THE GREEK PHILOSOPHIC BACKGROUND
OF FOURTH MACCABEES

1. The Problem

The so-called Fourth Book of Maccabees is a philosophic dis-
course which has come down to us both in some MSS of the
Greek bible (notably in the famous codices Sinaiticus and Vatica-
nus), whete it bears the title M axxafalowv ¢, and in the majority of
MSS of the Jewish historian Josephus, to whom the work was
often falsely ascribed. Our oldest witnesses (Eusebius and Je-
rome) cite it under the title wepl adToxpdrogos Aoyiouod, a title
which appears in some MSS?). This discourse is sometimes de-
scribed as a ““diatribe” composed on Cynic or Stoic models.
Whether it was ever actually delivered or not is disputed, as is
its date. A.D.Nock pronounced Fourth Maccabees “a speech gi-
ven in a Jewish community of the Dispersion on the festival
commemorating the rededication of the Temple, probably deli-
vered in Paul’s lifetime”?). Pfeiffer believes the author lived
“shortly before Philo (about the beginning of our era)’?);
Dupont-Sommer regards 117/118 A. D. as the most probable
date of composition?). Most recently, Hadas has come out in
favor of the reign of Caligula (37—41 A. D.)?%).

The author, “a Jew addressing Jews” as Pfeiffer describes
him®), is steeped in Jewish tradition; this is manifest on almost
every page of the work and has never been questioned. How-
ever, Pfeiffer makes the further observation “Although the
author was a zealous orthodox Jew trained in ‘the Law and the

The following works are cited in the notes by last name of author

only:

A. Dupont-Sommer, Le Quatriéme Livre des Machabées (Paris 1939).

J. Freudenthal, Die Flavius Josephus beigelegte Schrift Ueber die Herrschaft der
Vernunft (Breslau 1869).

M. Hadas, 7he Third and Fourth Books of Maccabees (New York 1953).

R. Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times with an introduction to the Apocry-
pha (New York 1949).

H. A.Wolfson, Philo® (Cambridge 1948).
For further bibliography the reader is referred to these works.

1) On the title(s) see Freudenthal, pp. 1171

2) 8¢, Paul, p. 71. 3) Pfeiffer, p. 215.
4) Dupont-Sommer, p. 81 n. 45.  5) Hadas, p. 96.
6) Pfeiffer, p. 219.
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Prophets’ (18 : 10; cf. the quotations from the LXX in 18 : 13—-19),
he must have attended Greek schools”?). Controversy centers
around the precise nature of his Greek cultural background. It is
universally admitted that the author has received a training in
Greek rhetoric and that he can write artistic Greek prose of the
“Asianic” style®). The points of disagreement are two: 1) Has
the author actually made a formal study of Greek philosophy ot
is the philosophical content of the discourse to be dismissed as
supetficial coloration, the sort of philosophical jargon which
could be easily picked up in the rhetorical schools? 2) If the
author is admitted to be a genuinely philosophical writer, to
what school of Greek philosophy does he adhere?

To both questions various and contradictory answers have
been proposed. There is no need to rehearse here each several
opinion that has been put forward on these two questions®).
The following views may be taken as representative. On the
first question Heinemann writes “Der Verfasser ist in erster
Linie Rhetor ... Weit schwicher ist der Verfasser vom Gehalt
der griechischen Kultur beriihrt. Bezeichnende Anfithrungen
aus griechischen Philosophen, wie sie selbst im Buch der Weis-
heit vorkommen, fehlen ... so wird man fragen diirfen, ob unser
Verfasser die philosophische Bildung, auf die er freilich sehr
stolz ist, nicht vollig der Rednerschule und ihren Ubungen
dankt ... Die Scheidung der vier Haupttugenden ... und den
Leitgedanken, daBl die Vernunft die Lebensfithrung behert-
schen soll, konnte er aus Reden jeder Richtung kennen...””10).
With this contrast Pfeiffer: “The Fourth Book of Maccabees
discloses a deeper knowledge of Greek philosophy than all other
Hellenistic- Jewish writings, except Philo’s works. It likewise
strives to find philosophical ideas in the Old Testament (cf.
1 : 15-17). Thus, for instance, in 5 : 23—24 the Law of Moses is
said to teach the four cardinal virtues of Plato and the Stoics...”’1)

On the second question, that of the philosophical affinities
of the work, I quote again Pfeiffer: “The general theme of the
book (the supremacy of reason over the passions) as well as many
of the special arguments and views presented are clearly Stoic.

7) Pfeiffer, p. 218.

8) See, e.g., I.Heinemann in RE s. v. Makkabderbiicher, col. 803 (quot-
ing E. Norden, Antike Kunstprosa pp. 4181L.).

9) For full details see the works listed above.

10) RE s. v. Makkabierbiicher, col. 803.

