Y | O EE 2e|uzy o sfMdst 5

‘Tl He gEeA A7 s
Ao

FQ1F ol
=

W A5UI 03 pRk slolofuke} Wi Al Stole} $| §h 2709
A Feko] ololr|E Su|XIKISHA EojZI) 1Eut A B E(Tsimtusm) &
o] 3P ARlke A ] AA=EE 10 e We T glo] sk
nEA el 7hA “R A MR mHA] R olopr|E gtk dAle] ofw
A1 = Aol AXsk= Alolek o 7 vkhigher) Hel 7 Kfurther)
= (different) ¢4 olopr]olrk. Al HRSE ojokr|(flat story), 117
%l oJoF7|(immobile story), 715 A2l d(dry, yeastless facturality)= st
oy 783l 1 710 ofwu, A9, QEAk T1E]ar #Rrle] g olopr]
st} Fsfelrl= Fol7t tigztelA] o] F 714 B (version)= #IAI8H
A, AL o= olopr |7k T o EEth tiexks A 3
olop7|7} AR AR ofol7| Bt o] il ity AdeME= A5
Zo] Ao earerto] ouUyzR, sloldur) Qert=E, 181 55
= Tole tist delae]z #& olErh delaels oj4s] Aot itk

ZgAstell deflarele} delare] a4 50001 | A Fasfeow
- (anathema)=- B9k 20001 W HHE] AlzkE SJapalsgslo & b

2o rE o

o

>

* FAtEh Astejete, Forst
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8] gt mebd oAl o stelaele) 1 APl Bieh A
2 T of 2 ATEOS B ohlek A & Y] FQ A
9] ARl AT 2] V|2 HEeE AR BY R
ek 1A, el aie) 2ele] Tl olopr], 2E] Hrfe)
C. 5. Fol(lewisol) o271k gigle] mEHel oloprle] P
A}g513 Qor, el S aie) 2] 2ol stofs) fo
w| Feiseloe] Wz W AR Zrf w819} 4] mle] o)

P17 53 B2k 71 e ARgsle] gk sl e

FHEW AR dEae]d xS TR o7 B8 B o 725) o]

glo] Ales|ar Qleks) whebA ¢uls A delae]s sis v owA

-

FHE W FRARE W v dellare] o] EARexpert) Sth Ve BE
oel|ae] 3} gopar vk 15179 Zefus)e} whd o) el “she] wee
&t oJn]"(one simple solid sense)E Z=7-317 =3Itk M. Grant, A Short History
of the Interpretation of the Bible (London: SCMPress, 1984), 9432, 4434 9] AL,
oVEE o (M2 UdVIFuA ], 1987)s FEakt
/N=21Q. P. Gabler) o]F- “gAMAl8ke] 2337158 A7) At afiAle ukg,
e 2] =] A Hallegorists), AR AFE2] 437 2] ofq|of| tigt =13l(distortion)
ol Holr] glate] Almsojof 3 A& uk-o)(G. L. Bauer)= AT
G. L. Bauer, Entwurf einer Hermeneutik des Alten und Neuen Testaments (Leipzig: Weygand,
1799), 99; B. C. Ollenburger, “Old Testament Theology before 1933,” C. Ollenburger,
ed., Old Testament Theology: Flowering and Future (Winona Lake: Eisenbraun, 2004), 5.
3) C. S. Lewis, The Allegory of Love: A Study in Medieval Tradition (New York:
Oxford/Galasy, 1936[reprint1958])= .2}
4) 7] =)o) defarg] side] tieirs 1, “BYT-E-52l 4474 a4
] %ﬁu #43}" Canon&Culture, 1 2 (2007), 75-111, 53] 91-93.
5) # ol sk Alu(hhk) el 1?:*1 o] &< AVIEZHYHWH) ]l
M A Q== Eek), 24 de ‘%k, 22 EEF’ AR kB = s s,
FHE o] EF Ko, & HolV & AHsitia dithhttp:// youtube/
858kt8cKjtU). o® QUEY Alo]EcfA = slHElo]E o]d] Ao % FMetes
7}2 Zthhttp://birdnamoo.com).
uEgel «reAbe] Ll el 22:1-14," "7 AT 131 (2005), 14-27. o1
F xR deae]” 7S WA 10:3 (1966), 113-117. FAIE], “Zhe]
A A oulel de|are] A siae] 1 Alolel A, TAl=w 38
(2010), 119-139. M, “Urhal 330 <=Ae] 2 H|Ud=>2] Hd vi7]7]

)\j

of, WY
ko (T

N
—

6

~



pabS 1_<,>_| IZ|-A| H= OFE|J—|_E|7<-| AMA OHA-IEP 7

0o ==

Stelae] = 7 W 2 ohdx] Fof Wolol Gk, ek Stelue) 4
AAe HoKil-El 3 01 A W39} ABRS ojwl A we] 1AL
SRsh B9 & o 98] 42 Besk ek Tefobtt ool

853 3 HEle HE)E HELsA gg 4 0171 wjolck, ARl
olg)| |9} e siAlel tist o)a) o] K= N AT AEAYE
2 SA] #ARe] AJsiae] etz Olﬁlw Hlb&g 1Ex] OkS77k )]

sto] Ao S-fFAlolan vlAQ1 A Antel] tisl ¢5E e
Zlo] Aolr). Bk AAulsgeto] def|are]4] siAE SH(Z )8 W
o] &2 o]%, g9 A AH ts2 2| (polysemy) 2} Al L]
/3 2lal(anti-anagogical meaning), 1.8]= Ao dellare]d s
A E3xshd uM’\_J g4 XM(Moralls)é Aralsh, AuAse
SHE] Al e L EellaelE A cskE giFlske Fakge] 3
A7 Aow %L%D}. el dide] deael4 siA ZRAE AYan

AR LA A= AHslof shAA L, Ad7dsiAste] e s kst
ek 34 ofeliE FAh] wEtolA
Nae]4 siAe] st A2 7=

% o
O

r
o

¢

|
ThA) A|E8ko 24 o1l g} o
RAE B FeAs “7A Hk

1. H| 781 H|7A slfAisk(Figural hermeneutics)

e wele] oigk feje] Ee WA iRl oieh AA] A e
Al o] Fo#of ghrtar ﬁ&%‘r%‘?‘r. ol 12)=7) oA o 7«7 uksk A

- e o} gk Ak ¢)7) Talgkst st 14 (2008), 325ff. XA, “FEIC
ok ] bW, TAlsky} Aok, 14 (2003), 167-208. H-E7), “d| ) F AJA 8
A PR e shsAdr, Talgtolsl, 17 (1999), 334-357.

