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Allegory
Norytan NaGer, Valparaiso University

LR TENT THES MORNING is taken from the 20th Book
ot the Hiad of the peet Homer, where we read as follows:

“So by the beaked ships around vou, O son of Peleus, insatiate
of tight, the Achacans arraved themselves for battle; and like-
wise the Trojans over against them on the rising Otound of the
plain.  But Zcus bade Themis summon the oods to the place
of vathering from the brow of manv-ridged Ol)nlpuS, ... Then
Zeus the cloud-gatherer spoke, "You know the purpose in mv
breast tor which I gathered vou hither; T attend to them, even
though they die. Yet for myself T will stav here sitting in a
told of Olvimpus. trom where 1 will look on and amuse mysclf;
but do vou others all go forth till vou come among the Trojans
and Achacans, and bear aid to this side or that, even as the
mind of cach may wish .. . Thus did the blessed gods urge on
the two hosts to clash in battle, and amid them made grievous
strife to burst torth . . . Great was the din that arose when the
vods clashed in strife. For against king Poseidon stoed Phocbus
\pyo]]() with his winged arrows, and against Envalius the god-
dess. Hashing-cved Athene; against Hera stood forth the huntress
ot the _«;nkhn arrows. and the cchoing chase, even the archer
Artemis, sister of the god that smites afar; against Leto stood
forth the strong ulpu’ Hermes, and against Hephacstus the
areat, dupuld\mu river, that gods call Nanthus, and men
Scamander. Thus gods w cnt forth to ficht with gods.” {Iliad xx

Such divine behavior came to be thought perplexing.  Neno-
phanes. ¢ 330, observed:

“Both Homer and Hesiod have attributed to the gods all things
that are shametul and a reproach among mankind: theft,
adultery, and iutual deception.” (Fr. 11)°

Theagenes of Rhegium is the first that we know of who brought
allegory 1o the aid of the Homeric gods. He was a contemporary
of (,dmh\ ses, son of Cyrus, and king of Persia 529-522. Theagenes
had learnt the Tonian theory of opposltcs and so was able to give a
respectable account of the warring gods. Tt is fire that is s\mbolued
by Apollo, Helios and Hephaestus, while its opposite, water, by
Poscidon and  Scamander. Wisdom. represented by Athene, 1s
opposed by follv, represented by Ares, and so Aphrodite, desire, and
Hermes, reason.-
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Elert’s Fucuarsst anp Criienecn Yecvowsnie (Concordia Publishing House, 1966) and
is a recognized Tuther and New Testament scholar. At present he is serving as Dean
af the Chapel at Valparaiso Uniéveesity.
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Late in the fifth century Metrodorus of Lampsacus uses the
method to put theology into anthropology: heroes are clements of
nature while the gods are parts of man. Agamemnon represents
Aether, Achilles the Sun, Helen the Earth, Hector the VMoon. and
Paris the Air. And then, the gods Demeter, Dionysus and Apollo
represent the liver, the splee and the bile. It is indced amusing
but it goes on all the time. Tt is what Feuerbach was talking about
when he said that theology is nothing more than anthropology.  First
we see here the attempt to fit the <r0ds into the enlightened philosophy
of that century and to use then “also the catcgories of man as that
within which all meaningful statements are to be made. and outside
of which categories no meaningful statements can be made.

Such curious identification evoked from Tatian the judement:
“Metrodorus of Lampsacus, in his treatise concerning Homer,
has argued very toolishly turning evervthing into allegory.  Yor
he savs that ncither Hera, nor Athene, nor Zeus are what those
people suppose who consecrate to them sacred enclosures and
groves, but parts of naturc and certain arrangements ot the
elements . . . not one of these personages having really existed.
(Oratio adversus Graecos, xxi)