11) Pfeiffer, p. 215.
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The famous Stoic paradox “The sage is not merely free but also a
king’ is echoed in 7:23 and 14 : 2; the martyrs behave with true
Stoic apathy (9:17f.; 11:25; 15:11, 14); Wisdom (1:10) is
defined in the Stoic manner ...”22). That the work is fundamen-
tally inspired by Stoic teaching may be regarded as the orthodox
view. There have been dissenters. Wolfson in his Philo states
“By the time of Philo, the question whether virtue means the
extirpation of the emotions or only their control seems to have
been a subject of discussion among Hellenistic Jews who had a
knowledge of philosophy. In the Fourth Book of Maccabees
this question is the principal topic of discussion. Guided by
Jewish tradition the author comes out in opposition to the
Stoics...”13). Most recently, Hadas has argued that the author
was a Platonist: “... Plato is not merely an armory of adventi-
tious arguments to confute the pagans with their own weapons,
but a way of thought espoused by our author and presumably by
his audience. From Plato comes such specific doctrine as the four
cardinal virtues, the two parts of the soul, the destiny of human
beings after death, the question of the animality of the stars.
These things, it is clear, our aunthor drew directly from Plato and not
Jfrom secondary sources (my italics) ... If we look for a single Platonic
treatise which might have been in his mind as a model, we
should choose the Gourgias!?) ... Against the background of
Socrates’ attitude and moral position in the Gorgias much that
is in our book falls into focus, not only with regard to the similar
posture of Eleazar confronting an actual tyrant but also in
individual details. There can be no doubt that our author was a
consistent Platonist. He knew Stoicism, of course, and at many
points uses Stoic language and echoes Stoic views; but the
general opinion that he is himself predominantly Stoic is quite
mistaken ... The Stoics insisted that the sage must extirpate his
emotions; Eleazar (following Jewish tradition and Aristotle)
says that they must not be extirpated but controlled and direct-
ed...”15),

Thgse specimen judgments may serve to give some notion
of the radical diversity of opinion which Fourth Maccabees has

12) Pfeiffer, p. 219. 13) Wolfson, vol. 2, pp. 270-271.
14) Hadas is here following J. Gutman who argues that the Gorgias
was the model for Fourth Maccabees in a paper published in Hebrew in
Commentationes Iudaico-FHellenisticae in Memoriam Iobannis Lewy, ed. M.
Schwabe and I. Gutman (Jerusalem 1949), 25—37. See Hadas, p. 116 n. 54.
15) Hadas, pp. 116-118.
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engendered. (There is, curiously, an exactly parallel problem of
Ounellenforschung in the history of classical Roman literature. I
refer to the prooemia to Sallust’s two historical monographs, the
Catilina and the Ingurtha. These prooemia also have been assessed
most diversely by the critics. Some regard them as instinct with
profound philosophy, others as stock rhetorical introductions
tull of Joci communes. Most would place them somewhere between
these two poles. In Sallust, as in Fourth Maccabees, the immediate
soutces of the philosophic content are a matter of some contro-
versy).

I1. A Clarification

We have seen that the author of Fourth Maccabees has been
generally, though not universally, thought to be a “Stoic”.
Those who deny this point out that certain “Stoic’” doctrines are
not accepted by this writer; in particular, it is asserted that the
“Stoics” believed that the emotions or passions (ra 7df) could
be completely extirpated, wheteas in Fourth Maccabees the
Peripatetic (and Platonic! and Jewish!) doctrine that man may
master, but not totally uproot, his passions is advocated. The
reality is that the Stoic philosophy, like any great philosophical
system, did not remain static; nor was a particular doctrine
which might be widely held by individual Stoics necessarily held
by all Stoics. Arthur Darby Nock once observed “In Stoicism
substantial individual divergences were common” 1), The prac-
tice of using the term ““Stoic” without further definition or
qualification has been especially mischievous in the case of
Fomrth Maccabees. Some Stoics, including the redoubtable Posido-
nius, had abandoned the orthodox Stoic teaching on the pas-
sions; E.R.Dodds states the case clearly:

... [accotrding to Zeno and Chrysippus] the so-called pas-
sions were merely errors of judgement, or morbid disturbances
resulting from errors of judgement. Correct the error and the dis-
tutbance will automatically cease... This fantastic psychology
was adopted and maintained for two centuries. .. Posidonius, we
know, rebelled against it and demanded a return to Plato, point-
ing out that Chrysippus’ theory conflicted both with observa-
tion, which showed the elements of chatracter to be innate, and

16) JRS 49. 1959. 1. This was recognized in antiquity; see the remarks
of Numenius ap. Eusebius’ Praep. Ev. XIV, p. 728a.
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with moral experience, which revealed irrationality and evil as
ineradicably rooted in human nature and controllable only by
some kind of ‘catharsis’. But his protest did not avail to kill the
theory; orthodox Stoics continued to talk in intellectualist
terms, though perhaps with diminishing conviction...” 7).

The last great Szoic systematizer of antiquity, therefore, (and
the one whose floruit most nearly preceded Fourth Maccabees,
whatever date one posits for that work) agrees with our author
that the passions cannot be eradicated. Posidonius discussed his
theories about the passions in a famous treatise entitled smepl
mald@v which has not survived; we owe our knowledge of this
work in good part to Galen, who knew and drew directly upon
the wepl mabl v of Posidonius, especially in his De Placitis Hippo-
cratis et Platonis'®). (The significance of this will become apparent
below. I call attention now to the format of the megl mafdv:
“Das Werk war eine Schulschrift wie das des Chrysipp tber das
gleiche Thema, iz der Form einer Vorlesung ... die Horerschaft wird
angereder (my italics) ...””1%) Posidonius was a Stoic who did not
hesitate to be innovative and eclectic — it is notable that he
borrowed much specifically from Plato and Aristotle — but he
remained a Stoic. If it is legitimate to call Posidonius a Stoic, it
is surely wrong to argue that the author of Fourth Maccabees is
not a Stoic on the grounds that he does not accept this one
doctrine of Zeno and Chrysippus that the passions can be
eradicated.