7) 9H o2 & u ‘&g ] (alegory)= @t ‘L@ eloP@llhgoria) s &4
& ZAow 1 EAM gad e @l hgorew)s= T (Z)(@lloj)3} et
th(agoreuw) s st ‘de stk = & A3 itk
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= oE ofd As Wiz, gl siAl sl (Liddell-Seott), =+ “RH5-
St Z(likeness)= AHg-3te] TR A& EHSIT(BDAG)=

S st glonw, AFe] violgtal B = 3lE Aotk vl

Q1 o ellA] BlojuA] ARg-ah= 421211 ot 323 HHA(Folshik),
=2 cofd Aol AbES A Ak ofstal thE Hlsssk de]
L Aol Hltio A Arg ks Aol B2 (EEroltiAb), delare)=
o] & W5 QkellA ofafix|ojof & Flo|t} SRp=E- vlfHS A {HHA
o|al FAFAel ko] ul-H (figure of speech)a} o19] ¢} 313} Avke Az}
o] v (figure of thought) 0% WHEth oF2~(Arthos)= $AFE ‘H]{Y
(LEig, trope)eh= W ool “l ] oJue} thE 502 MHEH o3
(words)L} TH{(phrases) 24, S, 2, 2, ofolzuy” 218 - g (sentences)
o] xpglol| A o]ob7]£] A Al(scheme)E o] F+= AL ZA T o= o
dlara], v]H(parable), o (typology), oFelEUE9 #| A gt} $-2]+=
ot MFE 7|24 o2 wEHA], vl o] AAA] A A Lol A

stel Tz o] $1AE Avl Zlo] & ko] Helea AztE

1.1. S, metonymy)

8) J. Arthos, “Figure of Speech,” A. Preminger et. al. ed., Princeton Encyclopedia of
Poetry and Pogtics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1974), 273.

9) o71A ofeleU 7k A= 21 dolut (1) A Q] ololeu= 2, AtaE
A AFlA <2 o Fck(great job)al T3k ZlolH, olobr|(E2 i) @l ofo]
AU A9 T2 F A Y AAE g e S 7RI A3l
= ollztA oA ahite] REE/RE gof SolHal sl el Apile] g S
oloplE = & Atk

10) Arthos, “Trope,” Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, 870. $]7]1¥]t]o} ¢IA]
H] /A (trope) 2] el =AM “37¢R(hyperbole), otolely], &+, 3, A" &
531, 71 F8(types) o2 L ElE 1 itk



Yne | Ol BE 2eTElN 4 s 9

Aok

\

N
=
5
k=
N
o
i3
<
S
o
2
E
g
g
Y &
F

= Az
th) 7)2A o deael= “é‘éwﬁ}ﬂl el ZlS S8lo] Holx| o=
Y 22 s =] migel Z2A Q) Al SlofA Hol= Ao
Hol= Zle 7HP7I= el Alfrele EEn

1.2. AR(EM, simile)

(

P

AJL= ol AL _E'_A]—zﬂ—oﬂ QoA “B) e} thv] 9] 2 HAshd
A, RAPES RS RASe ARl 4419l sl v
= WM, 52 MEAl 8k Zlolt o gAkd). ©
‘TS U Aehd (enonol 2L s, wlashs ik R
W(vehicle)ol2tar F-ETE5) A= H|wshks oi’de] AdA el uhel, v

£ K

i

L
R

m

o)

Ot
Fr

¢

=4

11) 85-2] YGoj(metonymy)i= Aztol(Metwnumia)ollA] Ligom ojZoz & uj

‘o]’ (onoma) =} ‘wHrCR(meta)7t TAE wojolth
12) E. H. Caird, The Language and Imagery of the Bible (Philadelphia: Westminster,

1981), 136.
13) 7P LnkARl BhiEA] Aot Welgto] AR5 717 )= v ARSIt 437 elA]
e AR (% 5:3; AF 1:20), ‘&)= “2(F 18:18; & 6:20), ‘Hi= (v

7:9; & 1:18), ‘&2 Shdo] &Rl E5sks A ZRIZITHE 3:19; 7:17).
o] o5 P. W. Macky, The Centrality of Metaphors to Biblical thought: A Method for
Interpretingthe Bible (Lewiston N.Y.: E. Mellen Press, 1990), 40011 gov, $-2j&

S 7R)71E WRIE 19:9; A 21:3), FAE 71e)7)E ske(A] 19:0)S Sk
# %% o 11:}
14) “g=ro] FHellA o)Ak = g FElo] o3tk Kotk R A wEw
“SHre 7 NS R AR wdto] o] Fof A, A= F 71 @;J&EJ

W (ideas) .2 W e = 2po]7} it shek E. W. Bullinger, Figures of Speech
Used in the Bible (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988), 613.
15) 7%, “o2~A vl§2o Lelugld <%, Canon&Cultore; 15 (2014), 33.
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53 AFEe] o)} gepark o2, Aplion)7t TAEE vRE
ahs Abe] D3t 198 RS 58), AL wlfe g 1)
HEHE B 59,

1.3. 27(F&8"%, metaphor)

H]r2o] sEo] AR Aol de] S-H{#Ek, metaphor)i= $HA1ZI0]
th16) =, S BlaEE T HAPE 7 AL 9 4739] AR (similarity,
resemblance)ol] <A, & IEA)S HE IEB)Y LAAFIOZH
(equation), H= ¥(B)°] £8& k= nlR(figure)olth. l=A, Fdo]
EAR(A] 23:1), BARE 15:3)etar B ul, EAke] Bgs} gARe] Brlat A2k
oleh= 5 33 S4S 7HA 2= eIt w7 |(Macky)oll TR <2
2 3 FAIZ G analogy) & A== AP o7 Wel= wkaloltkn) &
o ghijsto] WelkAbd, Sk “shte] APd(idea), ©|v1F](image), === 737
(symbol)-S 79} ¢1o]4] #eAlS zh= AP olmx|, Ao R ekEslo] 1
greje] 23283Hvividness) 2H8) 314 (complexity) © % 3EASHE H]F o]
C}.”19)

gy ugls 71EA o7 A{Aolglr| Bt Sf-2o) Al &=
Hl7h S o] AAlaE B A A ke, okl
= o]d]ol(l;l)_ﬂ 822 o] sh}e] olopr|EA 1 Qe S

7 4= or g gE SH(prolonged

MAS0] D}Oka A A
‘A 4210] SKcontinued metaphor)' 2} 172y & 5= QT

metaphor)20) =-2

_12i m{m

(]

16) >fre Ao (Meragopa)ollXl A, o]&, o] (transference)= &ttt
17 cky The Centrality of metaphors, 56.
18) 21+ e “A2E 22 AAshztl Slvi"(Bache, 164; Macky, 43).