W. Nestle is more perceptive: “Though this be madness, vet there
is method in't.”® He points out that Metrcdorus is using the
physiological science of his day as he disposes the gods into human
categories. The gall was regarded as the cause of acute and sudden
seizures, and these were traditionallv the work of Apollo, “the god
that smiles afar.” From Diogenes of Apollonia, the ¢nd of the line
for lTonian philesophyv, we learn that the two arterics which sustain
life in the bodv are the hepatic and the splenctic. Ancilla, p. 88t
Further, air is the elementarv matter which aftords possibility of
change. A basic change is that of dry and wet and these arc
traditionally the responsibility of Demeter and Dionvsus respectively.
Metrodorus is then as accurate as the science of his dav.” and it is
praise for Homer to find that he was really saving the same in an
allegorical wav. Zeus is air, the primarv substance which is the
life forc, intelligence, the soul of the universe.  With the help of
allegorv evervthing can be fitted into the current science and human
categories, and picty shall lic down with reason.” It is the attempt
to fit theological statements within philosophical and anthropological
categories and so come r the pressure
of the enlightenment of that sixth centurv B.C.

Credit for the ethical allegorizing of Homer is given by Diogenes
Laertius to Anaxagoras.

“Favorinus in his Miscellancous History savs Anaxacoras was
the first to maintain that Homer in his poems treats virtue and
justice, and that this thesis was defended at greater length by
his friend Metrodorus of Lampsacus, who was the first to busy
himself with Homer's phyvsical doctrine.” (Iives. ii,11. Toeb
I, 141>
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Nenophanes woes further than the question of the doubtful
nordity of J‘ cads and their equivalents in natural philosophy and
repudidics wil anthropomorphism.  He remarks:

“Thie Acethiopians have cods with snub noses and black hair, the
Threcians have gods with grev eves and red haic.” (Frag. 16)

Another trooment:

"It oaen _and horses s and lions had hands or could draw with
hands and create works of art like those made by men, horses
would draw pictures of gods like horses, and oxen of gods like
oxen. and thev would maLc bodies (of their gods) in accord-
ance with the form that cach species itself possesses.” (Fr. 15)°

So much tor the projecte d gods. "There is one god,” savs Aenophanes,

“one vod among gods and men the greatest. not at all' like mortals in
body or in mind.”  Fr. 23 Here the utter repudiation ot anthro-
pomorphisim. Yet \cn()phanus' one god does not transcend natural
philosophy but scems coterminous with living matter.  Man is not
given revelation but the wav of empirical enquirv.  Even if mun
should sav what is completely true, he would be unaware of ir. It
would be impossible, Nenophanes seems to suggest, to prove it by
something other than itself, a profound observation to be kept in
mind in anv discussion of the argument of analogv. He savs,
“"Opinion is hixed by fate upon all thmg; > We know no more than
opinion. Dokos depi pasi, tetyvktai. We meet the cognate of dokos
a little fater in dova, one of the later divisions of allegorizing.

Enlichtment in morals and in science adjusted the Homeric
gods to itself with the aid of allegory ethical and physical.  Diogenes
declared that Homer was not the author of myths and fairy tales. he
merely used them as a vehicle for telling the truth.  His Zeus was
air and nothing but air.”  Historical enlightenment in Hecataeus and
Herodotus cut awav the supernatural.

The range of allegory was fullstretched when the materialism
of natural philosophv gave wav before the immaterialism of mental
and moral science. We come to the conception of a transcendent, a
trulv transcendent.  In Plato’s world where all visible things cxist
insofar as thev imitate the forms, the ultimate ideas, we have the
material immaterial, finite/infinite, visible/invisible, temporal/
eternal, that furnish allegorv with its largest scope. and also the
xmpulw to move from the material, temporal and historical to the
spiritual and eternal. For Plato to move to the higher is to leave
the lower behind.  And in that duality also we should mention letter
and spirit, which has its meaning in St. Paul, and then the meaning
that it was ¢iven from this Platonic bac kground of the duality of
temporal and cternal.  You know the great writing of St. Augustine
that Luther found so enormously helptul and that is characteristic of
the theology of voung Luther, and it is still this Platonically qhaped
conception of letter and spirit which informs the article in the
Lutheran Encvelopedia about allegory.  Gloege'’s article operates with
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these two categories of letter and spirit Platonicallv understoed vocher
than Paulinelv.

Allegory has to have two tactors to operate with, and Plio i
the one who eives the great potent categorics for the subscqguont
operation of allegorv. Hc himsclf NPLJI\S scornfully of the panen
allegorizers that went betore him. He mocked those who all o
Homer.