By the first century B. C. a general eclectic tendency had
come to characterize much philosophic thought (I except
Epicureanism) and some may prefer to use Festugicre’s vague
term “philosophic koing” to describe the philosophic content of
Fourth Maccabees®). Certainly, with regard to many of the philo-
sophic commonplaces in the work it is impossible to be more
precise and such a general description can be a useful one,
provided that one does not thereby intend to deny the presence

17) The Greeks and the Irrational, pp. 239—240. It is not certain that
Zeno and Chrysippus were in agreement here. For this question and for the
attitude of the Stoics in general (including Posidonius) on za zd0n, the pas-
sages are conveniently collected by C.J.DeVogel Greek Philosophy. A Col-
lection of Texts, Volume III The Hellenistic-Roman Period (Leiden 1959),
numbers 951-956, 1051—-1064, 1184—1190.

18) For exact references to Galen and the modern literature, see
Dodds, Joc. ciz., p. 256, notes 14-16.

19) K. Reinhardt in RE s. v. Poseidonios, col. 734.

20) This term is quoted by Nock in /RS 49. 1959. 1, 1. 2.
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of some specifically Stoic notions in the work. To derive, with
Hadas, everything philosophic in the discourse directly from
Plato seems to me to be a case of special pleading which seriously
fails to account for the clear affinities to and echoes of post-
Platonic philosophy in the work. To write, as Hadas does, “He
knew Stoicism, of course, and at many points uses Stoic language
and echoes Stoic views” and then maintain that “our author
drew directly from Plato and not from secondary sources” is,
in the homely phrase, to have one’s cake and eat it too.

I choose one example to illustrate that one cannot always
draw a hard and fast line between what is specifically Stoic in the
discourse and what is philosophic koiné. The following defini-
tion occurs in Fourth Maccabees 1. 16: copla 67) Toivoy dotiv yvdais
Oclwy wai dvlpwnivwy mpayudtwy xal Tév Todtwy aitid@y. This
definition is often adduced as a proof that Fourth Maccabees is
Stoic: “... wisdom (1. 16) is defined in the Stoic manner”
(Pfeiffer, p. 21921). As a proof of this, Pseudo-Plutarch Placita
Philosophorum 1. prooem. 2 (= H. Diels Doxographi Graeci, p. 273.
11-13) is compared: of uév 0% Zrwixol Epacay Ty uév copiay
elvar Oelwy te xal dbpwnivov dmariuny. Despite this explicit
testimony, a little investigation reveals that the matter is not quite
so simple. There is no reason to doubt that the Stoics used this
definition, but, given its so general nature, it ought not surprise
us to find others besides Stoics using it; there is nothing specific-
ally Stoic about it. This definition became a philosophical
commonplace and occurs frequently in both Greek and Latin
authors. An anonymous writer preserved in Cramer’s Anecdota
Graeca e codd. mss. Bibliothecae Regiae Parisiensis 4.400 goes so far
as to attribute it specifically to Pythagoras. (dAdoc dotouds ijc
prlocopliag ... xal avtog eig [Ivlaydpay dvayduevos, 6 Asywy “yvioig
Ociwv Te xal dvdownivev moayudrwy”.) Others who quote it
include Cicero, Quintilian, Apuleius, Maximus of Tyre and
Origen??). Albinus in his Iutroductio in Platonem (p. 152 Her-
mann) gives it: copla ... dotw émoTiiun Oelwy xal avdownivwy
mpayudrwv. According to Sir David Ross23), this work is “an
amalgam of Platonism with Peripatetic and Stoic elements (my italics);
specifically Neoplatonic doctrines are merely hinted at.” That is

21) Even Wolfson (vol. I, p. 22) and Hadas (p. 149) pronounce it
Stoic.

22) These and other references may be conveniently found in Ho-
bein’s Teubner edition of Maximus Tyrius, p. 308. 20.

