PATRISTIC INTERPRETATION

especially invites comparison  with  Yochanan’s.
Matthew's subplot concerning the appropriate wedding
garment (vv. 11=13) provides another point of simi-
lartty. Stll, the meanings genevated by the two para-
bles are distinctive. Where Yochanan speaks of servants
who either are or are not prudent in their assessment
of the king's capacity, Jesus speaks of guests invited to
a feast who respond with extraordinarily bad and finally
violent behavior, which is answered in kind. Beneath
that distinction, of course, there is a thematic similarity.
The readiness to accept and act upon the invitation is
called for, especially since the king is none other than
God. But cach parable urges a particular kind of response
upon the hearer, Yochanans narvative involves drop-
ping normal obligattons to await God’s promised
banquet, while Jesus’ parable of recalcitrant guests is
more fraught in its warning against obstinacy.

Perhaps most importantly, comparison with rabbinic
parables reveals what has frequently been overlooked:
there is a surrealism possible within the genre, from
Ezckiel through Jesus and on to Yochanan ben Zakkai.
Parables are not just lively stories taken from nature;
the point can often turn on what 15 striking, peculiar,
unpredictable. Even in Jesus’ parables of growth, ele-
ments of hyperbole are plain. In the narrative of the
man, the sced, and the carth (Mark 4:26-29), action is
abrupt and unmotivated. The man sleeps for no apparent
reason, and puts in his sickle ‘immediately’; the seed
sprouts in no stated time, and the earth produces ‘as of
itself.” Similarly, mustard seed becomes a ‘tree” (Matt.,
13:31-32; Luke 13:18-19), or makes ‘big brauches’
(Mark 4:30-32) without an nterval of time being indi-
cated. The point lies in the contrast of beginning and
result, miraculous transformation rather than predictable
process. The hyperbolic comparison of start and finish
is also evident in the parable of the leaven (Marr. 13:33;
Luke 13:20-21), The parables of the hidden treasure
and pearl (Matt. 13:44-46) are surprising, rather than
hyperbolic, when they concern the discovery of what
1s valuable, but the reaction of those who find them,
in selling everything to acquire them, is exaggerated.
In these cascs, also, cthical themes are especially con-
veyed by the least realistic motifs.
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Judaism, perhaps at Jabneh around ap 95, In (1) we
find the purpose of halakhah as a system of deriving
decisions about particular contemporary issues from the
acred text regarded as literal. In (2) we find the hag-
gidic method, in which a midrash or retelling of a sacred
story involved developments and additions in order to
make it applicable to a contemporary situation. Midrash
led also to pesher interpretations, characteristic of the
Qumran community, in which the obscurities and vague-
ness of narrative passages cither describing past event or
prophecies are exploited as mysteriously applying to the
present. For example, the Kirtim of Habakkuk 1:8-9 are
Wentified in 1Qp -1V with the Romans, thus trans-
ferring the significance of the text from onc historical
stuation to another. Tn (3) we find the characteristic
method of Philo who exhorts: *Let us not, then be misled
by the actual words, but look at the allegorical meaning
ghat fies beneath them’ (Cong. Quaer. 172).

Philo, like Origen his Christian successor, modified
an extreme position of allegorical interpretation by
insisting that the story, though capable of a proper alle-
gorical interpretation, was nevertheless literally true
(Praem. 11.61). Indeed Origen in his biblical commen-
uries gives furse, briefly, the literal meaning of the text,
which he calls the historical or corporeal meaning, on
which he can draw geographical, philological, medical
knowledge, and natural history in order to elucidate
the text. He then goes on to draw out the spiritual or
allegorical meaning. Just as there is body, soul, and
spirit, so too, he insists, we must interpret the scrip-
wres in three ways, literally or corporeally, psychically,
and spiritually (Or. Princ. 1V.2.4; Philocal. 1.11). In that
wespect he may be thought, like Philo, to have sought
to systematize all three methods into a coherent method
of exegesis. However, in practice such a system was
never consistently applied. Origen himself appears to
deny the historicity of Genesis 1-3 and of Matthew 4:8
when he claims that no one of intelligence could accept
that there could be a day of creation without sun,
moon, and stars, or that Jesus literally had to be taken
up to a high mountain and physically saw all the king-
donmis of the world (Or. Princ. 1V.3.1; Philocal. 1.17).

Origen does not stand alone in such inconsistency
but rather is symptomatic of the existence of three dis-
tinct and separate approaches to biblical interpretation
in early Christian hiterature that are ultimately irrecon-
clable. Indeed the New Testament itself bears witness
to the separatencss of such approaches and must bear
responsibility for their continuation. Let us see some
central examples of these three additional approaches.

1 Scripture as literal truths embodying general
principles (halakhah)

Many sayings of Jesus are in this category as when,
according to Mark 12:35-37, Jesus concludes that if in
Psalm 109:1 (LXX) ‘David’ calls the Christ (anointed

Messiah) his Lord, then the Messiah cannot be David’s
son, For another example see Mark 12:28-34.

In the letter of the Church of Rome to the Church
at Corinth, written by Clement ¢. AD 95, we find a
continuance of such exegesis uninformed by neither
a typology nor allegorization. The famous passage on
Church Order (1 Clem. 40.5) may mitially be thought
to represent a typology in which the Israelite high priest
stands for the Christian bishop, the sons of Aaron for
the presbyters, the Levites for the deacons. But this is
clearly not the case since Clement assumes a plurality
of presbyter-bishops whose legitimacy is guaranteed not
by an exact Old Testanient typological correspondence,
but by a lineal episcopal succession initiated by the
apostles themselves (1 Clem. 44.1-2) in fulfilment of a
prooftext loosely derived from Isaiah 40:17 (1 Clem.
42.5). His allusions to Old Testament liturgies are simply
one example of divine order amongst others, which
include a stoically conceived cosmos (1 Clem. 20.1-3)
or indeed the Roman army (I Clem. 37.1-3).

With Clement’s exposition of the general principles
of ministerial order from the Old Testament we may
compare that found in ¢ AD 265, in Didase, chs 89
(= CA, ed. Funk, 11.25,7-26.8) of that document. Here
we find a different exegetical method from that of
Clement where the principle of provision from sacri-
fices preserved for the upkeep of the ministry of the
Old Testament Tabernacle is applied to payment for a
professionally organized and paid clergy. However, the
Didascaliast goes beyond using the Old Testament for
the provision of general principles of church govern-
ment. Instead he deploys a typology in which high
priest, priests, and Levites are types of the threefold
arder of bishop, priests, and deacons, with the Holy
Spirit as type of the deaconess, The use of patros by
the Didascaliast is here, by contrast with Ignatius of
Antioch, indicative of a different exegetical method.
Although Tgnatius uses the term parros (of bishops,
priests, and deacons), he does not regard ecclesial struc-
ture as derived exegetically from the Old Testament.
Rather he regarded the bishop as ‘type of the Father,’
the presbyterate that liturgically encircled the bishop,
the spirit filled ‘council of the apostles,” and the deacons
as types of Christ (Ign. Magn. 6.1; Trall. 3.1), Thus the
three ecclesiastical orders are images or models of the
persons of the Trinity, and thus reflece the mystery of
the transcendent godhead, rather than constituting anti-
types of Old Testament types.

