The Exegesis of 1 Cor 15, 24-28 from Marcellus of Ancyra to Theodoret of
Cyrus

Joseph T. Lienhard

Vigiliae Christianae, Vol. 37, No. 4. (Dec., 1983), pp. 340-359.

Stable URL:
http://links jstor.org/sici?sici=0042-6032%28198312%2937%3 A4%3C340%3ATEO1C1%3E2.0.C0%3B2-C

Vigiliae Christianae 1is currently published by Brill Academic Publishers.

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of JSTOR’s Terms and Conditions of Use, available at
http://www.jstor.org/about/terms.html. JSTOR’s Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless you
have obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and
you may use content in the JSTOR archive only for your personal, non-commercial use.

Please contact the publisher regarding any further use of this work. Publisher contact information may be obtained at
http://www jstor.org/journals/bap.html.

Each copy of any part of a JSTOR transmission must contain the same copyright notice that appears on the screen or
printed page of such transmission.

JSTOR is an independent not-for-profit organization dedicated to creating and preserving a digital archive of
scholarly journals. For more information regarding JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

http://www.jstor.org/
Wed Mar 15 02:55:53 2006



Vigiliae Christianae 37 (1983) 340-359, E. J. Brill, Leiden

THE EXEGESIS OF 1 COR 15, 24-28
FROM MARCELLUS OF ANCYRA TO THEODORET OF CYRUS

BY

JOSEPH T. LIENHARD

Marcellus of Ancyra’s fascination with 1 Cor 15, 24-28, a difficult
Pauline eschatological text, is well known. And (as Karl Holl has
observed') Marcellus had a remarkable influence on his opponents. The
full history of this influence is yet to be written; what follows makes a
contribution to that history.

A recent monograph by Eckhard Schendel treats the exegesis of 1 Cor
15, 24-28 in East and West up to the end of the fourth century.? Despite
this valuable monograph, however, there are several reasons for
approaching this topic again. One is to bring the treatment into the fifth
century. Schendel stops somewhat abruptly with Gregory of Nyssa,
whereas Theodoret of Cyrus is a more satisfactory conclusion. This
allows the inclusion of Didymus of Alexandria, John Chrysostom, and
Severian of Gabala. A second—and more significant—reason is to
distinguish more carefully between different works attributed to the
same author. In the case of Marcellus of Ancyra, for example, Schendel
draws indiscriminately on the extant fragments of Marcellus’s work
against Asterius (before 334) and the De incarnatione et contra Arianos,
which Martin Tetz has attributed to Marcellus and dated ca. 360.
Moreover, Schendel does not consider the Epistula ad Antiochenos,
which has also been attributed to Marcellus, or the work Aduersus
Arium et Sabellium, sometimes attributed to Gregory of Nyssa.?

In what follows, only works by Greek Fathers are considered, and on-
ly those which contain more than a passing reference to 1 Cor 15, 24-28.
Epiphanius of Salamis is omitted, since Schendel’s treatment of him is
fully adequate. The writings are considered in strict chronological
order. In each case, an effort is made to find the topic or issue which the
author emphasized, rather than to try to reconstruct his complete
exegesis of the verses in question.
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1. Marcellus of Ancyra, Contra Asterium

Marcellus wrote his refutation of the Arian Asterius during the time
between the Council of Nicaea and his deposition in 334 (or perhaps
330-331).¢ It is extant only in fragments, preserved mostly in the refuta-
tion composed by Eusebius of Caesarea.’ It was this work of
Marcellus’s that started the fourth-century controversy about the end of
Christ’s reign and his subjection to the Father.

Marcellus’s text of Paul differs slightly from that of standard edi-
tions. In the extant fragments he quotes vv. 24, 25, 27a and 28b. In v.
24b, which he cites once, he inserts tob dw3éAov epexegetically after
ndoav &pyrv; ¢ this fits in with his view of the history of salvation, as will
be seen below. In v. 25b, which he cites three times, he omits wévrac,’ ap-
parently without significance. Much more significant is his consistent
omission of ¢ vié¢ from v. 28, which he cites three times;® Marcellus
preferred to reserve the title ‘‘Son’’ for the incarnate Christ, and (in fr.
41) says that it is precisely as Logos that he will be subjected.®

In Marcellus’s understanding of the passage in question, the key term
is Baothefor (Basthedew). Marcellus was best known as the heretic who pro-
posed that Christ’s kingdom would end;'° and he is probably the reason
why the phrase ‘‘of whose kingdom there will be no end’’ ap-
pears in the creed of Constantinople.!'!