1

“That the strife and contention of the vods wos instivated
Themis and Zeus Rep. 379F ) . . all the battdes ot the vads
in Homer—these tules must not be admitted into our Stete.
whether thev are supposed to have an allecory meaninge or s

(Rep. 379D°

Plato will not allow Homer in his Republic because of the danger to
morals and because of the false view that thcx‘ prosent ot the cads,
and he will not atlow the gods to be rescucd trom such objection by
the use of allegorv. The word which is used for alleg OEV IS M3 i
which J. Tate gives the literal rransfation ‘undermeaning.” the mean-
ing that lies under the surface meaning.””  The word allecory only
comes into usage in the hrst century B.C. but the dedisive usive
which gives it currency is that of Cicero in his writing on oratory
(94). The word allegory also appears in Philo. but before that
time the word for the subject of our discussion is not allevory but
hyvponoia. Tate in discussing this section of the Republic tinds a
threefold distinction in Plato’s treatment. He talks Jh(LUt the logns
which is the narrative. the surface meaning, and then the s,
romos, or doxa, which we would call the moral of the story, the way
the Duchess in Alice in Wonderland savs what the moral of every-
thing is. Tipos is the word then, of course, that ¢ives the other
hermeneutical technique ot tvpology.  The usual distincdon Letween
tvpology and allegory is that typology deals with events and ollegory
with words. Tate finds in Pl&m in this sccond catcgory of £y pos,
nomos or doxe, the principle implied or illustrated by the narrative,
and then in the third category. oy ponoia, the allecorical meaning
of the narrative. It the nurrative represents a false moval or principle,
it is no valid detense of it in Plato’s view to assert that it has an
‘undermeaning.” He is scorntul of ‘'undermeanings’ which he savs wre
supplied by the “country bumpkin's wisdom” or “vokel's wisdom.”
(Agroikos tis sophia Phaedrus 229 F of. also 229C&T 5 Jt mav bhe
that Tate is drawing too much from the passage. but a threefold
division is indeed a most usctul one for getting at the assessment of
the value of allegory, particularly it subsequentl\ we can use the third
category as that in which the lower mceanings arce left behind,
s]oucrhed off.

Plato does not use Homer for proof but as illustration or point
of departure, rather in the way in which Milton uses the gods of
mythology and his invocation of the muses and so on.  This is
poetically viable for him and his use is possible in the way that he
does it just because he doesn't believe in them.'' Parallel to that is
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the way mnowhich some theologians use Scripture to illustrate their
PO ot vicw II i~ merely used to illustrate a position which is taken
on other wrounds. Allegory is an enormously useful technique if vou
want o ~how that fous was really a political revolutionary or that
basicath hie was @ Jinical or psvehological social worker; vou will be
able o demonstrate that from the test with the use of allegory. It
oL 61 ar umi us it the time, although the contemporary theoloucal
journalists who do that sort of thing do not alwavs even trouble their
litthe minds with the osegetical task.  The production of Jesus Christ
Stuperstar is possible because he is not believed in. Lucretius 1s more
instructive than Fouechadh,

When e s cquated by Plato with the ¢ood, he is then supplied
with .« divine sitribute according to which it is then possible to specifv
those thines chich are unworthy of gl God is then disallowed
many things. and ~ince Homer is very permissive Plato reacts censor-

tousiv tovverd Homero o Such things couldn’t possibly be so.  Since
gl is the "n";d‘ ko couddn't do anvthing fithy or strifetul as Homer
tells o that e they did. Plato's puritied transcendent god did not.

however, succead 1 displacing the Homerie gods. They were sus-
tained by allegen novertheless. Allegon could dispose of what was
ctt!f;u":xmi'lg about them, or more impe srtantly it could bring them

into the service of one's own philosophy.