The Old Testament is not for Clement, any more
than for Ignatius, a mysterious typology but a book of
historical characters providing models for Christians, or
embodying principles illustrative of the divine order of
the world and society. Cain and Abel, Jacob, Esau, and
Joseph, Moses, Aaron and Miram, Korah, Dathan, and
Abiram are each examples of what happens when
jealousy upsets the peace of the community (1 Clem.
4.1-13). Enoch, Abraham, Lot and Noah, and Rahab
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are principally models of grace and single-mindedness
(1 Clem. 9.3—4; 10-12). Clement allows himself to sce
in Rahab’s scarlet thread ‘redemption through the blood
of Christ’ but this is an example of ‘not only faith but
prophecy in the woman’ (I Clem. 12.8) rather than an
indication of a future mystery unfolding behind the
literal and historical text.

There is, however, a problem for the concept of his-
torical revelation which avoids typology and denies alle-

gory as valid exegetical methods. In the light of the
finality of the sacrifice of Christ, what is to become of
the laws of sacrifice, ritual, and food in the OIld
Testament, let alone descriptions of divine action that
are 1morally abhorrent? If it is not to be allowed that
Old Testament sacrifices are typological, mysterious
prior runs of the act of Christ the true redeemer, least
of all ahistorical, allegorical expressions of these, then
there are few general principles to be derived from the
texts that are ceremonial and sacrificial. The Didascalia,
without the availability of a general typological or alle-
gorical exegesis, had accordingly to produce a doctrine
of the deuterosis (or second legislation) in order to dis-
tinguish Old Testament principles and practices that
were specific to Israel, and those of which were general
and universally applicable for all time.

Paul in Galatians 3:13 had referred to the law as a
schoolmaster bringing us to Christ and had argued that
the reason why the law has no more dominion over
us is because we have died with Christ who was made
a curse for us under the law in accordance with
Deuteronomy 21:22ff. The Didascaliast goes much
further than this. His claim is that subsequent to the
Ten Commandments, the remaining law had been given
in order to punish the Jews for making with Aaron the
Golden Calf. Sacrifices, food laws, ritual purification
were not rudimentary preparations for redemption by
Christ but were punishments that effected nothing. God
commands such things merely ‘as though he had need
of these things.” Deuteronomy 21:22 is interpreted in
this context as divine deception so that Christ is made
to appear cursed in order that the Jews might not receive
him. Christ thercfore affirms the finst legislation but
abolishes the punishment for idolaery that was the
deuterosis or second legislation (Didase. p. 222.5-34—
p. 223.7 |= CA, ed. Funk, VI.16.6-27.1]).

It is interesting to compare this approach to cxegesis
with that which emerges in the Pseudo-Clementines.
For the Didascaliast the denterosis was clearly of rele-
vance in itself as divine revelation, albeit as the revealed
commandments whose intentions were solely punish-
ment upon the Jews and therefore intended for no one
else. There is no hint here, as we shall see shordy was
thetase with Barnabas, of divine revelation in the form
of allegory misunderstood and reconstructed literally as
a First and Jewish Covenant. But in the Pseudo-
Clementines what is problematic in the Old Testament
in terms of divinely revealed prescriptions is dealt with
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by an alternative method that is reminiscent of a kind
of nascent, nincteenth-century higher criticism. Here
what is acceptable is distinguished from the unaccept-
able by claiming that the relevant texts are false inter-
polations that have distorted the sense and meaning. It
is a method of coping with unacceptable passages rather
akin to those used by both Clement of Rome and Justin
Martyr, The former is quite capable of devising addi-
tional Old Testament quotations to suit his desire to
find the principle of episcopacy in the prophets (1 Clem.
425), Certainly both Justin and Trypho indulge in
mutual accusations regarding who has changed or inter-
polated which Old Testament passage, and indeed over
the use of the LXX (Just. Dial. 67.1-2; 71.1-2; 72-73).

In (Ps.) Clem. Hom. 111.43.1-4, in reply to Simon
Magus, Peter claims that amongst false expressions (fiul
psended) are descriptions of God reasoning with himself
as if he needed to make up his mind, or tempting
Abraham, or having to descend from heaven in order
to see human wickedness (Gen, 22:1; 11:7). The exeget-
ical or even cditorial principle proposed is: ‘As many
expressions as accuse God of ignorance or any other
grave offence are convicted of being false reconstrue-
tions by other expressions which state the opposite’
(Hom. 1L43.3). If God can prophesy the future ta
Abraham or Mases, clearly he does not need to reason

with himself or to descend from heaven to see what

has come about (Hom. 1U1.44.1-2). God did not desie

animal sacrifices or first fruies (Hom. 11.45.1-4), Mo

as prophet is infallible but his words were entrusted
orally to the seventy elders. His alleged written waorks
clearly come from another writer after his death, which
15 recorded i Deutcronomy 34:5 (Hom. 111.47.1-3).

Finally, in the fourth and fifth centuries, Theodore of

Mopsuestia and his school represent literal and eriticil
exegesis in its last and final form. Theodore was the pupil
of Diodore, who became bishop of Tarsus in AD 378

Unfortunately we have lost the theoretical trearment of

exegesis in Diodore of Tarsus” On the Difference betwemn
Allesoria and Theoria, and Theodore’s own work Oy
Allesory and History. But we do have Diodore's com-
mentary on the Psalms, in the prologue to which he
distinguishes between historia, theoria, and allegorta (Diod.
Com. Ps. prol. 123-162). Superficially, Alexandrian exe-
gesis, like that of Philo, had subscribed to the three senses
of scripture that we considered in our introduction. But
Diodore limits the use of theoria and allegoria by the
prescription that theoria must follow from the licerd
meaning of the text: there must exist a true anagoge of
justifiable analogy. Without such an anagoge, historia di-
solves into aflegoria, which Diodore is anxious to rejct
(Com.Ps. prol. 125). Accordingly he claims that Pauly
use of allegoria (Gal. 4:24) is really equivalent in mea-
ing to theoria, or the observation of the spiritual antitype
in the literal events or words of scripture (Com. Ps. pral.
133-135). Pure allegorization was exegesis that leads
to heresy and paganisma (Com. Ps. prol. 141).
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A consequence of this prescription that limited typo-
logical interpretation by the literal fearures of the text
led Diodore to regard only Psalms such as 2, 8, and
H44) as referring to Christ. But he regards that refer-
ence as one of prophetic vision (Com.Ps. 2.1:The
second psalm is prophecy regarding the Lord’). His lit-
enalist exegesis led him to reject Psalm 22(21) as in total
referring to Christ’s suffering and exaltation, but rather
to David’s own: ‘it does not accord with the Lord: for
David appears mindful of his own sins, and attributes
the causes of his sufferings to his sin’ (Com. Ps. 22(21).1).
The LXX of Psalm 22(21):2b said: “The reckoning of
my offences are far from my salvation.” Furthermore,
the quest for the literal meaning led Diodore to inves-
ngate the historical background and chronology within
which to set the Old Testament text. Thus Psalm 5
refers to the sin with Bathsheba, Psalm 41(40) to
Hezekiah, Psalmis 31(30), 43(42), and 48(47) to Babylon.
Indeed, Com.Ps. 51(50).1 argues typically an exilic
provenance in direct contradiction to the claim of the
inscription that it applies to 1David when he had heard
Nathan's condemnation of him over Bathsheba. Psalms
14(13), 15(14), 20(19), 27-30(26-29), 31-34(30-33) are
ascribed to the reign of Hezekiah despite the claims of
their inscriptions. A Psalm such as 44(43) actually refers
to the period of the Maccabees.