23) OCD s. v. Albinus (1).
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to say, the work is a good example of philosophic koiné. Seneca
the Younger in one of his epistles (89. 5) teveals a knowledge
of this definition: “sapientiam quidam ita finierunt, ut dicerent
divinornm et humanorum scientiam. quidam ita : sapientia est nosse divina
et humana et horum cansas. supervacua mibi haec videtnr adiectio, qria
cansae divinorum humanorumque pars divinorum sunt.” Seneca there-
fore, a “professional” Stoic, knows this definition - but he knows
it only as  definition of wisdom (note g#idan), not as the Stoic
definition. Furthermore, he rejects as superfluous the phrase ez
horum cansas; Pseudo-Plutarch in his Stoic definition also omits
this addition. The author of Fourth Maccabees includes it (xai
T TovTv aitidv). I also call attention (no one seems to have
done so) to the fact that for émiotijun/scientia (the usual terms in
this definition) Fourth Maccabees has yvé@ous (as does the anony-
mous Christian writer quoted above from Cramet’s Anecdota
Graeca Par.). T am reluctant to read too much into this, but
nevertheless, if one recalls the pregnant meanings yr@oig had
come to have in Hellenistic Jewish circles, it is difficult to escape
the conclusion that this is a conscious and deliberate (philoso-
phic!) change on the part of the author of Fourth Maccabees. The
toregoing survey thus shows cleatly that scholars were not
justified in adducing this definition in this form as a proof of
“Stoic” influence in Fourth Maccabees. The extant evidence
suggests that, even if this definition of gogia is Stoic in origin,
nevertheless a) it was current in a different version (without the
added phrase) among orthodox Stoics and b) it did not temain
an exclusively Stoic definition?2%).

There is another source of confusion which has hindered a
proper evaluation of the Greek philosophical influences in
Fourth Maccabees. Hadas, in arguing for a direct Platonic in-
fluence, comments in part: “... The Stoics allowed no grada-
tions in sin — a miss, in their sight, being as bad as a mile. Eleazar
follows the opponents of Stoicism (and Jewish tradition) in
distinguishing between grave and light transgressions.”2%) Ha-
das is here following Wolfson who had written: “... in the

24) Philo, De congressu eruditionis gratia 79 repeats the definition with
the added phrase: copia ... émotiun Oclwv xal avbowmivaw xai T@v TodTwWY
aiti@v. K. Reinhardt, Poseidonios (Miinchen 1921), p. 58, conjectures that
this expanded form of the definition is the work of Posidonius. If he is
correct, this is of course further confirmation of the thesis which I shall
propose below.

25) Hadas, p. 118.

16 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. N. F. CXV, 3
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Fourth Book of Maccabees there is a reference to a distinction
between a ‘small sin” and, by implication, a great sin, or between
a ‘transgression of the law’ in ‘small things’ and that in ‘great
things’, though in accordance with the teachings of Judaism, it
adds, both are to be equally avoided. The emphasis in this book
is as much on the distinction between grades of laws as upon
their equality with reference to the observance of them, and it is
therefore not in agreement with the Stoic view of the equality
of sins, but rather in disagreement with it.”’26) Wolfson and
Hadas here represent a departure from the “orthodox” position,
which is that in Fowrth Maccabees the Stoic doctrine of the
equality of transgressions is espoused??). Pfeiffer, writing after
Wolfson, rejects his contention that “guided by Jewish tradition
the author comes out in opposition to the Stoics” 28). The passage
in question is Fourth Maccabees 5. 19—21: (19) ) procy ooy elvar
vouions tadtyy, & magopayrcayuey, duaptiov: (20) 10 yap émi
ULxolc xal peydlots magavoue icodvvaudy éotw, (21) 0 éxatépov
Y00 ¢ duolws 6 vouog vmeonpaveitar. I myself cannot comprehend
how the clear statement in verse 20 can be construed as anything
but general agreement (intended or not) with the Stoic teaching.
(Wolfson’s reasoning that “there is a reference to a distinction
between a ‘small sin’ (verse 19) and, by implication, a great sin”
is fallacious: The reference to a uwxpd duaptia implies a possible
distinction oz the part of the person addressed (king Antiochus); it
implies, if anything, quite the reverse on the part of the speaker
(Eleazar), as verses 20-21 explicitly and conclusively prove). The
posture here assumed for the author of Fowurth Maccabees can be
paralleled within Jewish tradition without any reference to
Greek philosophy at all (though I consider this unlikely).
Consider LXX. Denteronomy 27. 26: émxardgaroc ndg dvbpwmog,
8 0% dupevel &v mdow Tois Adyols ToT Youov TOUTOV TOD TOLTjoOL

26) Wolfson, vol. 2, pp. 271-272.

27) See, for example, Dupont-Sommer, p. 55: “La thése stoicienne
de I’égalité des fautes est nettement formulée [in Fourth Maccabees §. 19—21].”
For references to this Stoic doctrine in Greek and Roman authors, see
Dupont-Sommet’s note to Fourth Maccabees 5. 19—21 (p. 107). Wolfson
himself refers to ... Townshend’s note on IV Macc. 5 :20 in Charles’s
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, whete he tries to show
that these verses in IV Macc. reflect the Stoic view as to the equality of sins.”
(Wolfson, vol. 2, p. 272, n. 27).