)
)
)
19) G. Whalley, “Metaphor,” Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, 490.
)
)

OZF

20) A4 W, Tofstabd, (A& Hidibit, 1990), 918.
21) Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 748.
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1.4. H| (&, parable)

o214 2] vlfrRellA 7 tido] s X|$kE= Sy, A4
g gol olopr] ARle] nlfrH o == vl -8t Qlrk WA vl
() = A shxb7h ohE B)H(E R, parable)=22) 701904 3] H.e]o]
Suas M E o] ARGEH, FrefellX= (1) 25 7o 18Rl 27:37; 1
24; 3 2:6), (2) A} 10:12; 4] 48:5)2] &Jm] 2 L)) o] toj=
2eFd73olA e el AR AL, BlIE Eate] FHEoixl 2u]
(hidden meaning)& =2fuim, #|A]oje} AAlEo] B= AllEAR el QlofA
YAz 212 oA vl 3L T o] FAJAo)| B2 RHRE A (repeated
simile) -2 ‘%4291 2){(continued simile)2}al & 5= QIth24) o] AFES
257} o1zl Z¥(extended simile)©] ¥]-F{parable)o] = =, W] 4> 5
Aol d ¢ vkl HHA Q3hEgo) vEhd olsre] Aot A0l am)
s gy 2k 53] “hs 3 IRu 1S 15:1-8)F
e uE]E Bl o] kel T A% §F mol Eojok & o), 7k|, 24,
47, 4, s HdE okl =53tk

AL BH{ER)= olop|EA Aol A s o RSt
Al Eedl= Zlo| 2 =2(m) 13:10-17) delare] e} WAsh fAMdS 2EAIRL
el el 11 71 Al ol el X o 77, e 2
-+ (extended metaphor)2}al =t 4= Q12 Zlolt) HESH Hl-f= olokr] A
7} shte] T4l W ARShE WhH $Ak= B 0% ofe] ZHA] &u]

= A2 QIR

(=2}

22) @letof(parabolh)= el WA tF (beside-+throw)E 53ttt
23) T. Muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Louvain: Peeters, 2009), 524.
24) Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 751.
)
)

o

25) o, “ELubre] deare]” SR 10:3 (1966) 113-117.
26) 7%, “~A vfe] deags A% 3BvE FxdtE
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1.5. S&K(B3E, fable)

$-sHEraE, fable) &yt 2=o] 2]213Kpersonification) %14
/\].al—;q 2 ‘EE-UHOJ e 0].1:_ Taj}@ %L_i/q,ﬂ *“/\(Sells) ] w=
| QA A o a2 (primitive allegory)ollA] vkgtod, w2 ar
2] (simple allegory)o]th28) A= ©3}o] tEa]el AE o7 7)Ao
A 2. =(Hesiod)oll Wrei= el FEAN e Al(F3 8A17)) 8} ol -3
FA 647N E =4, A= 7P #a Axg A Kol =Y A o)A
FAARD W Mg ar 29 437l -3h7) Qli=vkel] tidk B
o] YARE, Qo] Hlf(BF 9:7-21) 9} o|Aekd & QofAvt fTh &
ofutAkell Al “#ul= ZIAUH7L ks WERERoA] s Hujjo] o]=
715 dl EE W oF=elAl o] ofdfiZ A skt sty vk 3
ol AWt 1 7R U ARk el (et 14:9) 1 g vl
E dEAR AR e T s Aolth Lok o] HIRE Sl
ofupAfel| A “U7} ol A sl e H® whgo] WRFEIGI oL A
£ FFE Aol SEelvt vl o= 50}7}?/} oj# o] 3= A sk
e} 'lTr/]’ﬂ’ S Wetaa) shevpehs Wi dth S 9sE =Y
o7 A% AL3skal rH10%).

1.6. & (Z %L, symbol)

&3t om| A= A XY e} AA L] 57 of St A i

o] ofXek Q2] BlfH O B 4= lrk30) WA AHY(%, symbol)

27) Todd J. Murphy, Pocket Dictionary for the Study of Biblical Hebrew (Downers Grove,
lllinois: Inter Varsity Press, 2003), 72.

28) A. L. Sells, “Fable,” Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, 269

29) Ibid., 269.
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e golo] e i Tojuls Aotk =, A “shuke]
¢J(common) A7} B AB|EF- AAE SJnlehAL, A,
TS ARz Flo|th82) oA, Ml&elA viE7 = HEkE

Q3HE-Sof| A of5== mH6:35), 2(8:12), H2K10:1), EELF
L webA] AT S Alelell= “”é;?} A&do] ok
Ho g Ao Rt & B7F o 9 £ HellA
Jol] %ﬂ O vk i ety = “9—%*4 el iz
Ui, S FAZR1 Frofel] HwshA] A8ttt 1

A9 4—i*1 H]-Ao) 4] Aol FelE Far, 1 AR E]
%07 o]fo] Frh34) wl7|ol w=H, 3
7W U AAE 7RIZIAY 25 sl S

1, 37, ZdH], oln|A)olth8) =& S
, ARSI AQL okl AT 1S Zh=Th
ol EAP(secret  sign) 0.2 ‘Al

Hl'(musthrion) 2} F2lol= A5 AREHLE =, Qsto] &2 Uy He
o] Aoz nEATe E2(musthrion)o]™( 1 ) Hpl 22
LY oR gEtet Al vl dish &ddk Aoz A v
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>
s
rulm
Anj
BN

o flo ot
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2
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)
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o
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>
o,
1191'
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>

=
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©
gt
AL
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S
o
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o

oX H o
flo

I
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>
2
in
o
ol
=2
_>L
0z,

N
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ot
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o&
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1> d

30) A 49A SN, 0@, A oR 9= Aske): Al YA A ]
83 TF(E)9] ML) F0)(2)," VIS wAME 659 (2013), 122-131; 27,

377 ol s dA T e} s AlAL 5 (2001), 7-11.

31) 44 (symbol)o] & roji= detoi(sumbolon)ol A S ©IXtPE sl

32) Macky, The Centrality of metaphors, 54.