Theodore as Diodore’s pupil continued  the
Antiochene exegetical tradition, particularly regarding
the Psalms. He used the Hebrew text rather than the
Septuagint. Unfortunately his works survive only in
fragmentary form. According to the Acts of the Fifth
Ecumenical Council at Constance (AD 553), Theodore
had in a letter rejected the canonicity of Canticles,
although that letter refers to this work more as a problem
text that fits neither into the category of prophecy nor
of history and which is unsuitable for public reading
(PG 66.699). Clearly if the history of the allegorical
interpretation of that work, which had begun with the
genuine Hippolytus, ¢. A 225, were rejected, such a
text became of questionable value. Leontius of Byzan-
tium (c. AD 500) also claims that Theodore rejected this
work (Leont. BB. Nest. et Entydi. 3.16) as well as Job
(3.13), Ezra, and Chronicles (3.17). He also rejected
James in the New Testament (3.14), even though the
latter was in the canon of the Syrian Church as wit-
nessed by its presence in the Peshitra version. He denied
that Psalms 22(21) and 69(68) could apply to Christ, for
similar reasons as those given by Diodore, due to the
psalmist’s indications of his «ins in the former, and
applicability of the latter to the Maccabees (Thdr.Mops.
Ps. 21.1-2; 68.1-2).

Cosmas Indicopleustes (¢ 535) was a follower of
Theodore’s exegetical method. A navigator and trav-
eler, in his Topographia Christiana he finds messianic
references only to Psalms 2, 8, and 110(109) (Cosm.
Ind. Top. 5.252 A; 5.251 D; 5.256 ). Where a mes-
sianic reference is made in a New Testament passage

such as to Psalm 22(21):19, 68(67):18, or 69(68):21-22,
Cosmas simply claims that what is applied to Christ's
servants can selectively be applied to him. His justifi-
cation is that Paul adopts a similar exegetical principle
in Romans 10:6 when he transforins Deuteronomy
30:12 into a messianic reference (Top. 5.256 C-260 A).
[t is possible to regard this critical and historical
approach to the Old Testament as a rejection of the
ambiguities of the allegorical approach that had led to
Arian exegesis. However, we have seen the pre-Arnan
roots of that literalist exegesis in the third-century
Didascalia and its concept of the deuterosis. Undoubtedly
the eclipse of the nascent critical approach of Theodore
and his school was their relegation to the Nestorian
side of the two natures debate, and the condemnation
of Origenism. Pope Vigilius (AD 537-555) specifically
rejects Theodore’s claim that Psalm 22(21) cannot refer
directly to Christ (Vigil. Const. Trib. Cap. 21-24).
Such, then was the literal approach to the OId
Testament and its development over the first five cen-
turies. But let us look at precisely what were the other
two distinct approaches to exegesis (with which we
began) that this literalist movement had threatened.

2 Scripture as that which, though historically true,
narrates events and persons that are types of
eternal and future realities (antitypes)

Paul in his references to the pillar, the cloud, the manna,
and the rock in the wilderness (1 Cor. 10:1—4) or to
Sara, and Hagar (Gal. 4:21-31) did not deny the his-
torical character of any of these scenes. Rather he
claimed that they had happened, and that they embodied
mysterious and prophetic messages regarding what was
to come: ‘These have become our types [tanta de tupoi
heman egenéthesan)’ (1 Cor. 10:0). The message that they
bore was of the spiritual and eucharistic food that is
Christ seen in the water from the rock, and the spiri-
tual food that was the manna, and Christian baptism
scen in the cloud and the passing through the sea. It
was essentially this kind of exegesis that was to find its
development in the writings of Justin Martyr (AD
110-167).

There is clearly no sense of allegory as a substitute
here for the literal truth of the events. Rather in the
events in all their facticity the mystery of Christ as the
cosmic savior was unfolding. Theophilus of Antioch
(AD 16Y), as representative of the traditon of the
Eastern Church of the mid-second century, in his three
volumes addressed to Autolychus quotes from the
Old Testament in a manner that conforms to such a
principle. In Genesis 1:1. at the literal Creation, the
Logos of God was operative, and the divine Sophia
who foreseces all things, and speaks through the prophets,
was literally present in space and time (Thphl. Ant.
Autolyasm 2.10). Indeed, it is the literal truth of the
Old Testament that makes the Christian message supe-
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rior to that of Greek poets and philosophers who never
got the history of the past right in the way that Genesis
does. What is older is superior to what is more recent,
and Moses can be shown to be more ancient than
Solon, and indeed even than the reign of Zeus in Crete
and the Trojan War (Autolycum. 2,29-33; 3, 26-29).
Justin Martyr, who wrote at Rome between AD
150~160, was to continue such an exegetical tradition,

Justin's view was that Christ the Logos had preex-
isted not only as the Word of the Lord that came to
the prophets but also as the angel of the Lord in the
Pentateuch. As such the preexistence of the Logos could
be personal. God's ‘logos-like power {logike dunamis|’
which God generated as the first principle [arche] ‘is
called by the Holy Spirit sometimes the glory |doxa| of
the Lord, and sometimes Son, and sometimes Wisdom,
and sometimes an angel, and sometimes God, and some-
tmes Lord and Logos™ (Just. Dial. 61.3). Indeed he
appeared in human form to Joshua as the Leader of the
Host (archistratégos) (Dial. 62.5), Justin will insist that if
scripture appears to be at variance with itself, it is due
to the limits of human understanding (Dial. 65). Clearly
Justin required a mystical rather than a literal interpre-
tation of scripture to preserve his exegetical method
from the conclusions which the Pscudo-Clementines
and Theodore’s school were later to draw,