28) Pfeiffer, p. 219, n. 23. Pfeiffer remarks (against Wolfson)
“C.L.W.Grimm has shown (in his commentary to IV Maccabees, p. 288)
how petvasive Stoic teaching is in this book.”
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adrovs. Saint Paul in Galatians 3. 10 used this verse for his own
purposes: doot yag & doywv vduov eioiy, Vo xavdoay siciv: yiyoa-
wraryap 6t ‘éminardoarog mag ¢ 00 dupevel mAow TOIS Yeyoauué-
vois & T® PifAiw Tob véuov Tod morjoar adrd’”’. Similar is the
Epistle of James 2. 10: Sotis yap SAov Tov véuov tnorjon, nraion 0&
& &vi, yéyovey mdvraw &voyog. A.D.Nock in his S7. Pau/ alludes
in passing to such a Jewish tradition: “Modern students of
Judaism have drawn attention to Paul’s misrepresentation of
Pharisaism — and in particular to his statement that any man
under the Law who failed to keep the whole Law was accursed.
Although it was said [s¢. in Jewish circles] that the breach of one
commandment was the breach of all and the keeping of one was
the keeping of all, this statement is certainly misleading...”’?%). The
statement is indeed misleading and suggests how the author of
Fourth Maccabees could write what he did: 1) Jewish tradition
taught that small and great transgressions of the Law were to be
equally avoided, a teaching which some distorted to mean that
a transgression of one law was a transgression of them all; 2) the
Stoics taught that all transgressions are equally serious; they do
not admit of degrees. These are distinct but potentially cognate
ideas; our author combines them when he states that breaking the
Law in small and great matters is iooddvauov.

What has been lost sight of by Hadas is that even if one
admit Wolfson’s and Hadas’ thesis that the author of Fourth
Maccabees disagrees with Stoic doctrines, he will have done so
Specifically to stay in agreement with Jewish teaching. 'The man who
wrote Fourth Maccabees was first and foremost an orthodox Jew,
not a Greek philosopher. If he belonged to a particular school
of philosophy, Stoic or otherwise, he would not have hesitated
to reject any dogmas of that school which were in conflict, real
or apparent, with Jewish beliefs. Such an eclectic attitude would
in fact be quite in keeping even with the philosophical tendencies
of the time. It therefore follows that a few doctrinal deviations
from “normal” Stoicism in Fourth Maccabees cannot be used to
prove that the author was not a Stoic, much less can they be
adduced in positive support of the thesis that the author was a
Platonist, 7f these doctrinal deviations are in harmony with Jewish tradi-
tion. Nevertheless, as I have tried to suggest above, a “Stoic”
reading of Fourth Maccabees 5. 19—21, can be reconciled with
certain tendencies already present, in embryo at least, in contem-

29) pp. 29-30.

16*
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porary Jewish thought. Thete is no need to abandon the obvious
interpretation of these verses on the grounds that they are not in
keeping with Jewish tradition. Nor does it follow from the fact
that the author of Fom’t/y Maccabees was primarily an orthodox
Jew that he has not “philosophized” to some extent his Jewish
beliefs. He clearly has.

II1. A Clue

The attentive reader will have observed that in the preced-
ing section I have anticipated myself somewhat by tacitly assum-
ing 1) that the author of Fourth Maccabees was a philosophical
writer and 2) that his immediate source was not (at least exclusi-
vely) Plato. drmep &det deifau. That our author has had some for-
mal training in philosophy seems to me in the last analysis to be
proved by the whole tone of the work. Neither the amount of
philosophic content nor the degree of philosophic language can
be explained as mere rhetorical coloration. (This is admittedly a
subjective judgment, but one with which most who have studied
the problem seem to concut.) Here I wish to call attention to a
positive piece of evidence which has a bearing on both questions.

The third chapter of Fourth Maccabees begins as follows:

. 00 yag T éavtod maldv 6 Aoytouog ém%@atel‘v (pa[verat, aila
TOY COUOTILED . (2) olov émbvuiar Tic 00 dbvarar Enxdyar 1udv,
aAda pr 6ovlw67]vat 7 emev,ma dvatar 6 loyw,uog na@ao‘waac
(3) Ovudy Tic 0¥ dbvaraw éxxdwar Dudy Tijs Yuyis, dAla T® Ovud
dvvazov Tov Aoyioucy Bonbijoar. (4)xaxorledy Tig judv od dbvarow
Exndypou, GAAL TO i) xaupOivar T7] xaxonlely ddvaut’ dv 6 Aoyiouos
ovuuayijoar (5) o0 yag Expillwtns Tdv maldv ¢ Aoyiouds oTw,
GAAa avtay wvioTrg.

This passage proves conclusively that the author of Fourth
Maccabees did not accept the orthodox Stoic teaching that the
passions can be completely uprooted. The language is obviously
carefully chosen for rhetorical effect; note the anaphora: ... 7ig
09 dbvatar Exxdyar KUY ... Tic 00 dbvatar Exxdyar YUY ... TIG
Nudy o0 ddvarar éxxdyau ... This language deserves close examin-
ation. The first feature to be observed is the phrase 7 09 (no#
7is 09/) with the force of 0ddels. So far as I can discover, this usage
is not recognized by the lexica and grammars. One immediately
suspects that it is a Semitism. For a comparable expression
compare the Septuaginta passage 7Tobias 3. 8: xai elmey avrij O
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owviels drmomyiyovad gov Tovg dvdoag; 110m énta Eoyes xai évog adTdY
ovx wvdolns. Here évdg ... odx is a Semitism for ovderdc?0).
Freudenthal, however, states that Fourth Maccabees is almost to-
tally free of Hebraisms?'). To establish tig 09 = 09deis as a native
Greek idiom it is necessary to cite only one example of it from a
Greek work in which Semitic influence cannot reasonably be
assumed; I have noticed such an example in Plutarch, Moralia
p. 69 B: ... adtixa yody dyiaivwv uév T od yalends oty 0%
dyotos mavrdmaow avdel @ide xtd. (For a second example, see
below.) tic 09 = 0ddels is, therefore, correct Greek; what should
be noted now is that it is uncommon Greek.