33) P. Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor: Multi-Disciplinary Studies of the Creation of Meaning

in Language (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977), 69; Macky, The Centrality

of Metaphors, 54114 AjR1E 47, “Eef=2] A3ie]7] ¢} siAsta] Adde-213)

ol vehd A5} delse] A 18la & gl w3t 99 5 (2009),

133-1485 Fxstef

I. G. Barbour, Myths, Models and Paradigms: a Comparative Study in Science and

Religion (New York: Harper and Row, 1974), 6-7; Macky, The Centrality of

metaphors, 540114 A1

Macky TheCentralltyof Metaphors 56. ShrollA Ful(FHE)E =02 1 w4
Hepr] ek BEs 7

34

=

35

-~
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(musthrion)o]TH Al 17:5, 7).36) FeFdgollA A7) A el o=
WEE 311 Al ARFelA §2] olnA & e wslE Fut
SRz o3} Abke] AAIE A ETHA 12:3-17; 20:2). Sl o3
oh= AFERE & 4 Qe IR ERL ShTE3n)

7377 dEarels Hols Z1o R HolA| ok S TEouis vl
ot vl A shte] 19149 onlx| 2 EEE Wi deluels

1.7. 0|0|X|(: %, BR4%, image)

T Eto](Frye)i= o9 (image)ell thisto] “iE8hAQl oA Aoj= u}
o FollM Wi= TglrolH, wliok m=ajEo] “oux|E EdskE oLt 1l
S A3 Zlojgpd AAAe] Q1 1(physica| perceptions)ol‘/} 7¥7}A el v7)
(sense impression)= & = ATP AL 7 2] $H038) SEHWatson)©f| = “o]
n A& ofH FAMdolY & E?‘{’S}b H]-5-H(figure of Speech)olui,
“ﬂ‘j W SrAolrl Al Weitk39) TIi= o|u]R| 8] T FEjEA 29} A
AJgict ofgkEe ojnAE *1%4 ol e} BI-HA] oA Z L,
XP A, 2 A, 981 55 B gkl 2ot o]u|Hi= 2
3 Atolel Qlotar & “‘/} ojm A= SHHETE Hlw o de] £/
Do ARSI SR7F obd I glar, B ket E5t o)
A= 234 A, ARSI, ISRt #H AMETHAO)

36) A, “edEE0] el HEhd ti=9 S9-C.6.59 e THeE”
FASkAMY) 151 (2010), 35-722 #=x3ste)
7) AY W) T BB =l e ShfrolTiRUE R A, AT RER).

38) N. Frye, “Imagery,” Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, 364.

39) Wilfred G. E. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry: a Guide to its Techniques (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1986), 251.

40) AL, “ol|<=2] Hlsroll YRt H2k2} o{AA) 2] o]u|=] A" TCanon&Culture;
14 (2013), 195-220; ¥FA]Z, “ERARs} H wollA A9 §o®: o] & ofu|A]



Ume | ol e 2@Daly 42 et 15

7o =3t ofE Ashe el flobd Wint 89 o|nA| = ek
oA 27:1; 5 3:8)40) ofmix|e} deare)rt & v 214 S A,
OJuA= SKHWatson)o] 3k nfe} 1ol (1) F4Ql 7ol okt A
ot 2 =e doAck b, 2 Eehes e 848 A
of 3h, (3) MZ&75 avpaloln, Qe 212 AlFA npolof §irta?)
ol¢} thxA] o deflare]= WSk 210 5l e Eefuls ool

ghe AolM =2 EEnh

1.8. 2| 12|(A =5z, Allegory)

e uel= WA el Hojo] ofrt o] Woli= 1) Eeje] 39
= ofe] W YeRAIRL 2leMd Aol s AR & Zelr]obA] 4:24(atina
estin allhgoroumena)ellA] & &k 1 LfERFAL Qltk o] dofef] tiste] -t
273 o ST} ARo] MAE(JIAS, KOG)S K5 ‘HIfHIiR) = W
sh, ool A7 B ek (ML IERE, CCV), ‘BIHP (Lt
77, CUB),43) “HE 3513 (CNV5E) &2 A|A|3ItE44) o1 7]4 CNV52] -2
(FE)Ehs oo 553t o] "ol “of ARzl 71 (h)ste] o
528 29050l HlETPE Stolw, S| ARSEE $-9(85)S “ofH AME
of| njFste] ool WS ATl Yehli= 2ro|tl(stoftiAabx).45)

i

FHoR " Tek=th 49 (2013), 152-177.

1745, “TePdAlel vt Alskd s g 9lobd, el £ el dist M4

2y TR YEAT 5 (1999), 7-23.

42) Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 251-254.

43) Tatojujabd ol A uvk(thoh) ol DLkt @KL, HIEl @Lble, ¥IE @IE
FHE QOmENERGIFEVIR s © R R B T Ze i Hat
Litg Ssith

44) 9o}, E2lo], Fo] AA o)M= e 1) (allegory, KIV, NRS, NET, TOB), ‘&1
2|2 sl (allegorically speaking, NAS), ‘del12]4 o2 3| ¥ i (interpreted
allegorically, ESV), ‘H-5-42= F 3}k (taken figuratively, NIV), ‘sens plus
profond’(BFC), ‘etwas anderes'(ZUR), 3|H2]o]Z:= Sun(DLZ, HNT)O]th

N

K d

41)
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olfd ¥HellA Frbd, e el SP(EEL) 2 40 (el are] A siAe-
R AT R Qle Zloltk a8ARE 98k o)) f-alelxA
H, SAPdo] gl oloprlehs ARHARI Q12 o], ¢ & ARdeM =
dYuels FE FH(ER=) 2 HAstomn, 1 AAHE FH
W) S5 8l (spiritual meaning) = E3ITEAN) $-0)(E )= =0
2 3 o, SRR d=e) vl Ak FEE o R K
Aol g A7 ollA delaze]e] st tigo]= &+ o 23Sl ®Helrh

FTHEIR=d1i%), S ddllael= 5721 Tids TR AR
o] Faehs AR 1 24 79 gl uj#] dZ5(prolonged
metaphor)o 2kl 3 = Qo (o A, ‘E?} e )= mEE] i A
o ¥ g=o] W= Ao R mEE AEow TFHEE AR 2]l
3P (personification) 2} =HA-94 wFS WSt k. EE A<l o
2152 w-Finstruction) ¥} ZA-2(entertainment)= 540l #|5-3Hc) -
o] 1 ket ‘AFAelE FnER delaE]E MdE o] Qlrkes) Al
< HRF AEE] S gHdslo] 71 A Seld 71 dAstar o
offe] oS delaElE theo] Wi vk

QokepAbd, de|arefi= BIRAR] f-Hanalogy)oll 2Ase] tReksh v
2 o7 oJulE AEsh= S{metonymy), 2l-{simile), =>Hmetaphor), H]