Marcellus has a doctrine of two kingdoms, an eternal kingdom and a
temporary kingdom. The temporary kingdom is properly the kingdom
of Christ.'? The Lord Christ has a beginning of his reign—not more
than four hundred years ago, Marcellus says.!* It is precisely in his
humanity that the incarnate Christ began to reign: Marcellus writes, for
example, Baothedoer v dvfpwnivy copx{; and elsewhere, 7 xatd &vlpwmoy
adtob oixovouio te xad Paothein.'* (Marcellus’s peculiar use of anthropos
will be treated below.) This kingdom is also partial (7 év péper abtn
Basthefo).'* It will endure until Christ has destroyed every rule of the
devil and authority and power.!® Then he will hand over the kingdom to
God who established him as king;!” ‘“He no longer needs this partial
kingdom, since he is king of all at once, for he reigns with God the
Father whose Word he was and is.”’'®

The fragments in which Marcellus uses parts of 1 Cor 15, 24-28 also
contain most of his references to the devil, and a peculiar use of the
word anthropos.'® The most striking sentence is in fr. 117: “‘For the
Word itself, in its own right, did not have a beginning of its reign. But



342 JOSEPH T. LIENHARD

man, who was deceived by the devil, became king through the power of
the Word in order that, when he had become king, he might conquer the
devil who had earlier deceived.”’?® The same thought occurs in a more
condensed form in fr. 113: ““Man, who was earlier deceived, is estab-
lished as king through the Word.”’?' Other passages, where Marcellus
does not cite 1 Cor 15, 24-28, have a similar formulation. For example:
““And he deemed man, who fell through disobedience, worthy to be
joined (ouvagbiivar) to his Word through the virgin’’;?? and, ‘‘He then
came down, took flesh through the virgin, and was appointed king over
the Church, obviously so that man, who earlier fell from the kingdom
of heaven, might be able to gain the kingdom. So God willed that this
man, who earlier fell from the kingdom through disobedience, might
become Lord and God, and established this dispensation.’’2*

The key thought, repeated several times, is that it is precisely man—or
humanity—who was deceived by the devil and fell through disobedience
who became king through the Word. Marcellus identifies man deceived
by the devil with the man born of Mary, or, phrased another way, em-
phasizes that it is precisely fallen humanity which was joined to the
Word. Marcellus thinks here in startlingly concrete historical terms.
Schendel touches briefly on this peculiar Christology, but does not
exploit it.>

Marecellus also envisages a kind of progress from the Incarnation until
the end-time. This explains the peculiar phrase 7 év pépet abtn Baoirela: **
Christ as king in human flesh reverses the effects of the fall and the
devil’s deception. At the end-time this process will be complete; and
here Marcellus emphasizes the ‘‘until’’ of 1 Cor 185, 25: ““Therefore his
incarnate existence as man and his kingdom (4 xatd dvBpwmov adrtod
olxovopi te xai BaatAeio) seem to have a limit. For the words of the Apos-
tle, ‘Until he places his enemies as a footstool for his feet’ [1 Cor 15, 25]
mean nothing but this. Therefore when he has the enemies as a footstool
for his feet he no longer needs this partial kingdom, since he is king of
all together.”’ %

In the extant fragments, Marcellus uses 1 Cor 15, 24-28 principally in
connection with his history of salvation, and only once in connection
with his theory of the reunion of the Logos with God after the end of
history,*” although it is this latter doctrine that has attracted more atten-
tion.

In summary: in his exegesis of 1 Cor 15, 24-28, Marcellus emphasizes
the kingdom (of Christ and of God) rather than the subjection of the
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Son. The partial or temporary kingdom of Christ has a clear and proper
function in the history of salvation: the Word was joined to fallen man
and established as king, and becomes Lord and God. Marcellus—delib-
erately, one may assume—does not distinguish clearly between the
humanity of the Word and humanity in general. The Word was joined
to man precisely as deceived by the devil, and the partial kingdom
of Christ endures until the effects of the devil’s deception are wholly
overcome.