.\mi>t henes, the companion of Socrates. whom Plato scorntully
catied o Tbelated dcarner,” “lohnnv-come-lately.” allegorized  the
Homeric vods in the senvice of his own radical anti-establishment
philosaphy.  For vour svoung people’s groups vou should introduce
them o Antisthiencs. He sounds ven contemporary. He and his
disciple Diogenes. who aceepted the nickname “dog™ which gave the
Cynies their name, violently attacked the popular gods and for this
purpose allegorized them and wturned them to Cyvnical purpose.
Antisthenes uses the distinction between the doaa and the Alctheia,
the opinion, the view. and the truth, the real matter, and. of course,
the aldthein which he then finds disclosed, comes out quite Cynical.

Zeno fearned much from Antisthenes and his use of allegory
preserved the moral value of the gods, apart from which there was
little ¢lse to them.  Follow throuuh the 19th Century and vou hnd
Tesus ending up with little more than a moral value. [t is the
cthical importance of Jesus that is the last thing to go under, as it
were, and here we have in Zeno the last stand for the Homeric gods
in theie cthical value. and with that their social value recognized
also by Plato and Socrates. You mav not believe in them but vou
should observe the religious usages and customs because if all that
Falls to picces, socicty is likely to fall to picces, and that would be a
pitv, so let’s have religion and obsum the customs, and have
pravers in school.  Similarlv Zeno held that Homer wrote some
things according to opinion and some according to truth. This was
also usctul in rescuing Homer from contradicting himself.  The
meaning that was the wrong one or vou thought to be the wrong one,
that was the doxa meaning, and then the one that fitted in with vour
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philosophy that was the alectheia meaning.  Not what he savs, but
what he means!

Cleanthes, Zeno's successor, “accommodated the savines of the
poets to their system.”'> His successor Chrysippus further suppresses
the pamculantles of the geds, who arc seen as functions of onc cod.
the cosmic rational principle which orders all things. The gods are
desexed. This removes not onlv much embarrassment but also much
of their dialectical potency. The vivid particularity of the Homeric
gods is lost in a pallid, ultimate rational principle, and what valuc
remains is ethical.

Although the Homeric gods may have been rendered impotent,
the method by which this was achieved goes marching on. By the
time a certain Heraclitus and Crates of Mallas are donc there is fittle
Homer left unallegorized.*’

The Epicureans were great mockers of allecorization. and their
arguments may later be heard from Christian opponents of what had
become a method for disposing of embarrassments scientific. his-
torical, phllosophlcal and moral, or, positively, for disclosing what
was the real meaning of an ancient text, which, however, tairly
consistently turned out to be the corroberation or the illustration of
the school of the man who was operating the method.

The hevdayv—if one mav use a word so inappropriatcly gay —
the heyday of Stoicism was during the first century before and after
Christ. Its influence in Jewry can be seen in the Wisdom of Solomon
and the allegorization of the Law in the letter of Aristeas. which
purports to be an evewitness account of the preduction of the Sep-
tuagint. The Septuagint puts the Old Testament into the language
of the Greeks. A welcome could scarcely be expected among the
Greeks,'! but there were those who loved the Old Testament and who
therefore tried to arrange such a welcome for it.

Such a man was Philo (¢. 20 B.C.—c. 50 A.D.). This Alex-
andrian Jew grew up in that city, wealthv, cultured. sophisticated,
the intellectual eve of the world, and that city gave him acquaintance
with the language and thought of Greece. He knew his Flomer and
Plato and the Stoics very well.  And with that Greek tradition he
was also supplied with a method for removing difficultics and for
disclosing the true meaning of the Old Testament, which he would
commend to the Greek intellectuals who had it now available to them
in translation. There was much for a Greek to scoft at in the Old
Testament, and Philo writes with great brilliance and at grcat length
in showing that what one runs into in the Old Testament which is
unworthy of God or which is historically, philosophically or morally
1m;10551b]e is just what the surface meaning appears to be, but the
real meaning, the ‘'undermeaning.’ the hyponoia, he calls it also alle-
gory, is what is really to be understood. And so Philo secks to make
the Old Testament palatable to the intellectuals of Alexandria.
Again, we find allegorv fitting things into anthropological categories.