45) CofTiAbdy, “SCEMELM) AR JHIBFCAY R ol B A T80
SCEERE, AR ZnotEE RS GE T E R E (RS
46) FEolM SF(Eh)E TR HAN olopy], Bk E Kootk HE, diEh, A,
iy

47) o714 v(uJﬁ) & ol EEH(E) I ()9 %W‘HOIEE “algkA 5 ey

gk Sl “9] A el F-Errel “dx|A] niATE - 7] vl 2 3t

o7]elA B2 ol iAEgl o, SAHE A=), FehEel), TA(YE,
A7), S, A 1) Tol vt fEEelM S (H)> «1 S/
TR AR F 7RI vk vis W oM, Y AR B3
ol mhgre] S eIt

48) “Alop#| w7t *HO Alofeiy g AfQ, SA st @ Al Al s i
A, AlopAR] W Al EE s vl Af e, AR shd 9= AR, shubk
1= ALY
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FHparable), $-3Kfable), A7 (symbol), ©]7]=|(image) 52+ 7'do] F3 =]
AR EET) ol T deElags 7P st vl (par
excellence)ol2kar 3t 4= it sfivshd, A Al 714 vl 8, 2,
S T o Afele] IAIE GARA IRl AAISHAIRE Ll e
© 2B REA AR BS gtk BsE 8 A 2 T 2t
7Fg gdsth b, delarg]s ghgE 2folR® o gYsitial B ¢
Atk S Ao e S EA W AR Bl K
U agolw FejFolt). gah= YAF] gl S8 v %}i’ﬂﬂﬁli
A7 e vt ] AR leE Aol A=

2] AAET oFsirt AT ojuA| At vl F 3}‘/‘@]%]‘?},
71 Qtoll= 2ETF Hof o Qlth= Aol delare] v
NI SAFE FA FEth o Pl deaee
o] oA A7 d(scheme)e Zkar Qlvk= FlollA gt 274 A&
T 4 9L Aolth

A=
cleet HLRE WS WA ENE dehd thest gl 0)

4 o
o
o

1o

o
l

(=3 D
/ Sasta) e X Y%Y \@T@M ™
l ﬂﬂﬂ.‘L Ew|ﬂAﬂ\w00|: ‘\miﬂl| ¥

_|

A )C'D& P

49) £ o gujste] ek, AX(irony), FANKsatire), 55717](enigma), <1y
(personification) SZ% FAMI T xto) WS ) zhet)



18 Canon&Culture M|8# 23 | 20144 712

2. 12|M  sffAH(allegorical interpretation)z} ZHE
(typology)9| 27 d

N
=

1. Alofd Ao Lo el 1e|of 2ROl S

oH4] FAlolA & of "Liﬂ (i) AR O = v (kg
F)S¥ dve oy HFEd 2% dwds 2kl glao] ARtk
TEokd, AAsAelM Ad = d s B

= °]F dEE (J’%’?%nm) ﬁ% Eﬁé%(}rﬁi”éﬁ)ﬂr% ofd WA =P

AA7HA 2] 1%(parabolh)14 olef eJAJate] Egl= @ﬂ 7} AAE
*371% Az T e R A & 5 e lY)E WedEn. Tl
ool A Wl = T dof(parabolh)= thE of2] W SelA 4
(symbol, 357, 35, NAS, TOB), 74 2](symbolic, ESV), LtI&JAS, KOG,
ESV, ZUR), figure(KJV), illustration(NIV), une image(BFC), bun(DLZ) =

NI wu), Fro] A7l KEI(CCV), £H5E(CUS5),50) FHZ(CNVE)Z
AAE AL Qe @A s1BEA ZAks Abgro] 0% W= A Aok
Ae1-109) 7} 1e) Atk Alelete] SuAle wEdl o A4
& A% AP1-228)s dulskal Qlom R, N b= $4}
(3hz Aol mapolet mebd snelA 7)aks vk olold AEA

o7 Ao Aas dks A2 & (upodeigma)oleharl TETH23,
copies, ESV, NAS, NIV, RSV, BFC, ZUR). &, =9 Aot 2743
ol AA}F i 2ot} ‘mE oz HAE o] thoj(upodeigna)
= AN SA SR oFAY 7t wetop & E(K), B
(£ 1315) 0%, FPH 0= Auyh ARAT JAsof & 2(A), B
(05 2:6)% LFLThsY

50) KX Al T=olold AAHE mESHAA FE o wol AR
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Jm
ol

] 3]B.2]A 8:591+= ‘5.8 (upodeigma) 7} ‘13 F(skia) 7} S|
oAl 1Ae] Auta) sk Ao #AE Aty 9l 8=
2 3|8 AM-E B & (upodeigma) < 2 522 71X thE whofdl
‘tupoj &F Folojetar & 5= itk Fxp= Aok Ao FAF o7 ut

5 R(F 647, Y 317, A 17, A 39 © 27, 94 4112), FYA L
2 93 BRI 10:6, 11), AAZ] F2A(L 20:25), FAHE 7:43),
T3l s ARG EEUR ezl AL N 7:44), At
UePd Telare] dish 280 2A ofHE 5:14)00A] Ao e
k. skse] AP A B & (tupoj)> o3 el defo] MQl

701N = RAS] YR (FE 25:40), o] 3 A5kt V)&
HAH9F 5:26), BA2] &2)(3u}7H] 3:30, 0 men thj epistolhj; 3 23:25
FxR)om vt webd RYgor Wod F 1] Feto(tupoj,
upodeigma) @} 19 2Kskia)i= A8HA QI dja] St M2 Folol 7 ALE-
Heloka w5 Uk

N

53] RN 10:1-4004 vl o] Fall EabA ke e
I} nice A AlElE w2 Ao djAEh(27), ThE Al e 34
© F(spiritual food, 37), WHelA E& o] miil AE AFE &
5/(spiritual drink)= H]-G-8tc} Yoprt BA7Y §F v Wt 58 W]

>«
¥

ok, I 3 We Aol AA BE Al @ g e
2 A sHAR) 52) ule-S o] BE AET) oA Aojyd AE
221 9] E(tupoi)o]etar ke, 1172). o] weto A uhe-e e A
RS oq]ﬁ(uzﬂ)z% S FHEsE= A A )

webd vhgo] ZEtiobd 424el 4 Aleks shzke 247k Al e Al
A APz A A 2 Wgolala B 5 Qrkss) ofAn whe:

L

)

2

)

