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3. Dnt. lastly. is it probable. sup)osing this to have been St. Paul's
meaning. that he would have expressed himself as he has done? If
in writing to a half-Greek half-Celtic people he ventured to argue
from an _Arabic word at all. he would at all events be careful to make
his drift intelligible.  Dut how could his readers be expected to put
the rizht interpretation on the words * this Hagar is Mount Sinai in
Arabia”?  Tlow could they possibly understand, knowing nothing of
Arabie, that he meant to say, * this word IHagar in the Arabic tongue
stands for Mount Sinai”?  Iven if it be granted that his readers
were acquainted with the fact which was the key to his meaning, is
& ) "Apafia at all a likely expression to be used by any writer for
ér ) ApaBuky yAdooy or "Apafieri, unless it were made intelligible
by the context?  Yet this is the meaning generally assigned to év w3
"Apafle by those commentators, ancient or modern, who adopt the
luterpretation in question, and, indeed, seems to be required to justify
that interpretation.

In the face of these ditliculties, it seems at least improbable that
the poiut of the passage is the identity of = Hagar ™ and = Sinal™ as
different names ot the same mountain, and the reading which vetains
*IHagar ™ in the text loses any support which it may secem to draw
from this identity, assumed as a fact.

XIII. PHILO’S ALLEGORY OF IHAGAR AND SARAH)D

In giving an allegorieal meaning to this passage of the Old Testament
narrative, St. Paul did not stand alone. It wmight be interred. indecd,
from i~ own langnage, that such applications of the history of ITagar
and Sarah were not nncommon in the schools of his day.®  Dut. liow-
ever this may be, it is more than once <o applied in the extant works
of Philo. I have already pointed out the contrast presented by his
treatment of the history of Abraham in general to the lessons which
it snggests to the apostle of the Gentiles.  This contrast extends to
Lis application ot the allegorical method to this portion of the sacred
narrative.  Philo’s allegory is as follows:

Abraham — the haman soul progressing towards the knowledge of
God —nnites himself first with Sarali and then with ITagar. These

I For Philo’s allegory of Ilacar and  alleq. i p. 1350 De Cherub i p. 139 5q. 5
Sarah, sce esp. De congr. quaer. crud.gr. De prop iop. 346 5 De Jdbro il p. 525 De
iop. SLOsq.; esp. pp. 521, 522, 530,  somn. 1. p. 656,

502, and Quaest. in Geno po 189 sqq.; 2 8ee the notes on owerorxer and
233 sqq. (Aucher). Compare also Leg.  aAAyyopotuera.
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two aliiances stand in direet opposition the oue to the other  Suarah,
the princess — for such is the interpretation of the word?—is divine
wisdom. To her, therefore, Abraham is bidden to listen in all that
she savs, On the other haud. ITagar, whose name signifies *sojourning ”
(mapolkyois). and points, therefore, to something transient and unsatis-
fving. is a preparatory or intermediate training —the instruction of
the schools —secular learning, as it might be termed in modern phrase.”
Henece she is fidy deseribed as an Egyptian, as Sarah’s handmaid.
Ie is
sufficiently advanced in his moral and spiritual development to profi
thereby.

Abraham’s alliance with Sarah is at first premature. not

She theretore directs him
to go in to her haudmaid, to apply himself to the learniug of the schools.

As yet he begets no son by her.

At a later date, and
after this preliminary training he again uuites himself to Sarah; and

This inferior alliance proves fruitful at once.

this time his union with divine wisdom 1is fertile. Not only does

Saralt bear him a son. but she is pointed out as the mother of a
countless offspring.t  Thus is realized the strange paradox, that “ the
barren women is most fruitful.”  Thus in the progress of the human
soul are veritied the words of the prophet, spoken in an allegory, that
“the desolate hath many children.”?

But the allegory does not end here. The contrast between the
mothers is reproduced in the contrast between the sons. Isaac rep-
resents the wisdom of the wise man, Ishmael the sophistry of the
sophist.®  Sophistry must in the end give place to wisdom. The son

1 De Abr. it p. 15,
AN Aots efgly of Aex0évTes yduor.

2 In some passages Philo still further
refines on the chiange in her name (Gen.
xvii. 15) @ e Lot nom. t. p. 590;
Quaest.in Gen.p. 229 (Aueher), de Cherub.
i. p. 139. Her first name Sdpa (*9)
is apx# mov, her aftername Sdgpa (TMD)
is &pxovea ; (see Hieron. Quaest. in Gen.
T. iit. p. 331). Thus they are related
to each other as the speeial to the general,

dvavtidTaror 8¢  xdpitos YAwvns ) ¢mow, Iteipa Erexer
émrd 7 8¢ mwoAAY &v Ténvors Holévnoe
(1 Sam. ii. 5).