For Philo the allegorical meaning is the soul of the text, while the
literal meaning is onl) its body, and soul and body are used dis-
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junctively in u Platonic sort of wav, and we must remember that for
Plito 1o rise te the hicher is to leave the lower behind.  When you
reacdd much ot Philo vou feel that vou have indeed lost contact with
the ower, the lovos. the narrative, the surface meaning of the text.
However. som pLopi’ took Philo very sertously and said. “Well, if
whut really matters is the ‘undermeaning’ of the text, the allegorical
meaning ot the text. then let's leave the surface meaning, the Titeral
meaning, behind, and so there is really no need for us to keep the
Sabbaih or the whole business of the sacrifices and the dietary laws.”
Philo was alarmed by this result and said. "Oh, no, no. vou mu~;tnt
do that, we must oll go on doing what the literal sense savs.” But
while saving this he speaks very scornfully about the simple, ordinary,
vulear, vou know. the hoi pollui: for their sake we must stick with
the primary. with the surface, the literal meaning, but those far
advanced in knowledee and understanding. the philosophers, they
live not at that lowest lowly level of the text, but at the higher level
where vou hind the real soul of the text.

“We should luok o all these outward observances as resembling
the body: and their inner meanings as resembling the soul. It
tollows that, ¢xacty as we have to take thought for the body,
becausce it is the abode of the soul, so we must pav heed to the
letter of the laws.  Tf we keep and observe these, we shall gain
a clearer conception of those things of which these are the
svimbols; and besides that we shall not incur the censure of the
many and the charges thev are sure to bring against us.” /De
Viigratione Abrahami, 93. Loeb iv. 185

[ir Philo we have the attempt to bring philosophyv and theology
into harmonv.  Thev are reallv about the same thing. and Philo is at
pains to show that what was best and truest in the phﬂosoph\ ot the
Groecks was something that thev probably got from Moses. and it
thev didn t get it from Moses then they got it from God who brought
them to know these things by way of their philosophy which (Jod
by the wav ot his duhnu with Israel, had shown also to the Jews.”
Things inimical and mutually exclusive need not trouble too much
a man skilled in allegory, and Philo was skilled.

In Genesis the characters are allegories of states of the soul.
Adam and Eve are reason and sensuality. which suggests why the Fall,
and what is meant by sin in a Greek and quite unbiblical wav. Abel
is pure piety without intellectual culture, Cain is the egoist, Seth
virtue imbued with wisdom and truth. The four rivers of Paradise
arc the tour cardinal virtwes.  Joseph is the tvpe of the statesman,
his coat of manv colors indicates that his political policy is intricate
and difficult to unravel.

For all his exaltation of the allegorical method in contrast with
the literal Philo does not vet denv the history of the literal meaning.
The literal meanine is important for the simpleminded.  That s
all they are capable of getting.  If a man cannot bear the full truth
of the allegorical meaning, let him stick to the literal sense. (De
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Somniis, 234-237. Loeb v. 421-423) Whocver cannot love God as
pure being, let him fear him as the one who threatens and punishes.
(Quod Deus immutabilis sit, 69. Locbiii. 45)

When the text is not abqurd it mav be taken literally os when
we read, “God is not a man.” ‘Num. 23:19. De Sommniic 237,
Keepmcr in view the ways of thinking of the duller folk™ we hay ¢
statements of pumshmcm and “for the instruction of the many.
“God is like a man.” (Deut. 1:31. Quod Deus immiutabilis sit, 53f
Loeb iii, 37)

“Among men some arc soul lovers, some body lovers. The
comrades of the soul. who can hold converse with intellivible
incorporeal natures, do nmot compare the Existent to any torm
of created things. Thev have dissociated Him from cvery
category or qualm for it is one of the facts which o 1o make
His blssedness and supreme felicity that His hungﬁr is appre-
hended as simple being, without other detinite characteristic:
and thus thev do not picture it with form, but admit to their
minds the conception of existence onlv. (557

Abram is first at the level of Hagar, “who is the education ot
the schools . . . being an Egvptian by “descent she was quahhui to
see the supremc Cause.” (De Sommniis 240. Lacb V 4237 Abraham
leaves the lower educatxon, the secular learning of the sahools. for
Sarah who is generic and imperishable virtue.  Hagar is cast out with
her “son, the sophlst named Ishmael, and virtuc ¢ives birth 1o
happiness, that is Isaac.” De Cherubim 3- S; Loeb I, 9-13. Tceoum
Allegoriae ii, 82. Loeb 1, 277, Sarah is also philosophyv whose truits
are hnest when “practiced for the honor and service of God.” ’1)e
Congressu quaerendae Fruditionis gratia, 78-80. Locb IV, 497 f.)