Theodore was interested in prophecy as divine inspir-
ation capable of the test of veracity in terms of fulfil-
ment. Justin appears to adopt that principle without
accepting what Theodore was to conclude from it
For him all the Old Testament was prophecy since it
involved the activity of the preincarnational Logos. Such
a case applies not only to the Dialogue with Trypho but
also to the Apologia addressed to a pagan audience. Thus
he will focus upon the prophetic writings as evidential
for Christianity, with Moses included as the first prophet
(1 Apol. 33.6). Justin knows the Synoptic Gospels, and
will quote from them for his account of Christ’s birth,
life of healing and teaching. But when he focuses on
Christ’s death, resurrection, and second coming, he
prefers to tell the narrative through Old Testament quo-
tations rather than those from the Synoptic Gospels.
After all, it is better to have Christ's ipsissima verba that
he speaks before the incarnation as the preexistent Logos,
rather than the secondhand accounts of the Gospel
writers themselves. He will quote an amalgamation of
Luke 1:32 and Matthew 1:21 for a virgin birth without
the intervention of sexual intercourse with a human-
like Jupiter, but most of the narrative will be told from
Genesis 49:10, I[saiah 11:1 and 7:14, and Micah 3:2.
Here is described the star of Jesse, with robes of blood,
born of a virgin so that, with the exception of the latter,
no quotes about Wise Men or angelic promises of death
and anguish need be given from the Gospels (Just. 1
Apol. 32-34). Indeed, when he describes the Passion he
has no direct quotes from the Synoptists either on the
Triumphal Entry or Crucifixion scene, but rather the
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Passion according to Isaiah, Zechariah, and the Psalms
(Isa. 9:6, 65:2, 58:2, Zech. 9:9, and Ps. 22:16 [ Apol.
35.1-8, 10~-11]). Indeed, his claimed source for cor-
roboration for his pagan audience is the lost Ads of
Pontius Pilate (1 Apol. 35.9).
It is important therefore to note that this is the geuml:
character of Justin’s exegesis — preferring to tell the
story of Jesus from the Old Testament with but miner
support from the New — and not simply anti-Jewish
apologetic when used in the Dialogue. When challenged
regarding Malachi 4:5, he quotes Matthew 3:11-12,
11:12-15, 17:12 and Luke 3:16-17, 16:16 as showing
John as the Elijah to come (Dial, 50-51). It is to be
emphasized here that Justin will not see Elijah as 1&'
allegory of John, but both are literal and his
persons. The dilemma of how there can be, as it
two Elijahs 1s resolved by Justin’s claim that the
spirit that was in Elijah was also in John, just as M
transmitted his spirit to Joshua, in a confused refere
to Numbers 11:17 and 27:18. He will quote
20:35-36 on the resurrection body (Dial. 81), and.
the Virgin Birth, Luke 1:35 in fulfiliment of lsaiah 7:14
(Dial, 66 and 100). In the conclusion of the Dial
he will quote Luke 6:35 on loving one's encmies (Di
90), Matthew 11:27 on Christ’s claim of oneness w
the Father (Dial. 100), and Matthew 16:21 in
Christ himself is prophet of his own Passion. He
contnue such quotes up untl the agony in the g
itself described in Matthew 26:39 (= Luke 2242
But on the Triumphal Entry, or the Passion,
Resurrection narratives themselves there are simply a
sions and no direct guotes, save one from Luke 23:
The preexistent Logos speaking in prophecy can
allowed to tell the story in his own and direct wi
found in Psalm 22, Isaiah 53, Jonah 4:10, and in m
other such Old Testament passages (Dial. 101-107);
In view of the quotes from Luke 1:35, 23:46,
Matthew 26:29, we cannot hypothesize the existel
of a sayings source such as Q available to Justin w
a birth or Passion narrative. His allusions to the
are rather to be explained by his belief in the su
ority of the Old Testament as the spoken prophecy
the preexistent Logos. As such his exegesis inve
typology but not allegory. Indeed, his comments
various points say as much. The object of his ex
he specifically states, is what was ‘spoken in a hid
way [apokekalummends] and in parables [en paraboliid ¢
in mysteries {en musteriois], or again in symbolic 2
len sumbolois ergon]’” (Dial. 68.6). He speaks of his |
Testament subject matter, rather as the Fourth Evan
describes the miracles of Jesus, as signs or st
when Moses sets up the serpent in the wilderness. )
both writers, whether of a miracle of Jesus or of
Old Testament happening, ‘sign’ is clearly a refe
to the spiritnal or eternal message of the Logos myste-
riously concealed in the event. As such it is synof
mous with tupos or ‘type.” The latter terms, however
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have a more predictive significance, and seem always
to be fulfilled in what others would later call an “anti-
type,” although Justin never uses this specific term (e.g.,
Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 45.22; Epiph. Haer. L1.31.2).

Melito of Sardis (c. AD 160) systematically developed
such a use of type fulfilled in antitype in his exegesis
of the Old Testament. Mclito on Abraham's offering
of Isaac speaks of the latter as the type of Christ, and
the scene on Mount Moriah excires acronishment and
fear as it is a ‘strange mystery’ (Mel. Fre. 9.10). In the
course of his homily on the Passover, he describes accu-
rately how he regards the Old Testament in relation
to Christ (Mel. Pasc. 33-35). The word ‘type’ in Greek
can mean both ‘model’ and ‘picture.” The OId
Testament contains for Melito the ‘preliminary sketch’
ar ‘preliminary structure,” in wax, or clay, or wood, in
contrast to the finished work that will arise ‘taller in
height, and stronger in power, and beautiful in form,
and rich in its construction’ (Pasc. 227-234). Melito
refines this typological exegesis that he otherwise shares
with Justin so as to produce a systematic parallelism
between Old and New Testaments. This exegetical par-
allelism was centered on the Pascal Lamb and Christ
(Pasc, 769-780). But Melito can also reason in terms
of antitheses of fulfilment, as opposed to Marcion's fol-
lower, Apelles” antitheses of contradiction. From
Deuteronomy 28:66 he derives the antitheses *He who
hung the carth is hanging, he who fixed the stars has
been fixed, he who fastened the universe has been fas-
tened to a tree’ (Pase. 711-713).

Clearly such a method of exegesis was reinforced by
the controversy with Marcion conducted by Irenacus
and Tertullian., For Irenacus there is both an Adam-
Christ and an Eve-Mary typology (Iren. Pracd. 31 and
33; Haer. 111.22.3; V.19.1). On the one hand, his insis-
tence on the literal character of the Old Tesmament
enables him to reject the scriptural evidence for Gnostic
claims based upon an excessive reliance on allegory. On
the other hand, his typological fulfilment enables him
to refute Marcionite claims that the descriptions of the
Old Testament God show him to be morally defec-
tive. Unlike the Gnostics, he can normally insist on
literal interpretations of the New Testament that com-
plete and fulfil the OId, and in which mystery vanishes
into what is clear and definitive (Iren. Haer. 1V.2,1-5;
[I1.11.5). He does, however, on eccasions interpret the
New Testament as he does the Old, regarding, for
example, the unjust judge of the parable as a type of
the Antichrist (Luke 18:2), or the widow at the temple
as a symbol of the carthly Jerusalem (Haer. V.25.4),
Irenaeus also reveals his debe to Justin in his use of the
Old Testament to reveal the work of the preexistent
Logos before the incarnavion (Praed. 45; cf, just. Dial.
56-60).

One wnter 1 the Hippolytan school 1s an herr of
both the Old Testament Christological exegesis
of Justin, Athenagoras, and lrenacus, and of Melito’s

concept of antithetical fulfilment. Hippolytus, Contra
Noetum {10.4) identifies Logos/Wisdom with the pre-
existent Christ in Isaiah 40:12 and Proverbs 8:22, even
though, unlike in Justin’s case, the ‘unfleshed logos [logos
asarkes|’ is not completely personal before the incarna-
tion when it becomes perfected by being born from
the Virgin as ‘perfect Son [feleios huios]” (CN 4:10-13;
15.7). The prooftext in question is Daniel 7:13. Unlike
his predecessor in (Ps) Hippolyous, Refuratio (3.32.11),
therefore, Hippolytus did not cite Psalm 109:3 in evi-
dence that Christ was already ‘first born son of the
father [protogonos partros pais|, the voice before the dawn-
bringing moruing star [he pro hedsforou fasfores fone].” But
both writers were in this respect within the general
tradition of a typology of precxistence. The genuine
Hippolytus, in writing De Antichiisto, also deployed an
antithetical exegesis in order to draw a picture of
Antichrist in contrast to Christ. Just as Christ is a lion
(Rev. 3:5) so the Anuchnst is called a lion (Dan. =
Antichrist in Deut. 33:22). Christ is king, as is Antichrist
(John 18:37; cf. Gen. 49:16). Christ is born from Judah,
the Antichrist from Daniel, ete. (Hipp. Antichr.
XIV-XV).

Both Tertullian and Cyprian continue the typolog-
ical approach to exegesis.

