV
olo hp Epgovag xafel”

70 Again fire, the element which works destruction, convicts the cruel-
hearted. “Exult not in your own strength” it says. “Behold your invin-
cible might brought low, and learn wisdom. The property of flame is to

12 See Niehoff (2011b, 11-16) who argues for Philo’s having written the Exposition of the Law
toward the end of his life while in Rome, in which political and intellectual context the
Exposition, especially the Life of Moses, needs to be understood. For a similar argument,
see most recently Bloch (2012, 71-77). Note in particular (76): “Philo’s allegorical read-
ing of the burning bush episode—the burning bush is a ‘symbol of those who suffered
wrong'—may not only refer to the biblical suffering of the Israelites in Egypt, but also to
the suppression in Philo’s Alexandria.”
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230 FRAADE

consume, yet it is consumed, like wood. The nature of wood is to be con-
sumed yet it is manifested as the consumer, as though it were the fire”

Just as the sufferers were told by a voice (of the herald?) not to despair in their
seeming weakness (§69), the oppressors are now directly admonished not to
exalt in their seeming (physical) strength, but to learn wisdom.!® Returning to
the scriptural terms of the message, the flame and bush (wood) have exchanged
roles as consumer and consumed. Once again, not only is the bush (whether
Israel or sufferers more universally) not consumed (as per the plain scriptural
sense), but it will vanquish its oppressors.

From “Rewritten Bible” to Allegorical Commentary

Thus far, I have sought to demonstrate that Philo’s allegorical interpretation
of the scriptural narrative of the burning bush is based not on the scriptural
text itself, but on its initial retelling (§65 and the beginning of §66). Philo’s
explicit commentary begins with his comment that “It might be supposed that
this was the image of Him that is; but let us rather call it an angel or herald..”
From there on, Philo’s allegorical understanding of bush and fire as signifying
sufferers and their oppressors grows steadily more explicit and pronounced,
with some surprising twists (the fire changes from the oppressors to the voice
that condemns the oppressor and back again). However, notwithstanding this
apparent division of labour, it would be difficult to draw a sharp line of demar-
cation between “rewritten Bible” and “commentary” here.

Can we presume that the initial rewritten scripture (§§65-66) upon which
Philo comments was one that he himself created (perhaps for the very pur-
poses of providing a base for his commentary), rather than a version of the
scriptural narrative that he inherited from his predecessors or that circulated
in his time among Alexandrian Jews? We may ask more broadly, can we pre-
sume that extant texts of rewritten scripture are the exegetical products of
their authors alone in direct response to Scripture alone (sola scriptura, as it
were), and not the creative incorporation of Scripture and tradition (as Philo
himself avers!#)? In this case we are at a disadvantage since we have, as previ-
ously noted, so little evidence of interpretations of the burning bush either
prior to or contemporaneous with Philo.

13 I'would move the closing quotes to the end of the previous sentence ending with “learn
wisdom.”

14  See above atn. 4.
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PHILO’S INTERPRETATION OF THE BURNING BUSH 231

Our only other example of a rewritten version of the story from around
Philo’s time is that found in Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 2.264—268, which
I shall not cite here. In that passage we find several elements of Josephus’s
retelling that are common to Philo’s: 1. Moses chooses to pasture his father-in-
law’s sheep by Mt. H. oreb because of the abundant herbage there (§§264-65).
Josephus also notes that the “fire found a tongue” (§267), but without going
on at length, as does Philo, about the “miracle of sight.” Most significant per-
haps is Josephus’s portrayal of the voice from the fire as predicting (heralding)
the future (§268). However, for Josephus that future is the “glory and honour
that [Moses] would win from men under God’s auspices.” Thus, while the two
retellings share several important elements, they are of a rather mundane sort.
Josephus’s retelling, while lengthier than Philo’s does not provide the basis for
a similarly soaring commentary. Nevertheless, the comparison enables us to
see how particularly “Philonic” is Philo’s retelling of the burning bush narra-
tive, being not the end of his process of interpretation, but only the first step of
several, in a sense the staging area for his allegorical commentary.

From this (admittedly brief) example, of which there are others, especially
in Philo’s Life of Moses, we might ask whether “rewritten Bible,” in its other
shapes and contexts is the end of an exegetical process, its beginning, or some-
thing in between. As Gregory Sterling says of Philo’s Exposition of the Law, of
which the passage that we examined may be considered an acute example,
“His standard handling of the text is to summarize the account and to com-
ment on his summary ... Philo appropriated the tradition of rewriting the text
in the Exposition but used it as a technique within the commentary tradition.”>
Thus, as important and useful as the distinction between “rewritten Bible” and
“(allegorical) commentary” is, we should not allow that distinction to conceal
the ways in which they are intersecting partners in the multifaceted dynamics
of ancient scriptural interpretation.
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