2. Eusebius of Caesarea, De ecclesiastica theologia

In the time between Marcellus’s deposition in 334 and his own death
in 338/39, Eusebius of Caesarea composed two refutations of
Marcellus: Contra Marcellum, and De ecclesiastica theologia, in that
order.?® De ecclesiastica theologia 3, 13-20 contains his refutation of
Marcellus’s interpretation of 1 Cor 15, 24-28, and—at the same
time—his own exegesis.

Eusebius’s method is the use of other biblical texts to interpret the
passage from 1 Corinthians. His theology is Origenist;?* he insists
iepeatedly, for example, on the proper hypostasis of the Son.*°

Eusebius’s first objection to Marcellus’s exegesis is the latter’s
understanding of the word ‘“until’’ (&ypt oS or &wg &v) in v. 25. Eusebius
shows that in other places in Scripture (e.g. Mt 28, 20) the word does not
indicate a cessation.’' On the contrary, he says, the angel Gabriel,
speaking to the holy virgin (Lk 1, 33), said that Christ’s kingdom will
have no end.>? This argument recurs regularly in later writers.

But the central point in Eusebius’s exegesis is his understanding of the
subjection of the Son (v. 28). The text from 1 Corinthians speaks of a
double subjection: the subjection of all things to Christ and the subjec-
tion of the Son to God. Eusebius observes correctly that Marcellus has
understood the subjection of the Son to the Father as the union of the
Word with God in the sense of its absorption into God; ** but, he writes,
if this is the case, then by analogy the subjection of all things to Christ
would mean that what was subjected to him would not retain its own
existence; there would be a coalescing and mixing,** and consequently a
loss of individual identity. The correct understanding, for Eusebius, of
the subjection of all things to Christ is that it takes place through
obedience, glory and honor freely given,** and that subjection means
participation (uetéyew); those subjected to Christ participate in him as
life, wisdom, logos, anointing, light, son, justice, holiness.*¢
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More briefly, Eusebius interprets the last clause of v. 28 by means of
Ez 37, 23 and Jn 10, 38, and refers it to the divine indwelling.*’

Finally, Eusebius understands the ‘‘handing over of the kingdom’’
(v. 24) as handing over to the Father his (the Son’s) subjects without
his giving up his own reign.**

Marcellus, who was expressing his own theological views, emphasized
the kingdom or reign of Christ. Eusebius is refuting Marcellus, and fixes
on a weakness in Marcellus’s theology, namely the interpretation of the
double subjection in the Pauline text. Later authors, whether they are
opposing Marcellus or not, frequently see ‘‘subjection’’ rather than
“kingdom’’ as the crucial term in the text in question, so that
Marcellus’s own views are neglected.

3. Marcellus of Ancyra, Epistula ad Iulium papam

In his confession of faith addressed to Julius of Rome early in 341,*°
Marcellus has one brief but fascinating allusion to 1 Cor 15, 24. He
writes: ‘‘Following the divine Scriptures I believe that there is one God
and his only-begotten Son Word, who always exists with the Father and
has never had a beginning of his existence, truly existing from God
himself, not created, not made, but always existing, always reigning
with ‘God the Father’ [1 Cor 15, 24] ‘of whose reign,’ according to the
testimony of the Apostle, ‘there will be no end’ [Lk 1, 33].”’#°

The Epistula shows some development in Marcellus’s thought. He is
sometimes accused of maliciously deceiving Julius with this confession,
but this is too harsh. There is one clear concession: Marcellus accepts
the title ‘‘Son’’ for the preéxistent Word, which he had not wanted to do
five years earlier. On the other hand, Zahn is undoubtedly correct in
seeing, in the end of the sentence quoted, Marcellus’s masterful use of
ambiguity in order to maintain his doctrine of Christ’s temporary
kingdom and God’s eternal kingdom.*' The phrase cuuBaciAetwy 16 fe®
xal matpi is taken over directly from his work against Asterius.*> The
antecedent of the relative pronoun must be ‘“God the Father,”” not
“Son Word.”” Marcellus quotes Lk 1, 33, the text used repeatedly by
Eusebius to show that Christ’s kingdom has no end, but applies it to the
kingdom of God the Father (and the co-reign of the Word). Moreover,
the phrase ‘‘according to the testimony of the Apostle’’ can refer only to
1 Cor 15, 24, implying that Marcellus wants Lk 1, 33 (as he understands
it) to be interpreted in light of 1 Cor 15, 24. In the confession of 341,
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therefore, Marcellus clings to his doctrine of the temporary kingdom of
Christ: he quotes Lk 1, 33 but understands it as referring to the kingdom
of God the Father, and guards his own view by a reference to 1 Cor 15,
24.

4. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesis 15

In his fifteenth catechesis (probably written in 348), Cyril of
Jerusalem explicitly refutes Marcellus of Ancyra (‘‘another head of the
dragon, recently sprouted in Galatia’’).** Cyril accuses Marcellus of
teaching two errors: that the kingdom of Christ has an end, and that the
Word will be reabsorbed into the Father and no longer exist.** Cyril
takes up three points in his refutation: the eternity of the kingdom, the
meaning of ‘‘subjection,’”’ and the meaning of ‘‘until.”

The first and third points are answered by citing other scriptural texts,
exactly as Eusebius does.

On the second point, Cyril believes that Marcellus understands Paul’s
dmotdooeaon as dvokbesbon or even dméAhusbon.** But the true meaning of
‘“‘subjection,”” he says, is obedience. Nevertheless, Cyril leaves his
answer in an unsatisfactory state. Because he does not want to concede
that Christ’s obedience to the Father will begin only in the future, he can
only say lamely that Christ’s obedience will continue to be voluntary.*
But this leaves the future tense of dmotayfiseton in v. 28 without meaning.

Cyril’s refutation of Marcellus, intended for catechumens, is like
Eusebius’s in content, but much simpler in tone, and theologically
uninteresting.

5. Epistula ad Antiochenos (Sermo maior de fide)

The Greek fragments of the Epistula ad Antiochenos cite only 1 Cor
15, 28;*" the text is found in fr. 41, 42, 43 and 70 (but 41 is only a part of
70).*¢ In the Armenian translation, fr. 70 precedes fr. 42 and 43; fr. 70 is
part of the author’s principal explanation of 1 Cor 15, 28. Fr. 42 and 43
are further elucidations. F. Scheidweiler has recently attributed the
Epistula to Marcellus of Ancyra.* Fr. 42 and 43 hardly show more than
that the author was interested in the text from 1 Corinthians. Fr. 70
gives some understanding of his exegesis of the text.

The author’s concern is strictly with the meaning of subjection. Who,
he asks, is the one who is not subjected to God before everything is sub-
jected to him? In his answer he distinguishes 6 éx matpdg Aéyog from 6
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dvoknebelc &vBpwmoc.®® It is the latter to whom all things are not yet sub-
jected. To explain what is meant by ‘‘subjection,”” he cites 1 Cor 1,
23-24: practically, subjection means conversion to Christianity. When
he comes to speak of the second subjection, that of the Son to the
Father (as he writes here; he had written previously of subjection to
God), he begs the question by explaining the term 6 6eé¢ of v. 28 as
ToutéoTv Tatip Xxod vidg xod &ywov mvedpa. In the final sentence of the
fragment, the author insists that it is Jesus, and not the Son, who is
subjected.

The exegesis of 1 Cor 15, 24-28 in the Epistula ad Antiochenos has
little similarity with Marcellus’s and speaks against his authorship of
the Epistula.

6. De incarnatione et contra Arianos

The work De incarnatione et contra Arianos, a pseudo-Athanasian
writing which Martin Tetz has recently attributed to Marcellus, contains
an extended examination of 1 Cor 15, 24-28.%' While Marcellus, in the
extant fragments, concentrates his attention on the meaning of
‘‘kingdom,”’ the author of the De incarnatione is also concerned with
the meaning of ‘‘subjection.”