Tertullian mentions disparagingly pagan, allegorical
interpretations of the myth of Saturn in Ad Nationes
(IL12.17), but-uses typological exegesis against both
Jews and Marcion. It was the latter’s literalist ‘method
of errors [rationent errorum|’ that had concealed from him
the true meaning of I[saiah 53 (Tert. Marc, 111.7.1-2),
as well the example of the serpent of bronze in Numbers
21:8-9 amongst many others (Mare. 111.18). Here we
find examples of what we understand as typology rather
than allegory. Tertullian uses the words allegoria and
allegorizare of his exegetical method (Mare. 1V.17.12),
but apparently cquivalently with figura (tupes), as well
as parabola and ainigma, expressive of the mystery of
literal historical events which are nevertheless myste-
rious and other than they seem rather than pure alle-
gories (Marc, 1V.25.1). “The facts [res] are contained in
the letters |in litteris], the letters are read in the facts.
Thus not always and in every instance have the speech
of the prophets an allegorical form, but only seldom
and in certain of them' (Tert. Res, 20.9).

Cyprian has left in his Ad Quirinum a large collec-
tion of Old Testament testimonies interpreted typo-
logically. There is, however, a far greater use of Old
Testament typology in defence of Cyprian’s view of
the nature of the church in his writings, In Cyprian
(Ep. LXIX.6,1-3) Novatian is compared with Jeroboam
and his schism with the two nations, only one of which
possessed a valid sanctuary, However, the New
Testament antitype of the Old Testament type in this
case is Matthew 10:5 (*Do not go into the way of the
gentiles, and do not enter any city of the Samaritans’).
But in this case it s the type that gives clarity to the

259

i




PATRISTIC INTERPRETATION

vagueness and mysteriousness of the antitype, and not
the other way around. It is thus curious that Cyprian’s
exegesis often regards the Old Testament as fulfilling
the New rather than vice versa.

Within the writings of the Hippolytan school,
however, in the generation before Cyprian, we witness
a definite movement in cxegetical method from the
typological toward that of allegory. In his exegesis of
Daniel, which, in Theodotian's version of the Greek
Old Testament, has the history of Susanna as a preface
to the text, the author beging with a strictly historical
treatment in which he relates Josiah to Jehotakin,
Susanna’s husband. Susanna in turn is the sister of the
prophet Jeremiah and her father, Helkesiah, was the
priest who discovered the lost book of the law in the
time of Josiah (Hipp. In Dan. 1.12). But the writer
clearly believes that the history comes from a vision of
Daniel about events that are to him in the future. In
consequence, he is able to apply a systematically typo-
logical interpretation that approaches pure allegory,
Susanna becomes a type of the church, Jehoiakin that
of Christ. The garden of this rich man represents the
society of saints, Babylon is the present age, and the
two elders are the two peoples who conspire against
the church, namely, the Circumcision and the
Uncircumeision, Susanna’s bath represents baptism, ete.
(In Dan. 1.14-17). Here types are not occasional and
isolated mysterious events but are woven together in a
continuous narrative that becomes more allegorical than
typological. Thus we can now turn to our third cate-
gory of exegetical method.

3 The narratives as redemptive allegories

We shall now see that the allegorical approach to exe-
gesis has it roots in some parts of the New Testament
as the two other approaches that we have considered
have their roots in others,

One of the strange paradoxes of the Fourth Gospel
is that however committed the writer is to the doc-
trine of the enfleshment of the divine Logos (John 1:14),
his actual description of Jesus' humanity is highly
ambiguous (John 6:20-21). Similarly, if he is committed
to that doctrine, it would suggest something like Justin’s
doctrine of the Old Testament as literal events
embodying nevertheless mysterious appearances of the
preincarnate Logos. Yet the exegesis of scripture attrib-
uted to Christ himself is at times purely allegorical. In
the discourse ansing from the Feeding of the Five
Thousand, the Jews refer to Moses feeding them mirac-
ulously with the manna in the wilderness, and suggest
that Jesus does the same. Jesus then replies: ‘Your fathers
ate the manna in the wilderness and they died. This is
the bread which comes down from heaven that a man
may ecat of it and not die’ (John 6:49-30). Here Jesus
appears to deny the historical character of the text of
Exodus, If the Jews of Moses” time had eaten the true
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manna, they would still be alive. Old Testament refer-
ences to this event were therefore intended to be real
allegorically and not literally, as the Jews had doneas
the representatives of a world of darkness and error.
Such an exegetical method was reminiscent of Phily |
who nevertheless, as we have seen, did not deny the

literal as one valid level of interpretation as this alle-

gorical strategy appears to do. It is reflected moreaver
both in the speech attributed to Stephen in Acts 7w
well as Hebrews. Stephen attacks the building of the
Temple of Solomon as the result of a gross misintee-
pretation of what God had intended. The story of the
Tabernacle in the wilderness had been an allegory
the heavenly realm: it was constructed ‘according
the pattern [kata ton tupon|’ of what Moses had seen
(Acts 7:44), Solowmon in building a house had fatled o
understand that ‘the Most High does not dwell in houss
made with hands” (7:47-48). Similarly, and representng
a similarly Hellenistic milieu, Hebrews will regard the
truc significance of the Tabernacle in the wildernes
a pattern of the heavenly order (Heb. 8:6). ‘The Law
possessing a shadow of good things to come, was nat
the express image of actual things’ (10:1). While the
author does not deny the actuality of patriarchal history
(11), he nevertheless denies any efficacy for the temple
ritual itself. It was only to the one sacrifice of Calvary
that such ritual pointed, since its nced for repetition
revealed its inadequacy. His final conclusion drawn from
such a line of reasoning is that ‘it was impossible for
the bloed of bulls and of goats to take away sin’ (104,

Such New Testament approaches that draw typo-
logical conclusions very close to allegorical ones beconie
even more blatant in (P’s.) Barnabas. Circumcision in
the flesh was not commanded to Abraham since
Egyptians, Synans, Arabians, and idolatrous priests are

also circumcised. Abraham’s words were prophetic of

Jesus, and his words are therefore to be interpreted alle-
gorically ([Ps.] Barn, Ep. 9.6-7). The food laws more-
over were never intended to be taken literally, Being
forbidden to cat pork, hare, falcon, or fish withoul
scales was really an injunction not to have qualities of
men who have the moral characteristics of these animal
(Ep. 10.1-9). It was not simply that God provided,
Hebrews had claimed, a new, eternal, and more red
Second Covenant. Rather there was only ever one

Covenant, and it was Jewish misunderstanding that

claimed the Old Testament for themselves, rather thas
seeing it as prophetic allegory for the future (Ep.
13.1-7a). Here there is no doctrine of the deuterosis that
we have witnessed in the later Didascalia, in which

certain laws and customs are not efficacious but were

actually and historically given as a punishment. God

had spoken allegories to Moses, which were converted

by the perversity of Jewish understanding into cere-
monial and sacrificial laws. Allegorization thus solved
the Didascaliast’s difficulty of regarding the Old
Testament as divine revelation in a different way.
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Justin and Irenaeus had resisted a thoroughgoing alle-
gorical method of scriptural interpretation since it was
this method that was deployed by the Gnostics for both
Old Testament and New Testament texts, unless they
were Gnostics or Marcionites who denied that the Old
Testament was the revelation of the supreme and perfect
God. But with Clement of Alexandria and his associ-
ates and successors, the allegorical method was to
become of fundamental importance, however much the
literal exegesis may have been acknowledged as well as
pat of the tradition. Clement was to draw out and
refine further the imiplication that had been implicit in
Justin’s view of the appearances of the Logos in various
Old Testament passages as the preexistent Christ. Since
the Logos has revealed himself in the Burming Bush,
in the cloud, and in the prophets, and has given the
Law through Moses (Clem. Alex. Prot. 1.8.1-3; Pacd.
[.7.60.1), ‘the Logos beconies flesh again’ (Clem. Alex.
Exc. ex Theod, 19.2; Pacd. 1.9.88.2-3). Thus arises
Clement’s doctrine of a double incarnation.