In the matter of the ox that may not be mussled Philo (lou not
suffer by comparison with St. Paul who savs it was not written for
the oxen. (I Cor. 9:9>

This law forbids muzzling the ox when it treads out the corn,
It is the ox who before the deep soil of the lowlands receives
the seed, cleaves the furrows and sets the ficlds ready for
heaven and the husbandman. For the husbandman that he mav
sow the seed in due season, for heaven that its kindly uitts of
rain mav be received in the deep hollows which store them up
and deal them out part by part as rich nourishment to the crop
until it brings forth first the car and then the consummation of
the vearly frmt, and after that consummation the ox is again
necessary for another service to purge the sheaves and sift the
refuse from the genuine and usceful material.

It it a “kindly and benevolent injunction on behalf of the oxen when
treading the corn” De Virtutibus, 145f. Locb viii, 2537,

When we come to St. Paul we hear him saving:
“It is written in the law of Moses, vou shall not muzzle the ox
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when it is reading out the grain.  Is it for oxen that God is
concerned:  Docs he not speak entirvely for our sake? It was
written tor our sake, because the plowman should plow in hope
and the thresher thresh in hope of a share in the crop.  If we
have sown spiritual good among vou, is it too much if we reap
vour material benetits. If others share this rightful claim upon
vou, do not we still more?”

Philo understood Deuteronomy as talking about oxen. St. Paul
seems to suggest that in Deuteronomy we have the instruction that
pastors should be paid. While we may doubt his exegetical meth-
odology, we, 1 suppose, are unlikely to argue with his conclusion.
There it is, St. Paul does it.  Is it necessary to bail St. Paul out,
and give such a definition of allegory so that he isn't guilty of it,
or do we condemn him for it, or do we sav he can'’t JH€001IZC and
therefore he doesn't, and somchow explain it awav by another form
of allegorization. I supposc, or, the apostle does what he docs. I
may not feel that his exegetical method is worth an “A,” but I am
in no position to call a foul on an apostle.  It's what he savs, and
that we all agree with.  When he seems to suggest that that is what
Deuteronomy is about we mayv have our reservation. It is not enough
to sav with Deismann that he speaks “as a man from the citv.”"" I
should like to think that if we get to heaven and sav to St. Paul, "Now
how could vou have done such dreadful exegetical methodology there
in I Corinthians?  You rcally know that in Duxteronom\ it was about
oxen and not about pastors getting paid,” and he would sav. “Yes,
of course, vou fool, but I was just operating with this methodology to
sav something that needed to be said to the church at that time, and
what b‘mulh it is is an argument from the lesser and the greater an
a fortiori as our Lord himself uses when he s savs, "It God so clothes
the grass of the ficld, which today is alive and tomorrow is thrown into
the oven. will he not much more clothe vou, O men of little faith?’
The same point as the sparrows!”