51) °Jﬂ1 Sz A = (F'JT'J) TR, RO, FAERR), TRE),
=P 1  AH-ETh
52) ZJ_*M Ale st H&ﬁow JEAE(TA 10:1-110) YER vlge] BYEE AT,
)8 aske w3, 12 (2001), 54-81.
53) 74, “ah2e] delaeA A aliAl TAlsAy (1990) 111-136% FAdtel
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oFe|are A
gla} B3 Eo] t} §3(analogy)ell 2718 HIH-4 A WHEC R
ARGEITE o]F wBAbelM = Aloke] sfAlske Edele] (R
& (typology)ol & “AFH(person), AF(event), A=(thing), 2]2)(rite)o] €
o} & A ARHE), AR, AREEelA AFE Ao ajAeh=
wpaef ot it 807 HSlrksd)

QokaAR, VHE - GRS DEAow fAM] WE Afo

- O0o1- = -1
AL Qlom® w9} 1 g Ae] FARMAN, mH A Ads
G UIRIS T2) ol THR A AL Pl

i
l\\i

/ \(]'E“J—MTE}\( Yﬁloy \/Tr(ﬁ*”x dE ¥ \.ﬁé\/ \

|

\ Xh \wm‘ ‘1“] “’%‘ | \ k3 ‘\misl H sy |

FEEY % | TRAARY
\/\/K )K“/K/\/\/\/

54) Ekaterini Tsalampouni, “The Process from the Literal to the Spiritual: Origen's
Figural Reading of the Scripture,” "Canon&Culture; 15 (2014), 14
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2.2. siMALOl| L2 2| n2 | sfAnt R E0| ZIFnt o 2y

2.2.1. AMCE|0} BtTiQt U TE|R sHA

MLl

Alepd7dol d e ol % waAtellA deare] s st RPEE

Mz TE s HEC R ARE Ftol sow AdAsAAtellA]
Ao Z AEE Fot gk EE w37 A4S e R sAs
Hj7goll= ol zE] 0] fre Gl d s dEo] Asleh $-g
7} 018 oh= mpolANh, dreare] A efARS art] 1e] Al Al
AlAITHS Beie] T4 AlAIdel] ABES A sk WRjo]lrhsy)
B2 (Pontus) 2] &l|e}E-2] vl 2 (Heraclides, 4 390-310)%= “wkok 5w
7} 22 2] d ol (allegorical terms)® WkA] okgbd, 1= Fo}o
=74 #HE Wsh Zojrpetar EFlvk5e) A =¥E(Xenophon, F7
430-354 )= “TH 9} SA L= AEAA BE FAAYHE FEE,
= 254 7k AP 5 S vl ar 23icKPlato, Republic X).57)
2o} &ulZeno of Citium, 53 322-266'd)= 312 Al8+% A|A %
3} 53] TeriAle] (Odyssey) ©lop1E Fehe] A8l Sl ofgeles
TR oz AsfHshs WHoE HHAZATES

55) 1o 1] o] def e siAS H71%e] HleAMIAEA 64172 E A%t
oAtk st

56) Joel Rosenberg, King and kin : Political Allegory in the Hebrew Bible (Bloomington:
Indiana Univ. Press, 1986), 218, n. 32¢]4 Aol

57) Jean Seznec, The Survival of the Pagan Gods: The Mythological Tradition and Its
Place in Renaissance Humanism and Art (Princeton: Princeton Uni. Press, 1953),
84, n.2.; Rosenberg, King and Kin, 218°14 #|31&.

58) &™) TetjAlol, (Odyssey)oll A, oJEF7EE] & QUAl¢-A7F ERO] 240 e
3t Alolol] 17} FQthE 288 £1L 19 ofi’l HdZE X 9o/ FEAE]
Wo] Atk Aol H3AHEE QM- (Odysseus) 7t HHZ2E] shis
(maidens)S b= 212 Watabd SHencyclical studies, 978, FASL, 9t 5)&
gz Ao, my #d 2 2 (Penelope) & Wi & HE A 3l(wisdom) & 2t
207 )Xttt Samuel Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: an Introduction (New York:
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ol% Ay AP VEu ofe} frluwelE oW A
For F8Ho] gk frofaelMs ek fohao)(Hellenistic
Judaism)E thifsh= geat=globe] A= (ca. T4 20~5F 45-50d)
7} frle] AEE deplselA MFsh] st edS 1o A
31 2k a12] (architectonic allegory)®] & <ol Wil Al sk3lcts9) 5
Alfrlael M= g9, Hee S8k ‘PaRDeS 43734 g 0w At
2]-4AH4] &4 (Peshat), FA1A-ellare] 4 a4} (Remez), =9 4-d i
#] 3|2 (Derash) ¥} 1] 2] A]-AlH] A-F 22 2] 2 4](Sod)& HAAZATF60)
7151 Aol dEitEeol 4l ee|llca. 7% 185-254)0] A
22:179] 70919 SRS et (1) EAR-GAM (), (2) TA-E
g4 ou|(&), 3) I (@)= Wi, A A gnp
= AANBIATE o]ojA & FhAeKd. 430)2 (1) FAHA Qv (literal), (2)
H]--2] 2" (allegorical), (3) %42] 2]v](anagogical, = ‘uplifting’), (4)
£47 o]v|(tropological)eh= ‘Ata2] Slw|'E AASkSITE 1441719] &
2] YZ2F~(Nicholas of Lyra)i= A2 2Ju]E Bl o4& #poixl
BT WS

Litera gesta docet; AH2 2]w|(literal)i= (S}

shil As HojFErh
quid credas allegoria. B]+2 2]"(allegory)= @Alo] Wojol & 7S,
Moralis quid agas; =514 °]®|(moral)= FAlo] &

quo tendas anagogia. 32 2Jv|(anagogy)i= FAlo] e WERS.

o
X
o
o
BN
o
f(r
o

Oxford Uni. Press, 1979), 20.

50) Tzl w2, ofghe PAroR 7bel Steks) Sk s, P S, ol
A, oES SN, oks T (tranquility) O e TEE Atk ofn.
e}gro R HE] X|5] 379 of o] Az, Wit B8] opuelghe A8 FTAE
o], Wb A2S ofuleks Bl Bakslel s Aol AllelA ok
olah & |we wh=r}y #2131tk Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria, 21.