To read the Old Testament therefore is like con-
fronting the incarnation, the Logos veiled in flesh. Thus
‘enigma  [ainigmal,” ‘allegory |allégoria),” ‘parable
[parabole],’ or ‘symbol [sumbelon]” are his terms for the
characteristics of the Old Testament as the experience
of the mystery of the incarnation. Exegesis involves
finding ‘the saving words [t¢ ton sdrcrion logon hewresei]’
and expounding ‘the concealed sense [fon . .. kekrum-
menon noun]’ (Clem. Alex. Strom. VI.15.126.1; Dives
5.2). Scripture, whether OId Testament or New
Testament, thus constitutes both body and soul: the aim
of the interpreter is to move from the former to the
latter. The true Gnostic embraces the teaching of Christ
as Logos in scripture, as opposed to the simple believer
(Strom, V11.16.95.9). The final end of exegests thus leads
to the contemplation (epopreia), which is a full inicia-
tion into the mysteries, whether pagan or Christian,
leading to the attainment of the ‘divine rational form
[theologikon eidos]” (Stromr. 1V.1.3.2). Thus for hom Old
Testament narratives, despite the literal and typological
aspects that he will acknowledge, are nevertheless pri-
marily redemptive allegories in which knowledge that
grasps the mysterious nature of the incarnate Logos

transformis the knower,

At this point Clement parallels in his hermencutic
his pagan, Middle Platonist background. Indeed, his
guotation from Numenius, ‘“What is Plato but Moses
speaking Attic Greek?' (Srom. 1.21.150.4), shows the
means by which he will justify a Middle Platonist alle-
gorical exegesis as one strand in his hermeneutic. We
see in such writers as Philostratus and Diogenes Laertius
an argument for the validity of a philosophical tradition
in terms of the antiquity of its historical origin.
Philostratus will not concede that philosophy oniginated
in Egypt, despite Plato’s reference to the Egyptian priest
from whom he had learned his doctrines. Rather the
true philosophy comes from India and the gym-

nosophists (Philost. IYit. Apoll. 8.7). Laertius, on the
other hand, will locate the origins of philosophy purely
within Hellenism in the Seven Wise Men of Ancient
Greece and their philosopher successors (Diogenes
Laertius 1.1-2 and 1.12). Clement is arguing the supe-
riority of the Old Testament in terms of an account
both of antiquity and ultimate origin that shows its
rivals to be copies of it and therefore inferior to it

Clement, as Justin before him, claims that Moses is
older than Plato, and the latter’s philosophy was derived
from the former, helped of course by Philo’s Platonist
and Stoic exegesis of the Pentateuch. The Stoies were
able to allegorize obscene fables such as the castration
of Ouranos that the highest principle of refined fire
does not need genitals in order to procreate (Cicero
Nat. Deor. 2.63—064). If the actherial, refined, fiery Logos
was the imminent divine principle of reason perme-
ating all matcer and life, and giving to them order and
rationality, then indeed there was an iner light incar-
nated in all cultures concealed behind myths that might
seem childish and without substance. A Middle Platonist
such as Plutarch could read the story of Isis and Osins
in the light of his version of Plato’s philosophy (Plut.
Is. et Os. 372E, 53 and 373A-B, 54).