The author cites 1 Cor 15, 24-28 in full,*> and—passing over vv.
24-26—proceeds immediately to his interpretation of ‘‘subjection.”’ He
explains that it refers to the subjection of the world, which is subjected
in Christ’s flesh.*® This is clarified a little further on, when the author
understands (t&) mévta of 1 Cor 15, 27-28 as wévtec. And the subjection
takes place in two stages: the first is ‘‘when all of us are subjected to the
Son, are recognized as his members, and become sons of God in
him.”’** The second stage is the subjection of the Son to the Father in
our stead (&v8’ dp.év; the phrase is absent from some MSS) as the head of
his own members.** In the following sentence, the author distinguishes
the Son from the rest of mankind: ‘‘If he were one of those subjected,
he would have been subjected to the Father from the beginning, and not
have done this at the end.”’*¢ The subjection of the Son, therefore, is
seen exclusively as the subjection of his members, that is, believing
Christians, to God.

On the other hand, the author writes clearly, almost defiantly, of two
kingdoms: the divine kingdom (7 BagtAeix adtod 7 Oeixr, where he alludes
to Dn 7, 27 Theodotion and quotes Lk 1, 33)*” and the human kingdom
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(1 &vBpwmivn Bastheia); the Lord of the heavens ‘‘took the human throne
of David his father according to the flesh’’ and, once the human
kingdom has been restored, hands it over to the Father.*® Further, this
human kingdom has a beginning and an end; to show this, the author
cites 1 Cor 15, 25 and Ps 109, 1.*° The last sentence of the paragraph
indicates that the reign of Christ will be in two stages, corresponding to
the human and the divine kingdoms: ‘‘So that God might be all in all,
reigning through him as through God the Word, after reigning through
him as through a man, the Savior.’’¢°

Tetz dates the De incarnatione ca. 360—that is, at a late stage in
Marcellus’s development. The De incarnatione contains the doctrine of
two kingdoms, a (temporary) human kingdom which has a beginning
and an end, and an eternal, divine kingdom. The beginning and the end
of the human kingdom receive particularly strong emphasis. But (as will
be seen) a form of this doctrine is also found in later authors.

The author thinks of two stages in God’s reign, in terms of a double
agency: the first is 8.’ dvBpdmov swriipog, the second ik Aéyou Beod—in the
second stage, the title ‘““Son’’ is not used. On the other hand, the iden-
tification of Christ’s human nature with fallen humanity is wholly ab-
sent; the author rather emphasizes the distinction between the head and
the members.*! If the De incarnatione is by Marcellus, then his theology
underwent considerable development in the direction of orthodoxy in
the three decades after his Contra Asterium.

7. Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 30

In the fourth of his theological orations, composed in the second half
of 380, Gregory of Nazianzus discusses several texts used by the Euno-
mians in defense of their position.®? The second one is 1 Cor 15, 25,
together with Acts 3, 21 and Ps 109, 1—three texts found together in
one fragment of Marcellus’s work against Asterius.®® Gregory refers
once to ‘‘Sabellians,’’®* the usual name for Marcellians; but his
discourse is directed specifically against Eunomius, and presupposes the
developed Trinitarian theology of the late fourth century.

Gregory makes four points in his exegesis of 1 Cor 15, 28.

First: ‘‘until’”’ does not imply a cessation.®* This now-familiar argu-
ment is finished quickly, with a single quotation (Mt 28, 20).

Second: there are two senses of the word Basthedew. In the first sense,
the mavtoxpdtwp is king of all, whether they wish it or not. In this sense
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the kingdom has no end. In the second sense, the Son brings about
(évepyetv) our subjection and places us under his rule: we receive his
kingship willingly. In this second sense, the kingdom has an end: it is
unnecessary to bring about subjection once the subjection has taken
place.®¢ This somewhat strained interpretation is in a sense a revival of
Marcellus’s teaching: Gregory teaches a temporary and a permanent
kingdom, in combination with his own clear Trinitarianism.

Third: the second dnotay# of 1 Cor 15, 28—that is, the subjection of
the Son to the Father—is understood of the ecclesial body of Christ,
with a reference to Col 1, 18: the subjection of Christ is the fulfilment of
the Father’s will. Gregory states that the Son cannot be subjected to
God, because he is himself God.*’

Fourth: Gregory interprets the névta év ndow of v. 28 as the time of
apokatastasis, when the multiplicity caused by motions and passions
shall cease, and we shall be completely like God, wholly receptive of
God alone.5®

What is peculiar and interesting in Gregory’s interpretation is the par-
ticular effort he makes to speak of the two senses of ‘‘kingdom’’ and to
say that one has an end.