5 De ereer. ii. p. 434 5 yap pnuos,
Ppnoly 6 mpophTns, e¥Texvds Te kal moAUTals,
8rep Abyiov kal éml Yuxis aAAryopeiTas
(Isa. liv. 1). The eoincidence with St,
Paul is the more striking inasmuch as
Philo very rarely goes beyvond the Pen-
tatcuch in seeking subjects for allegor-
ical interpretation. There is, indeed, no

as the finite and perishable to the in-
finite and imperishable.

3 5 uéon xal dyndrAios maidela is Philo’s
favorite phrase, e.cr. De Cherub. 1. p. 139.

* De congr. quacr. crud. gr. i. p. 519
Tavty Muwicis, 70 mapadotdrarov, wal
oTelpay &wodalver kal moAvyovwrtdTny !
eomp. De mut. nom. i. pp. 599, 600, where
he adds kara 70 ddduevor agua Imd THs

47

mention of Sarah and Hagar here, but
it appears, both from the context and
from parallel passages, that they are
present to his mind.

8 De sobr. 1. p. 394 cogiav uév 'loadk,
copiaTelay 8¢ lopan kexkAfpwTar : comp.
de Cherub. 1. p. 140, and other passages
referred to in p. 368, note 1. The
names give Philo some trouble.  Isaae,
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of the hondwomen must be cast out, and flee before the son of the
princess.!

Such is the ingenious application of Philo—most like. and yet most
unlike, that of St. Paul. They both allegorize. and in so doing they
tonch upon the same points in the narrative, they use the same text
by way of illustration. Yet in their whole tone and method they
stand in direct contrast, and their results have nothing in eommon.
With St. Paul, on the other
The
symbol and the thing symbolized are the same in kind. This simple
passage of patriarchal life represents in miniature the workings of
God’s providence, hereafter to be exhibited in grander proportions in
the history of the Christian church. The Christian apostle and the

Philo is, as usual, wholly unhistorieal.
hand. Ilagar’s career is an allegory. because it is a history.

philosophic Jew move in parallel lines, as it were, keeping side by
side, and yet never once crossing each other’s path.

And there is still another point in which the contrast between the
two is great.  With Philo the allegory is the whole substance of his
teaching ; with St. Paual it is but an accessory. Ie uses it rather as
an illustration than an argument, as a means of representing in a
It is, to
use Luther’s comparison, the painting which decorates the house

already built.

lively form the lessons before enforced on other grounds.

At the same time we need not fear to allow that St. Paul’s mode
of teaching here is colored by his early education in the rablinical
schools. It were as unreasonable to stake the apostle’s inspiration on
the turn of a metaphor or the character of an illustration or the form
of an argument, as on purity of diction. No one now thinks of main-
taining that the language of the inspired writers reaches the classical
standard of correctuess and clegance, thongh at one time it was held
o ;&
vessels,” »strength made perfeet in weakness.”
vet not in knowledge,

almost a heresy to denv this. treasure contained in earthen

“radeness in speech,
“such is the far nobler conception of ingpired

And
DBut, on the other

teaching which we may gather from the apostle’s own language.
this language we should do well to bear in mind.

of conrse, signifies “langhter,” betoken-
ing the joy whichcomesofdivine wisdom;
see, hesides, the passages just referred
to, Leq. alleq. i, p. 131, Quod det. puot. i,
pp- 203, 215, Ishmael he contrasts with
Tsrael, the onesignifving the rearing God,
the other the seeing God (BR TR UOR,

“vir videns denm ”’; comp. Hieron. in
(Yen. T it p. 8357).
posed to each other, as &xo) to Spaots,
ax the fallacious to the infallible, as the
gopurTis to the adpos, e profi i p. 577 ;
De ot pom. 1. p. 609,

5 De Cherud, 1. p. 140,

Thns they are op-