I consider next éxxdyar. The verb éxxdnrew had become a
quasi-technical philosophical term; it was used especially of the
extirpation of vices and passions (compate éxpil wtrs in verse 5).
The word was not exclusively Stoic. Plato in the Charmides, p.
155 C 5-6 writes ... xal uov 1) mwedalev Opacdrns 8Eexnéxnomro. The
Epicurean Diogenes of Oenoanda in his famous inscription (2)
has v@v ye lvmaw tac pév Twag [xevas alii] éexdypauey eis téletov.
Plutarch, whose “philosophy was an eclecticism which grafted
on to the Academyshreds from the middle Stoa and Pythagoras™32)
knows the term: ... 76v Qvuov éxxdypou mavrdmaot ur) dvvnlels, Guwg
7woly avijreotdy Tt Spdoan uetéoTnoe xal xatéoyey edmeldij Td Aoyioud
yevouevov (Moralia, p. 26E); in his treatise de virtute morali he
writes uéreotw 0%y avtd [se. T® Wbpdme] xal Tod dAdyov, xal
abupurov Eyer Ty Tod mdbovs Goyiy, 00x &reioddiov GAA dvayxaiay
otoay, 000’ avatpetéay mavrdmacw dAla Ocpamelos xal marday wylag
Ocouéviy. 80ev o0 Bpdoiov 000¢ Avxodoyeioy 10T Adyov To Zoyov
éotl, ovvenndmrew xai ovvdiaplelpew ta dpélua Tois Plafepois Tod
adfovg xtA. (Moralia, p.451c). Earlier in this same treatise
Plutarch has rejected the possibility of total extirpation of the
passions: ... 700 Adyov ... 09 foviouévov o ndbog dEauoety mavrd-
maow (obte yap dvvaroy o¥r’ duewoy) ... (Moralia, p. 443¢). An
excellent parallel for this verb used ina compatable religious docu-
ment roughly contemporary with Fourth Maccabees is to be found
in Clement of Rome’s Letter to the Corinthians, chapter 63. 2:

.oy ... &exoymre Ty Aémrov ToT {hlovs dudw coyry ... (I
remind the reader that “Stoic’ influence has long been recogniz-
ed in the Klemensbrief.) Fot éxxdnrew in Galen see below.

There is still extant an ethical treatise in two books by the
great second-century physician Galen; it bears the somewhat

30) Pfeiffer, pp. 272—273. 31) Freudenthal, pp. 26-27.
32) F. W. Walbank in OCD s. v. Plutarch, p. 707.
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ungainly title wegl T@w idlwy sxdote mady xal GuagTnudTwy T
duayvdhoews [ (sometimes referred to more concisely as megl
poyiis mad @y xal duagTnudrwy)s).

In this treatise the following sentence occurs: adgynrog uév
yag edbéws Gua Td Povinbivar yeviolar Tig 0% dbvaral, xaracyel
88 70 7ot mdlbovg doynuoy dvvarar®?). The resemblances of this
sentence to the opening of the third chapter of Fourth Maccabees
are striking. Most obvious is the uncommon g 09 = 0vdels
coupled, as in Fourth Maccabees, with dtvarar. The thought of
the first half of the sentence is identical with that of the first half
of Fourth Maccabees 3. 3; adgynros yevéolaw amounts to the same
thing as Qvudy éxxdyar. In the second half of the sentence the
thought is a variatio on the basic theme to be found in the second
halves of verses two, three, and four respectively of Fourth
Maccabees, chapter three: passions cannot be eradicated, but they
can be controlled. Finally, the rhetorical balance of the sentences is
the same in both Galen and Fourth Maccabees; Galen achieves
this balance by a uév — 0 construction, the author of Fourth
Maccabees by beginning each second half of verses 2—4 with dAd.
This variation between uév — 8¢ and dAAd is incidental; that all the
sentences are constructed with the same fundamental balance is
shown clearly by the verbs which appeat in the second halves:
to Galen’s dvvara there tesponds in Fourth Maccabees successively
dtvarar (verse 2) ... dvvardy (verse 3) ... dbvar’ dv (verse 4).
How are these resemblances to be explained ? Coincidence is at
best a remote possibility; the concurrence of the same unusual
language (tig 0% dvvarar), the same technical philosophical
doctrine, and the same rhetorical balance surely makes such a
coincidence quite improbable, especially since we know that both
Galen and the anthor of Fourth Maccabees are derivative writers. That
Galen would have borrowed directly froma Jewish work such as
Fourth Maccabees is not worth considering3®). The likelihood is
rather that both authors ultimately derive from a common
source. If we can discover Galen’s source, it should shed some
light on the philosophical background of Fourth Maccabees.

33) Kithn V. 1-103; a separate edition by I. Marquardt in the Teub-
ner Clandii Galeni Scripta Minora, 1, 1-81. The best and most recent edition
is by W. De Boer in Corpus Medicorum Graecornm V. 4. 1.1 (Leipzig and
Berlin 1937).