60) Rosenberg, King and Kin, 13.
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o] Al W= AT & AleA] u7h WuskA i A
A, 7150l wh-solu o] fle B o] Ede]
B EAA-AR QulE FekA] abA] ekgkom, w4, =Y A, A
32 qu7E 1 flell Aok 3 o] dEaiith ol AARE “FAIE
oo, A7} A tEolA Aushd], 474 53 £ wele 1
Aol Al o Row WIS wighth- A7) oabA 7| xS
A A2, A glole Faell s Al Ayt 2
T}.61) T o AAELE TAISE (Civitas Dei)oll ] ellarg] 7l F-x12 9l

ofE o5& e HAS
e AW Al Unkg ek vk o] Aol HA] Glo]
R AAT BE GAS B b A5 49, W B v o
AW, AW, AAl, BZ, 1 A AAT A5 FH,
o] R E A ofejuel A3 AAE, Aebks Aeixl A
Hel AUE FE & AL A 2T oItk olsh FAE &
due HNES e A o

g
49 M§A g BT o gk 1x Selt 2 2w
9 HZ TVAhe RE el ool Aol s B ARy

5} )t BV e WA gk, AL SIS A7) ek st

61) Sermo Il (PI vol 38, col 30), E. A. Gosselin, The King’s Progress to Jerusalm: Some
Interpretations of David during the Reformation Period and their Patristic and Medeival
Background (Malibu: Undena Publications, 1976), 12, 23, n. 6; Rosenberg, King
and Kin, 219, n. 3894 =2l &,

62) St. Augustine, The City of God XI, 21. M. Dods, Trans. (New York: Random
House, 1950), 431-432; Rosenberg, King and Kin, 219, n. 39914 #¢1&-



24 Canon&Culture M8 235 | 20144 7tg

Wit} 1= vk 97t S-S st AR K
o]u]'(figurative meaning intended)E g 4= Qlokal FHaleit}es)

)
1o
bt
(i,
R
Jo
13

2.2.2. oiC|2 &ulo] IHEXN A

= =

s A G WS FeTelol Sutel Dl frjao)

QaE WL QTS Shel A HHEE WA AR Sheabe
Zobe] FepEolq 9l7)els mege] BAlsM, Fuhd 47

A1 e] dFo] SRlE ISl st o] Wil e} o] A S|4
o] Ages) S Ay afAo] E7ksseit) QS gl of
B2 3 ¢ Qe T2d-A(Dorotheus), FarollA~E Hl@ T
(Theodore of Mopsueste), =12]A=~%(Christostome)-> 5 Felak=g]o}
Sz} vkE2] deEfriobr] 4:22-262 LA o= siAs e viw
sloitk 258 vkl Alke) shde] olofrlef thgh Aol 2k
H-2 AREalaL Qlom =, XY wiAlgh delitse]otute] nlf-4

342 2374 A AHAHIE Fshs ZloR Rt 5 vl 4l

63) St. Augustine, The City of God XI, 340. &% 7)Alel gt 19] L] xS
o Zo] goksitt e 5ozl Aael W vFAE -89 FAEA
A el FAE Folahila, 27t ofelE wj Mkl Fale dor SEE
w71 $18te] (Ad®el) UEARA shilth Adigt 2472 TS S48t
2R FElE T FAS st A Apejow Au) WA AL, A
EUES 7RAE AolA A dtk Tl SEE w3 REal A
Al JEEOA A TS w1 slolH, 94 AR A5 e
AFeHAl skl Aeolt) T#al W JEoA FAE Folsts HAEH
(self-control), S5E°] At Ao &=83kA shyleh 1 gale 224 F7%t
55, 1 ofd QITE AR g vt §IA sHlth T 2AE dA1Y
GO AlEAl s, 1 ol E s A3 Tl HEsHA kil v
ojtt. mfx| ojZ7} A s}zl

64) olF, “WHAI AA Sl A BPEL] &9 TXelel shell AlAL 6
(2002), 31-46.

65) 3734 < (biblical alchemy)o]zh= §01= k= (Harnack)o] 2.2]712] 3lj4]
S H]3 Zlo|t}). Grant, A Short History of the Interpretation of the Bible, 61.
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)Rk Bg AR kel el 0w slAlakT Q1A skrhres)
HE=ES] T & APAaNEmS ko] /1olE 5t ARgslo]
T (ype S LelTelE BRIl g SCke) T A%slo] @
715, Akl R(EE)= 94 AAls st AUl(apparent

meaning) S 714 ¥ak ofugl thE Zl(other matters)S A1 3HH= F10]
t}, 7#re odeaglelth ey FAlS dEFs A A
olef] obf R ofUrk” A asgm-E- 437 Aol oaFA St uijA)
d dejae]? siA diilell REEA siAE Agketetes)

23(type)el &t )7t AP Relehs olg= Frh 18y 7l
27F AFEE, 11 olF2 T o] AREEA heth TRl mikk
7 Aotk ke 48 AAX|(sketch) 3HAIRE 171 A A (colon) S
7] A7A = ol ohdrh Ela Aol vk, 1 B ¥(type) X
g(truth) wiZell FHFoIAm ThAl= HolA| oAl vk 2w vjEA
e 45 Heta deh "ok

oA BAF Blfolt S, ATIS Shuks RYES Fato] A}
A ojuli= oful)z A2, AFHE Suix) LAshl s 5 99
o QS b sk BerellEle] Bl A ATl el
52 9% w E5a WAloFASl o, 8, 45, 11033} SIAFAS]
ojmjo] 2As e emAQ oflE Ay 2208E P

oreppselo} s3] el ael St QS Stute] A o
A Apolelt= 7 Welg) o) malAlelAl we 1140l SIgAH, $el
obelsl gol el 2 4 e Holth

AR, ofn] SlelA] 2 vhol o] epiktelo} st oA £
ofmle} Sk Slulg 7o) A ofnlz mgkths o) Haw

66) Grant, A Short History, 63.
67) Ibid., 68.
68) Ibid., 68.
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78] dEelME bt ghutel Fdsithal 23 4 gtk

EAE, dEatEg ol Syt vhE AEA ouu, o] % F
7t W= AR ulE AMIA A -oAL ojml g} Elare] A ojm]
o] 7 7HA] gm = FAteh wheba 22kl Y2k (Nicholas of Lyra)
7F AAIEE Al Aol =82 ou)(Moralis) b vl WAQ] HAA o)w
(anagogia)i= &Elarg] Qtel] FHo] Hrt =, gEitEeo} stul= o
A S Fote] 7ol B A ou)el JA-ZA] Sue] ogt
AR E WhEH L sF0m, T} Kol 7ok A tig 7524 9n]
= 7MEisittar B 4= Qlek o]d ofu]e] QlojA L] s A
AUt Faebco] @A el o] A4 &1 (vertical dimension)
S 7R U] §rhT0) AL YA A4 FA 02 A SfA e
34 2-’(horizontal dimension)2 zkar gl

A2, Q]S Shuke] of| T2 FAMA-AA oJu]of 7|23 Flo
24§ o] Fofoll AHEUATE onlelA i e] +E A
2 (horizontal dimension)e ZH= 712 Aol A|NE (o E-RE 0] X4
AAE Esto] e AAE 7HXIvhE 2kdelA aljA ] 44
H(vertical dimension)S ztar Qlckal 2 4= Qlvk she] o=, A&
25:9)7}F (T 28:12)2 214 ZFeflA 1 d 3 (prototype)Q! S
7o) moln] =HA el A 1 thE(anti-type)?l ol 1] AE
oAl AJFHHETHL 1:14).