Origen was Clement of Alexandria’s successor,
whether of a definite school, or simply a tadition of
ideas. He too will insist that Jesus is not present in the
world obly through the incamadon, since he has pre-
viously sojourned in the world in the form of the pre-
existent Logos to which the Old Testament as prophecy
testifies (Or. Hom. In Jer. [X.1.20-25). Thus, all that
followed from this fact for Clement did so also for
Origen. Origen, as we staced in our introduction, dis-
tinguishes three levels of meaning of which scriptural
exegesis will take account, the corporeal, the psycho-
logical, and the spiritual. But here Origen will distin-
guish between literal readings of the Old Testament
and those of the New Testament. Literalism regarding
the Old Testament could lead to Marcionite heresy, or
a God of human passions and mood swings. But in the
case of the New Testament, literalism is never dam-
aging, though it must lead to a higher, spiritual inter-
pretation (Or. Princ. IV.2.1). The Sadducees were in
error in interpreting the resurrection in a different way
from what can be expressed as historical truth (Or. Com.
In Matr. X.20.4-10). Some events or laws found in the
Old Testament cannot be given a literal meaning since
this would make them either impossible or morally
scandalous. But such features of the Old Testament have
been deliberately implanted there by divine providence
to perform an educative role. If all parts of scripture
had been literal and clear, there would be no stimulus
for the spiritual believer to advance beyond the literate
to the spiritual meaning veiled and incamate in the
text (Or. Princ. 1IV.2.8-9; 3.5). To admit that such
impossibilities or scandals could be part of the hteral
meaning of the text would be to breach the principle
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that scripture forms a harmonious whole, not onc part  The alternative, embryonically higher-critical stance of .N'Il’!t with
of which ought to be interpreted as at variance with  Theodore was not to prevail. A clear indication that it =_:_L“‘122)-.]
another. Thus Origen will not support the idea of the  was not to do so can be seen from the fact that Diodare to the sens
Clementine Homilies that the falsac voces are pernicious  of Tarsus was the teacher of John Chrysostom. The ;EBSPEI is f
interpolations, nor of the later Theodore and his school.  latter delivered a panegyric in his honor in 392, Jahu its meaning
His exegetical position became generally accepted  rarely interprets allegorically anything that it is net clear ﬂgﬂ!‘ﬂh Jerd
within the church before the rise of higher criticism by the context that seripture itself acknowledges as alle- meaning tt
at the Enlightenment, as Article XX of the Church  gory. In Hom. In Is. 6.4 John makes it clear that w ultimately
of England at the Reformation shows, where it says  an allegorical meaning can be given of Isaiah’s vision call the He
of the church: ‘neither may it expound one place of as an eschatological image of the Last Judgment, he (er. Soph.
Scripture that it be repugnant to another.’ prefers to interpret the passage literally and historically. as the most
Rather than removing by editorial fiat texis that [t was the Cappadocian Fathers, Gregory Nazi truth of div
expressed theologically unsound content, Origen was  and Basil of Caesarea, who compiled the collection of truth and v
able thus to engage in the kind of primitive textual — Origen’s writings known as the Philocalia betwesn 3l Language
criticism represented by the Hexapla. Here along with — and 378. Basil's own commentary on the days o IIIII:IG-! !h:gn
the Hebrew text and its Greek transliteration stood the  Creadon, the Hexameron, had been literalist and argus ~that to wh
LXX along with the Greek versions of Aquila,  influenced by Diodore. But clearly by the tme df 1H.2-4.4; 1.
Symmachus, and Theodotion and two others. He placed  writing the Ph:lomfra he had become Origenist in fis i *I:ﬂ""". then
obelisks beside passages in the LXX which did not  exegesis. But his brother, Gregory ofNyssa was furthér ~itself a sign
appear in Hebrew, and asterisks besides Hebrew pas-  commiitted to Origenist exegesis, in partcular in his --1!!'@“35!2- b
sages that did not occur in the LXX. Believing in the  work on the Psalm titles and Ecclesiastes (Gr. N}m ~away from t
full inspiration of every text of scripture, he clearly  Pss.Titr; Hom. 1-8 In Eall). In Hom. 115 In Cant § - tified with
shows sensitivity to the problem of the necessity to  Gregory argues that the voice of the bridegroom i shows, lang
establish the correct text of inspired revelation. His  Philosophy addressing the soul. In Vi, Mos. (PG ‘upon |l'lll'l'lai
problem was that there were variant readings of the  44.327-329) the birth of Moses subsequent to i “too close au
LXX, which he sought to correct from the Hebrew  pharaoh’s decree to kill male children requires a dcep& God who i
particularly where this might agree with other Greek  understanding than the literal sense. Gregory proceeds - with this pu
versions (Or. Lp. In Afiic. 6=7). However, his method  to expound the passage as a psychological allegory about passages and
of exegesis in such cases assumed a maximizing  the hostility of vice to virtue struggling to be born. (Aug. Conf
approach, He will accept the Hebrew version as the Jerome was to continue Origen’s influence in the mystery of
true reading but will nevertheless also give the LXX  West with particular emphasis on the latter’s textual erifi- - grace rather
reading as well if it expands the meaning of the Hebrew  cism. In 386-390 Jerome worked on the Old Lamg and linguis
so that he conflates two interpretations of a text. In  (Vetus Latina) text of the Bible, which he proceedﬂ[’; l’lﬂmﬂhﬂﬂ I
Origen's Homilia In Psalmis (2.12) we find that the LXX  with the use of the Hexapla to make closer to the s the LXX du
has added ‘right’ o ‘lest you perish from the [dght] of LXX. But in 389, in his commentary on Ecclesiastes, _ﬁ‘!" divine gr
way.” He will also interpret passages marked with an  he began to use the Hebrew text and to make his Lt - Augustine
obelisk which he admits has therefore no corresponding  version far closer to that than the LXX. Thus he came the sermons
Hebrew version. His justification appears to be that  to challenge the view that the LXX was itself an inspired validity of
such omissions or additions are the work of divine prov-  translation or even, as Origen claimed, a providentil 'hﬂ spurned
idence, which thus assists the exegete in multiplying  aid. Jerome challenged the legend of the seventy, wnd, ‘God who «f
the interpretations of the words of God who wills to  in his commentary on the Pentateuch (398}, he held savour” of an
say many different things (Or. Ep. In Afric. 8). that they were men of education but not of prophecy etc. (Confess
It is important to note that Origen in none of his  (Jer. Praef. In Pent.). Whilst accepting that allegory was sesis was all
surviving works mentions the Letrer to Aristeas and the  a legitimate means of interpretation, his philological work the fmages
belief that the LXX was itself a divinely inspired trans-  reveals an interest in the literal or historical meaning united with
lation. This is of great importance, since Origen’s dis-  of the texts, shich he takes sufficiently seriously @ 1-2, Isaac a
tinctive approach to exegesis was to prevail within - find contradictions such as the conflicting genealogis _Ja_!_i'-'ﬂl!k-m an
Christianity up until the Enlightenment and the rise of  between Matthew and Luke an intractable problem. He from Rachel
higher cnticism. All scripture is divinely inspired, but  falls back on the principle that whatever may be incred- way that g
its spiritual message completes and perfects its literal  ible to the human imagination is so due to the limin- ‘Church Ord
narrative rather than being at variance with it.  tions of human knowledge (Jer. Lp. LVILO.1). decessors. C
Nevertheless, critical research regarding the state of those Augustine clashed with Jerome’s newfound faith in 111.7.32 the
texts is essential given that human hands capable of  the Hebrew original, the veritas Hebraica, and claimed is asserted
human error must transmit those texts. that the LXX was the divinely authorized translation Ambrose’s N\
We find that Ambrose will deploy the allegorical  (Aug. Civ. Der XV.14.48 and XVIIL43.1-50). Ta ‘was one of t
method as will Jerome. subject to Origen’s restraints,  ignore the LXX would place in danger the apostolic conmnand, w
and Jerome will additionally engage in textnal criticism,  tradition, and put Greek and Latin Christendom at vari- Here also the
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ance with each other (Aug. Ep. LXXIL.2.4; Doctr. Chyis.
[1.15.22). Jerome had insisted that language was the key
to the sense of scripture: “We must not think that the
Gospel is found in the words of the Scripture, but in
its meaning’ (Jer. Com. In Gal. 1.1.386). But Augustince
regards Jerome's philology as indicative of a theory of
meaning that equates words with their meanings and
ultimately with their truth, Undoubtedly Jerome did
all the Hebrew language the matrix omnium linguarum
(Jer. Soph. Proph. 111.14~18.540). But to regard Hebrew
as the most accurate human language in recording the
truth of divine revelation is not equivalent to regarding
tuth and word to be one and the same.

Langnage for Augustine, as for the Stoics, was a sign
nather than a symbol cmbodying in itself the truth of
that to which it made reference (Aug. Doctr. Chris.
1.2-4.4; 11.1.1-8.8). When a spoken sord is written
down, then it becomes a sign for what was originally
iself a sign (Doctr, Chris. 11.4.5.1-4). Thus any human
language, by its very nature, is onc or two removes
away from the real and true and only erroneously iden-
tified with what is true itself. As the Tower of Babel
shows, languages are themselves a judgment of God
upon human sinfulness, and the means of preventing
too close an access to God (Doctr, Chris. 11.4.5.5). The
God who inspires the sacred text has, in accordance
with this punishment, placed there deliberately obscure
passages and concepts in order to obstruct human pride
(Aug. Coenfess. XI11.14.17-25; 25.35; X1.3.5). The
mystery of their meaning results from the action of
grace rather than of nature so that scientific philology
and linguistic translation  have their limitations.
Augustine really did need therefore the translation of
the LXX duly inspired and kept immune from error
by divine grace for there to be a written revelation.