34) p- 16 Kiihn.

35) I write this fully aware that Galen had some familiarity with
Jewish’ beliefs; see Richard Walzer, Galen on Jews and Christians (London

1949)-
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In the case of Galen the problem of Quellenforschung is com-
plicated by the fact that he is an eclectic who borrows from many
authorities in his writings. Furthermore, this particular treatise
contains a number of autobiographical details cited in illustra-
tion of various ethical points; it is by no means a wholly detiva-
tive work. However, Galen makes his fundamental dependence
on earlier authors quite clear near the beginning of the treatise:
yéyoamrar usv 09y xal Xovoinme xai dArowg modlois Tdv pLlocdpwy
Ocoamevtina ovyyodupata Tav tijc yoyic maldv, elontor 0¢ xal
7o0s *ApioTotélovs xal T@v Eralpwy avTod xal meo ToVTWY Vo
1 2drwvos, xal 7w uév Pédviov & éxelvav uabdvew adrd, domep
xayd ... (p. 3 Kihn). (Note that Galen does not actually say
that he is using directly Chrysippus, Aristotle, or Plato; detiva-
tive writers in later antiquity were fond of mentioning the great
writers of the past — oi malawol — even where they were making
no direct use of them. Such references were designed to lend a
kind of vicarious authotity to detivative wotks. Galen, to be
sure, unlike many later authors, really had read these “ancients™
whom he mentions here, but we shall see that his ethical theories
are based chiefly on a more recent writer whom he — no doubt
deliberately — does not mention). Let us take as our point of
departure Galen’s attitude towards the doctrine of total eradica-
tion of the passions. There is no doubt that he was aware of the
controversy; he is our chief source for Posidonius’ lost treatise
mepl mahdw, as was indicated above. The verb éxxdmreww occurs
several times in Galen’s treatise and at times he writes as if he
believes that the passions can be completely uprooted: wag o
&y g Enndyele TavTa, ur) yrods modtepov Eywy avtd; (p. 8 Kithn);
ot & domep 1O 7AWV TO dnovti xxdypou dVoxolov, oltw TA
ueydia t® Povinlévre gdorov (p. 26 Kihn); magaxaléces e
uaTny nuds ooavtws éxelvewy Td deoudve Bonlijcar xal To mdfog
éundypar (p. 29 Kithn), ... xxdnrew te mepwudvovs t6 mdbog, odx
dyor To¥ un @aivesbar toic dAlows pdvov, GAX date undé gilav
Eyravalimelv adTod Tij poxi ... éxxonmtéov yap adTo puduevov Eti,
moty avénbév aviarov yevéobar (p. 36 Kiihn). This last example
especially would seem to indicate that Galen advocated total
extirpation of the passions. In reality Galen seems to have
believed with Posidonius that the sourtces of the wdfy ate innate
and cannot be uprooted. Some apparent inconsistencies of
language in Galen’s treatise may be in part due to an imperfect
assimilation of several contradictory sources. Galen’s position
is that we must overcome our irrational impulses by reason and
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constant doxnoig. In one passage in this treatise he explicitly
states that we ought not destroy but use these irrational im-
pulses: Aédextar 8 éni mAdov v Tois meol NPV Vmouvijuacw ...
¢ TN pév oy o0 yon xatafalelv avTijc [sc. Tijc &v Tij poyi] dvvd-
uews GAdyov), domeo 0008 T@Y Inmay Te xal xvvdw, ols yoduea,
T O edmelleiay g Exelvaw oUtw xal Tadtns doxew. (p. 27 Kihn).

The treatise referred to here, Galen’s megi /0@, survives
only in an Arabic summary; a passage from the introductory
section helps to clarify Galen’s attitude: “It is necessary in an
adult to look at his actions and their causes. For you find that the
cause of some is 7jflog, and of others thought. The cause of what
results from nature or habit is 7jlog, but the cause of what springs
from reflexion and deliberation is thought. When you have
shown by reasoned explanation the falsity of evil opinions, you
have uprooted them from the soul. But if they spring from nature
or habit, such arguments will break but scarcely uproot them (my
italics).”3%) Walzer has argued cogently that Galen’s megi 70w
goes back to Posidonius; he concludes “It is now evident that
Galen’s whole theory of 7o and its implications is based on
Posidonius’ restoration of Plato’s psychology in the face of
Chrysippus’ denial of the irrational in man. His theory is cohet-
ent in itself, and having established Posidonius’ authorship in
various cardinal points we are entitled to draw the obvious
inference...”37). If Galen, relying on Posidonius, believed that
7jln cannot be uprooted and Posidonius further taught that wdfy
cannot be uprooted, then presumably Galen, strictly, held that
7dfn could not be uprooted. Elsewhere Walzer writes “(Galen)
neither looks for rudiments of intelligence and virtue in animals
... nor uses, like Chrysippus, the rich material at his disposal in
order to show that animals are simply irrational while man as a
rational being should extirpate from his soul all that he has in
common with animals. Galen’s conception of the human soul is
more adequate, and while demanding the mere control (not the
elimination) of its irrational elements he can quote the observa-
tion of animals for support, and thus strengthen his case
considerably. The same attitude towards animals can be seen in
Posidonius, and it is very tempting to connect Galen’s view with
his teaching. We know that Galen appreciated and, within limits,
accepted the mepl maf@v of Posidonius...”38).