A, Q] Shulr) B BEel| st ddlaed
aAe A 2= Ao FRlshs A 2ARE AAlel] JloiM= 1
S5 g NS Al 2Evkar st} FelasEmo] S
A e A Y= AL otk 1 A5 B LETE AR
Abdel tiste] =2 “xptar ofshe] MY Aaee- AEEe] gAE, &

SFE igEo] o ol WY AYA] dan iaste] Apal) v Al

318 3

=
=

69) Tsalampouni, “Origen’s Figural Reading of the Scripture,” 12.
70) lbid., 15.
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SolA 71 o] H& AlS 7 h:} WML Esro]| A
o erd s deuad sAlS 4] o= AL ofth 7= o]t
ohig HHI uf Bk o]&' 1Akl A, 8 VEAe
Q& BARITHIL Hokehra) 5, Ad7 o] e Ao, AlsHAQl Akl

deare] glo] AAEY] o AFedo] Sl

<

3. e 2| Ao e HH MZER 7isd
3.1. g3l| ey stafof chet kY

o] siA gl FuulE el A sA et AARE S A St

ol = 1 A9 (artificiality), Z2]/d(arbitrariness), H]SJAHd
(ahistoricality), 72]17 U= o] F7ekeha 32 4 (illegitimacy) ©l
Stk Qoksk 4= Qi) uiE o] Feof glojA EERHBultmann) Xt}
e re]2 iAol el ANgE AvkEleiAl e s EE Gle
Zolty, I Aleke] Frek ool dist A EE4 siA A 74
(exegeisis) o] 2F7] B.th= 5% (eisegesis) 0| ™, <1912 o] A(artificial), 4]
£ F-2]H(forced),”3) =75t 3ll4]o]™(impossible),74) Y2 e] o] <}
A

JkE Cheontrary) 12 0L75) EERES- Alofo] rokS: oel ]2 4]

71) Moises Silva, Has the Church Misread the Bible? The History of Interpretation in the
Light of Current Issues (Grand Rapids: Academie Books, 1987); T3]+ A47&
A8 gh=vhy, A o, (£2: 2004), 90.

72) lbid.

73) R. Bultmann, “Prophecy and Fulfillment,” James C. G. Greig, trans., Claus
Westermann, ed., Essays on Old Testament hermeneutics (Atlanta: John Knox Press,
1963), 51

74) 1bid., 52.

75) Ilbid., 53.
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k= 3 74 oAl2A, 34 wi= 40 gl WS 2= (Al 25:4)S
Al A= sjAshs Al StHard 9:9). I wi-=e) e
g a4 shwlt) 2 7]3sktHgrotesque) il Hakal RATE76)

& 2FE(von Rad)= = ERMET 2w FEg7] deflarg] sfjdjo] i
o] dof7ix AR o A HA AR (rigid attachment), W=
JaZ ol 9lolA 1m] Z2 ol (unbridled freedom)d & AFEE| G
o 2k ey S crkojut Exte] wjo]#] okar oJAbA]
oJuje]] AR-x|o] glom, A1 MKt ARde] wo] glrpm A4
o Brslthiey = o i dElag] A G AMIAE
7HA AL, v 3 G AP 7EA, 28949 2] AlRE
7Ty T ek A Qe U= ol R FollA] AIRHE LA
(temporal correspondence) HASHCET) = E|110] AR FLEZ]
ARAe] BEgo] Hrk yopr} T 7oA HellA ofu] e HAA]

A2 E (dumb facts of history)o] ¢114 (prophetic)o] o, AlF11%E o
ehdst shud el 55 397 A Aol Ao oigh 213 (prototype) &
2 AREY eS Bk S 7oA A A IR 9
='(kerygmatic intention)E 71411, FEEA Q] WS delo] “RE
Zlo] FAo]aL QP80 FE ghE= ok SJARS] BLE Jtof “AloRd A <]
T AE-APA ] S A|(HUR, prefiguration)”} LT = A28 014 o
LAE] e AL Aok 7 o A x| (sketch), ‘L AP (shadow), %1
7"(foreshadow), o A|(HU, prefigurement) = =T} &, I+ o EE
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<Abstract>

Once again Looking into the Allegorical Interpretation of
the Bible

Prof. Jungwoo Kim
(Chongshin University)

The Allegories and the allegorical interpretation were anathe-
matized by the Reformation and were buried alive by the histor-
ical-critical methods. Thus, opening up anew Pandora’s box of
the allegorical interpretation sounds like anachronistic as well as
an attempt to demolish the so-called ‘assured results of the ob-
jective and scientific interpretation’ of the Bible. Paradoxically,
however, as the biblical interpretations have already grasped a firm
security in terms of grammatical-literary, historical-cultural, and
theological-canonical approaches, we are eligible to open up our
mind to the world of figurative interpretations. In fact, allegory
as a literary genre has a close relation with metonymy, simile, meta-
phor, parable, fable, symbol, type and image. Moreover, allegory
has an intimate relation with metaphor, and can be defined as
“an extended metaphor” in the story level. We come to realize
that a type has an intimate relation with simile, and can be defined
as “an extended simile” in the story level. Of course, the allegorical
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interpretation has been heavily criticized in its artificiality, arbitrari-
ness, a-historicality, and illegitimacy. However, the Old Testament
is full of allegories and can be regarded as a reservoir of allegories,
likewise the New Testament is full of parables and typology can
be regarded as a reservoir of parables and typology. Specifically
the allegorical interpretation aims at the morality and anagogical
reality, and has its own unique value as the application of the
biblical stories and histories. And we may regard the allegorical
interpretation as the precursor of the canonical approach. As all
sorts of human communications are performed fundamentally by
metaphor, we are eligible to open up to allegory and to allegorical
interpretation, thereby fostering our creativity and ingenuity.
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