Augustine's intellectual conversion through hearing
the sermons of Ambrose involved his acceptance of the
validity of the allegorical method. As a Manichean he
had spurned the Old Testament as depicting a lesser
God who changed his mind, who required the “sweet
savour” of an animal sacrifice, who robbed the Egyptians,
ete. (Confess. 1155 MI-V). Ambrose’s method of exe-
gesis was allegorical, as shown in his works in which
the images of the individual soul in quest for God are
united with images of the church. In Ambrose’s Isaac
1-2, Isaac as the soul finds in Rachel the heavenly
Jerusalem and receives in figure the waters of baptism
from Rachel’s well. Indeed Ambrose uses allegory in a
way that has a greater orientation toward issues of
Church Order and discipline than appears in his pre-
decessors, Cerrainly in Ambrose’s Hexan, [.8.30 and
[11.7.32 the goodness of Creation by Father and Son
is asserted specifically against the Manicheans. In
Ambrose's Noc 22.78 it is asserted that Noal's sacrifice
was one of thanksgiving on his part and not by God’s
command, who was not therefore ‘greedy for reward.
Here also the allegorical character of the Old Testament,

as Ambrose presented it, convinced Augustine that it
was after all ‘a matter concealed from the proud ...
and veiled in mysteries’ (Aug. Confess. 111.5.9),

Thus Augustine, in work composed AD 388-389,
claims that what is written can only be devoutly under-
stood ‘figuratively and enigmatically [figurate atque
in acnigmatibus|’ (Aug. Gen. Con. Manich. 11.2.3 [= Gen.
Litt. 8.2]). Later, however (¢. 393), Augustine (Gen. Litt.
Impf. 3.1) emphasizes to the contrary that the account
‘must be accepted according to history [secundum histo-
riam accipienduni].’” But he was even later to express his
rejection of this thesis with the momentary wish to
destroy the book altogether (Aug. Retract. 11.24). Later
still, m 401, in Gen. Litt. 8.1, whilst still holding to the
principle secundum  historiam, Augustine will modify
the rejection of his early allegorism. The serpent, like
the garden of Eden, although not part of usual everyday
experiences, is nevertheless to be interpreted secundum
fistoriam except where the literal sense is absurd, as with
the prediction that ‘your eyes will be opened.” Their
eyes could not have been literally closed before other-
wise they could not have witnessed and spoke about all
that went before, Within the narrative that is historical
and literal there may be instances where literal inter-
pretation would be illogical or impious and so here
understanding in terms of metaphor or even allegory
may be used, as in anthropomorphic expression of divine
activity. In this case it is permitted to the reader to con-
sider ‘in what significance and sense what is written is
written,” But the principle remains that ‘everything
cannot be accepted figuratively |wec, . . figurate accipiesidum
est] on account of the transferred meaning of one word
|propter unins verbi translationem]’ (Gen. Litt, 11,.31). Here
he was prepared to hold fast to the implications of Philo’s
and Origen's tripartite approach to exegesis where, at
least in theory, the three levels of the physical or literal,
the psychical, and the allegorical. The narrative of
Genesis 1-3 is not for Augustine allegorical like
Canticles. Adam is literally the father of Cain and Abel,
and Eden as much a literal creation as the world itself,
however much the experience of creation is not of an
everyday character {Gen. Litt. 8.1).

Augustine did however have the intellectual honesty
to admit that literal interpretation frequently raises prob-
lems to which it gives only provisional and doubtful
solutions (Rerract. 11.24.1). Thus he articulated the
enduring dilemma of the church’s official and formal
exegesis before the Enlightenment and the rise of crit-
ical biblical scholarship.
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PAUL AS INTERPRETER OF THE BIBLE

Paul’s Bible consists of the Jewish scriptures as these
had come to be generally recognized by the first century |
AD in Isracl. Paul’s use of these scriptures in his Episdes
can be categorized under four headings: quotations, allu-
sions, echoes, and language structures. Consideration of
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Paul's explicit quotations requires attention to the
textual tradition of his citations. A large number of
Paul's quotations are in substantial agreement with the
common Hebrew traditions and the LXX (approxi-
mately 40 percent), and a significant group of quota-
tions agree with netther the Hebrew nor the LXX
(some over 30 percent). Where the Hebrew traditions
and the LXX vary, Paul in a few cases agrees with the
Hebrew, but more often he reflects the Greek text.

Paul’s basic pattern of explicit citation is opening
theological statement, introductory formula, and scrip-
wral quotation(s). Frequently, an interpretation, appli-
cation, or instruction based on the scriprural text follows
the quotation, as the apostle weaves images together
and develops his particular argument. Paul in some cases
also indicates that what was shown to be ‘true’ in scrip-
ture is ‘true’ now (e¢.g., Rom. 3:10-18; 10:18-20), that
scriptural  characters or events are typologically con-
nected to contemporary characters or events (Rom.
5:14; 1 Cor. 10:6, 11), and that the meaning of scrip-
wre is to be uncovered by means of allegory (Gal
4:24). Still, Paul’s use of scripture is not exhausted by
the direct quotations, for he himself often alludes to
texts and material from the scriptures, whereas at other
times texts and images from scripture appear to echo
through Paul’s writing. In stll other cases, the struc-
ture of Paul’s own language and thought appears to be
shaped according to scriptural language patterns, as
biblical language contributes to the generation and for-
mation of specific theological discussions. These four
types of biblical usage are not discrete, nor are they
easily distinguishable, but commonly overlap in Paul's
interpretation of scripturc.

Paul interprets scripture from the perspective of his
belief that Jesus is the crucified and risen Messtah who
appeared to him on the Damascus Road and commis-
sioned him to be apostle to the Gentiles. For Paul,
scripture points forward to Christ and the Gospel (Rom.
1:1-2; 3:21; 1 Cor. 15:3-4; Gal. 3:6-9), but he does
not normally use scripture in his Epistles to establish
the church’s claim that Jesus is the Christ (cf. Acts
17:2-3; 28:23). The issues that prompt Paul to quote
scripture directly most often relate to matters of
Jew—Gentile concern: rghteousness by faith, works of
law, and the place of Israel in the scope of salvation
(see especially Rom. 4, 9-11; Gal. 3-4). Paul uses scrip-
ture in the service of his missionary work among the
Gentiles and of the church, as it awaits Christ’s immi-
nent return. Though many scholars reject the idea that
Paul juxtaposes two different interpretive methods in 2
Corinthians 3:1-4:6 (letter versus spirit), it is the case
that, for him, to understand scripture merely as inscribed
text is to misunderstand it. In the ‘ministry of the spirit,”
there is a new ortentation to the scriptures of Isracl;
and in this ‘ministry of the spirit,” Paul’s experience
with Christ and his interpretation of Israel’s scriptures
are intimately linked.
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JAMES W. AAGESON
PAULINE LETTERS

1 Exegetical issues in the interpretation of the
Pauline corpus

2 History of interpretation

3 Modern interpretative approaches

4 Future issues in Pauline interpretation

The Pauline letters are central to Christian history and
theology. The letters attributed to Paul comprise the
largest corpus in comparison with all the other New
Testament authors. They are the earliest witness to
the life and faith of the fimst Christians, pre-dating the
writing of the canonical Gospels. As such, they present
firsthand insight into the expansion of Christianity
beyond the borders of Palestine into the wider
Mediterranean world. These letters also provide the
foundation for many of the central Christian beliefs and
statements of faith, with Paul himself regarded as one
of the first and one of the greatest Christian theologians.

Understanding and interpreting the Pauline letters has
occupied a key place in the life and theology of the
church since the late first century AD until today. In
order to survey the interpretation of these letters, four
key issues will be surveyed: exegetical issues in the inter-
pretation of the Pauline corpus, the history of inter-
pretation of Paul, modern interpretative approaches, and
future issues in Pauline interpretation,

1 Exegetical issues in the interpretation of the
Pauline corpus

Thirteen letters list Paul as the author in the epistolary
opening. Scholarship since the early cutical period of
biblical interpretation (the seventeenth century) has
questioned the authorship of some of these letters. Seven
are generally regarded as authentic, Romans, 1 and 2
Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and
Philemon, The authorship of 2 Thessalonians, Colos-
sians, and Ephesians is highly debated, with the Pastorals
(1 and 2 Timothy and Titus) generally regarded as inau-

26

1