36) Translated by R. Walzer in his paper “New Light on Galen’s
Moral Philosophy”, CQ 43. 1949. 93.

37) CQ 43. 1949. 95. 38) CQ 43. 1949. 89.
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Long before Walzer adduced the new and impressive
evidence from the Arabic, Hermann Ringeltaube made a special
study of ancient theories on the emotions. He too concluded
that Galen was inspired in this treatise by Posidonius: ,,In com-
mentariolo enim quem scripsit swepl Ty diwy éxdote maddv
nihil aliud nisi curationem affectuum tractavit. In quo quam-
quam satis libere Galenum egisse appatet ... lineamenta tamen
a Posidonii ingenio aliena non sunt. Neque mirum est eum
curationem pariter atque illum instituisse, cum et ipse affectus
irrationalibus propriis facultatibus attribuat ... neque irrationa-
lem facultatem exstirpari sed rationi subici velit: [there follows
the passage beginning iy uév ioydv 0d yon xarafalev adrijc
(p. 27 Kihn) cited above.]”3%) To sum up: despite some
inconsistencies and innovations on Galen’s part, it is beyond
reasonable doubt that Galen’s moral treatises derive in good
part from Posidonius. I have no wish to succumb to the now all-
too-familiar disease of “Panposidonianism”, but in the case of
Galen the evidence for dependence is abundant and convincing.
I remind the reader of Reinhardt’s remark: “Der groBte sospita-
tor Posidonii ist indessen Galen geworden.”4%) Returning to
Fourth Maccabees, we have seen that that work is characterized
by a) pronounced Stoic coloration and b) emphasis on the doctrine
that the passions can be mastered by reason but not uttetly
eradicated. This combination fits Posidonius exactly and no
philosopher before him (with the possible exception of his teacher
Panaetius who is not Galen’s source). In the opening chapters of
Fourth Maccabees the author repeatedly states that reason
(Aoyiouds) controls the passions (za mwdfn). Thete 6 loyiouds is
linked with such verbs as xpazeiv, xvotedew, émixpareiv and
deomolewv. Is it coincidence that when Galen comes to the
conclusion of the first book of his treatise (i.e. the book dealing
with zzd0n in contrast to duagrijuara, the subject of the second
book), he writes: ... Ta wdly ... dmov yap T ueyiorwy dvrwy
drpdtnoey 6 doytouoc dyduvastog év, ebdnlov w¢ udliov xoatijoet
durTijc Dmegoyiic v T yodve moooyevoudvne avtd (p. 56 Kithn)?

That Galen and Fourth Maccabees each contain echoes of
Posidonius’ language must of course remain a conjecture only.
What I hope to have demonstrated is that both Galen and Fourth

39) H. Ringeltaube, Quaestiones ad veterum philosophorum de affectibus
doctrinam pertinentes (Gottingen 1913), p. 31.
40) RE 5. v. Poseidonios col. 82o0.
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Maccabees go back in part to soe common writer (not necessarily
to the same work), whether that writer be Posidonius or someone
else. (The borrowings may have occured »iz one or more inter-
mediate soutces; still 7ic 09 ddvaraw argues against such inter-
mediate steps: The uncommon phrase would have been convert-
ed to commoner coin.) Galen, such being his method, without
doubt drew upon an original and prominent formal philosopher,
Posidonius morte likely than not. In any event it was not Plato
or Aristotle (who do not use 7w 00 = 0ddeic) and probably no
one eatlier than Chrysippus (compare Galen’s remarks quoted
above, page 235). Chrysippus himself seems excluded by Fourth
Maccabees which is cleatly anti-Chrysippean in doctrine.

If it is granted that Galen and Fourth Maccabees used this
common soutce, we are now in a position to answer the two
questions set forth in the first part of this paper: 1) The author
of Fourth Maccabees has indeed studied and used formal philoso-
phical literature; 2) His philosophical opinions are not all (if
any) derived directly from Plato; he has rather drawn on at least
one more recent source.

I close with one final observation. Reinhardt (see above,
footnote 24) has concluded (for quite different reasons) that the
expanded form of the definition of copia discussed above, that
is to say the form containing the addition xai 1@y TodTwy aitidv,
is the creation of Posidonius. Since Fourth Maccabees contains
the definition in this form, this is in perfect agreement with out
conjecture that the author of Fourth Maccabees has used Posido-
nius. (Our author will, incidentally, thus have borrowed from
an eclectic Stoic; this confirms our characterization of the work
as “philosophic koing” containing strong Stoic coloration.)
Since Fourth Maccabees is in no sense an original piece of philo-
sophic writing, the possibility exists that it contains some faitly
“pure” Posidonian content. The presence of at least one almost
verbatim definition and of an appatently close verbal echo would
support this. Nevertheless, the work in part smacks of “placita”
and I am inclined to think that little could be recovered. But 1
leave this to the Posidonian specialists 41).

Boston College Robert Renehan

41) I should like to thank Professor Joseph P. Maguire of Boston
College who very kindly criticized this paper and provided me with some
references.