Usually a distinction is made between the allegory that the Jews
got into the habit of doing—or perhaps Jews 1s saving too much—
there was Philo and before him there was '\mtobulus but Philo’s
methodologv had no sweeping success or popularity among the Jews
in gencral. It had its greatest success and fruit and use among the
Christians. The distinction made is between the philonic, the Alex-
andrian usc of allegorv, and that of Palestine. St. Paul’s use of
allegorv is usually put ‘under the Palestinian rabbinical tradition of
allcvorlcdl usage. Some of it doesn't all quite fit into that category
either, but vou "do have in the Palestinian use of the allegory a power-
ful insistence that one mav not leave the literal mecaning behind for
another one.  You may recognize a figure or a metaphor in the Old
Testament but vou mav not on that account come unstuck from the
literal meaning of it.  There is the great image in Nebuchadnezzar's
dream; they don't denv that he had a dream, and that’s what it was,
but thev then were impelled to try and make head or tail of it. It
Is in that tradition that the allegorizing of St. Paul mostly fits.  How
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strongly the Palestinian tradition felt about not coming unstuck
from the literal meaning, not Hoating oft on Platonic ideas. 1s shown
by an injunction regarding somebodyv that takes for his text. Deu-
teronomy 22:6, "If vou chance to come upon a bird's nest in any
tree or on the mound with voung ones or eggs, and the mother
sitting upon the young or upon ‘the eggs, you shall not take the mother
with the young; you shall let the mother go, but the vouny vou may
take to yourself If anvbody starts quoting that text in a synogogue
sermon the rabbis become apprehensive.  They suspect that an
allegorizer is getting under way, and is likely to begin tulking about
the idea of the all- pel\admg, all-inclusive divine merey, and making
that the whole of what the Jaw or God are about. Once vou've got
an attribute defined nicely for God, then vou've somchow got him
taped and he mav not behave contrary to vour definition of the
attribute.  We saw that operating among the Greeks, and in the
Palestinian tradition of the rabbis they were going to have none ot
that at all, and if a man opened up his mouth and cxclaimed, " Thy
mercy extends even to the nest of a bird,” they shouted, "Sit down and
be quiet.”” St. Paul was not rearcd in a context that greatly encour-
aged allegory; at best it was a "harmlose homiletische Spiclerei.”"
Now I don't think we can get into St. Paul in anyv kind of particular
detail this morning. We mentioned Hagar and Sarah and so on,
and the ox treadmo out the corn. Let us hurriedlv follow the allegory
through in the Christian tradition a little.

Allegorizing saturated the syncretistic second century and ¢ven
its opponents used the method as we have in Aristides, in Tatian and
in Pseudo-Clement. Cclsus the Gnostic describes Christian atle-
gorizing as a retreat of shame at the immoral stories in the Bible' —
the sort of passages that vou tend to skip when vou arc rcading the
Bible at family devotions. At the same time, the Gnostics allegorized
wholesale. Bv and large, however, the church said no to allwor\
Principally the spol\esm(n were Iranaeus, and then most drastically
Tertullian who saw philosophy as the mother of all heresy, and would
have no truck with it.

The blossoming ot Christian allegorizing was the achievement
of Alexandria and the school there, the school then which has Philo
behind it, Aristobulus and the Aristeas sort of things as well.  The
first man of the great school of Alexandria is Pantaenus whom his
disciple Clement called “ a veritable Sicilian bee.” He buzzed about
the frelds gathering honey and then giving it to his students. Sicilian
honey was the best there was in the ancient world, and this was
Clement’s encomium to Pantaenus about whom we know virtually
nothing. As far as his life was concerned we do know he was born a
pagan and had first of all a Stoic upbringing. And remember the
Stoics are great on ethics and on providence, the ultimate purpose and
harmony in God. Providence comes from the Stoics, not from the
Bible. Pantaenus’ great disciple was Clement of Alexandria, ¢. 200.
He holds that philosophy is of divine origin and he seeks to do for
Christians what Philo had sought to do for the Jews and their Old
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Testament.  Clement w ac a profoundly learned man but not a verv
original one.  He is much indebted to Phile.  You have again Plato
and Stoicism coming through powerfullv. However, it is with the
greatest of the allegorists that we should perhaps spend a minute or
two, and this was Origen, one of the greatest minds of all times.
Born in Alexandria, ¢. 185, died a martyr in ¢. 254.  He is the first
one to make Christianity rcall' academically respectable. For him
all Christian doctrine ultimatelv rests on allegory.  The Holy Spirit
used the guise of historical writing only as a means for teaching
philosophical theology.  We have again the principal operative of
the things that are unworthyv of god. and he works with the anthro-
polomcal categories of flesh, soul and spirit.  And flesh, of course,
is the literal meaning, soul is the phvsical allegory, and spirit is the
cthical allegory, the highest category then being the ethical.  You see
how the (thm/m(v in the undcrstandmcr of the Gospel is operative
here also.  The three levels of the text are matched by three classes
of rcaders “De Principiis IN. 1100 Now in summary, Origen:

“Combined the unphilosophical tradition of the church with
the Gnostic— New-Platonic tendencies of the century on a
higher intellectual plane and thus created a theological struc-
ture of adinirable grandeur and completeness. But he had no
feeling for the deeper essential problems of a truly Christian
theology.  For that verv reason his solutions met with an easy
and apparmtlx uncontroversial success. Thev were the solu-
tions of a theorist of genius who constructed reality from the
idea, (thoroughly Platonic thing to do) without being moved
at a deeper level by doubt and suffering.  Such people do not
find it difficult to obtain pupils and successors. (They are
accommodating the Zeitgeist of the dav. These are the men
that are unhulmol\ relt'\ant’) It was only among the succeeding
gencrations of his followers that the progress of Thistorical devel-
opment brought to light slowlv but surelv the spiritual inade-
quacies of the theology of Origen.”™"

This is from von Campenhausen.  For such questions as the following
Origen finds answers with the use of allegory. “What reasonable
person will believe, for example, that the first, second and third
day, evening and morning came into being without the sun, moon
and stars, and the first day even without the sky?” Or, “who would
not be led to regard unchastity as nothing when he reads how Judah
lay down with a harlot or the patriarchs had several wives simul-
taneoushy.” (De Principiis, IV, 16). Where the literal meaning is
unworthv of the wisdom of revelation we must look for the hyponoia.

“It is deeply moving to note with what energy and earnestness
this great and devout scholar dedicates the work of a lifetime to
fathoming the truth of this one ardently loved book, firmly con-
vinced that he is on the way to penetrating ever more deeply
into its content, while in fact he remains the prisoner of the
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assumptions of his Platonizing and Gnosticizing outlook. in-
capable even of sccing what separates him from the Old and
New Testaments.”*

When vou have becen to Alexandria your next stop must abwavs
be Antioch. Their reaction to the hermencutical task is samewhat
parallel to that of Palestinian Jewry to the Alexandriun allevorizing:
an ardent rejection of the method of allegory, a pufuum for the
use of typology for coming to terms with the exposition ot the Old
Testament, and an insistence upon the historicity of it.

But so Jong as onc is thinking in alternatives, this or that. one
is still in danger of not having the organic wholeness of the text. 1he
text does not come at us at two or three alternative levels. Whatever
level it comes at us on we take it and do not go anvwhere clse behind,
above or below it. Occasionally that level is the Tevel of allecory.
Then the allegorical sense is the seusus literalis, the intended sense

It would be necessary to follow the method through its trans-
mission into the Middle Ages. From Origen comes the tourtold sense
of scripture. This was what Luther was reared in.  Alwavs remem-
ber that Luther entered an Augustinian monastery and as such he
had the Platonic tradition as represented in Augustine, and in his
early theology he operates with the categories of visible invisible,
temporal  cternal, earthly/heavenly, letter “and spirit. And he onlv
gets there, he is onl\ a proper Lutheran, when he no longer is work-
ing with this duality, but when the W ord of God is organicallv whole.

*The Word became flesh and dwelt among us.”  The Incarna-
tion overthrows the disjunction. Calvary does not itllustrate an idea
or evidence a principle.  What happened there makes all the ditfer-
ence. The gift of this and the Giver are there for us, as he has
appointed, in words, the water, the wine and the bread.  Only in
their puzzling contingent and offensive earthly lowliness is he surcly
there for us; elsewhere not.?* Tt is necessary for us as servants of the
Word to know and master the various hermencutical and excgetical
techniques so that we know how the text has and can he dealt with,
and then be in a position to assess the validity and uscfulness of any
one of them. Woe have looked at only the allegorical one in rather
cursory form this morning. Having done all our hard cxcgcetical
sweat, it comes down ﬁlmll\ to bemg at the receiving end of the
text. \Vhat it savs goes. The how of the text mav often perplex us.
but what it savs, that's it. This school has a nobl¢ tradition of train-
ing servants of the Word, men who are “under the Word,” who take
what it savs, and don’t hunt behind, over or undcr it. or in anv wav
dodge it or rise above it, but take its own life-giving impact into their
lives and carry it into the world.  Mav God have _jood use of vou.
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