8. Gregory of Nyssa, In illud: Tunc et ipse filius

Gregory of Nyssa wrote a short treatise on 1 Cor 15, 28, entitled /n
illud: Tunc et ipse filius.%® Reinhard Hiibner has analyzed the work at
length and studied Gregory’s relation to Marcellus of Ancyra.”

Gregory’s principal concern is the meaning of ‘‘subjection.”” It is a
problem, he says, because certain ‘‘knaves’’ have been interpreting 1
Cor 15, 28 as if it implied some servile lowliness of the only-begotten
God (which is Gregory’s paraphrase of Paul’s term ‘‘the Son.”’)"! These
opponents are clearly Eunomians.

In the first major part of his treatise, Gregory examines the various
senses of dmotdooew in Scripture, and finds six:

1. Slaves are subjected to their masters.

2. Irrational nature is subjected to man by God (Ps 8, 7).

3. Nations are subjected to Israel through war (Ps 46, 4).

4. Those saved by full knowledge (éniyvwatc) speak in God’s person:

‘‘Foreigners have been subjected to me’’ (Ps 59, 10).

. The verse: ““Will not my soul be subjected to God?”’ (Ps 61, 2).
. 1 Cor 15, 28.

AN W
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None of the first four senses can apply to the Son, the only-begotten
God.™

Gregory considers one other, curious, possibility: the subjection of
the boy Jesus to his parents (Lk 2, 51). But this subjection, he says,
ended at Cana (Jn 2, 4), when Jesus rejected his mother’s advice.”

Gregory finds the key to his solution in the future tense of
Smotayfiseton in 1 Cor 15, 28. The subjection is in the future. Gregory
defines subjection to God as ‘‘complete separation from evil.”’’* The
subjection of the Son, he says, takes place through us, when we have all
been separated from evil in imitation of Christ the firstfruits, and have
become one body with him. Gregory interprets the subjection,
therefore, in a moral-mystical sense: imitation of Christ leads to union
with Christ, and perfect subjection to God exists when the subjection to
evil is overcome.’*

In a second major part of his treatise, Gregory takes up the second
part of 1 Cor 15, 28, ‘‘in order that God may be all in all,”’ and inter-
prets the phrase as the positive aspect of subjection, again in a mystical
sense: God will be ¢“in all’’ when no evil is found in being,”® for God
cannot be in evil. And that God will be “‘all things’’ to beings shows that
the life to come will be absolutely simple (dnhotv xai wovoedéc): there will
be need of nothing but God.”

Toward the end of the treatise Gregory again returns to Paul’s
peculiar use of ‘‘subjection’’ and says—rather lamely—that Paul
sometimes uses words in an unusual sense, showing that he is still
somewhat uncomfortable with the term.’®

Finally, at the very end of the treatise, Gregory deals with 1 Cor 15,
25 and its problematic ‘‘until.”” He understands BastAedewv as dptotedery,
“‘to be the best”’: Christ will be the champion so long as there are
enemies to conquer; when all that is opposed to the good has been done
away with, there will be an end to his heroic deeds.” Like Gregory of
Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa tries to find a sense in which the reign of
Christ will end. And the phrase ‘‘he hands over the kingdom to the
Father”’ means that he leads all men to God.*® The last sentence of
Gregory’s exegesis is a good summary:

Therefore when all who were ever the enemies become a footstool for God’s feet by
receiving the divine footprint upon themselves, and death has been destroyed (for if
there are no beings who are dying, death will simply not exist), then the one who
lives in us will be subjected to God, as Paul says, in the subjection of all of us, which
is not understood as servile humility, but as a kingdom and incorruptibility and
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blessedness. He perfects our good through himself, and establishes in us what is
pleasing to himself.*!

9. (Ps?) Gregory of Nyssa, Aduersus Arium et Sabellium

The attribution of this short treatise to Gregory of Nyssa is
uncertain.®? In the course of a relatively standard refutation of Arianism
and ‘‘Sabellianism,”’ the author offers an interpretation of 1 Cor 15, 24
and 28.

The author mentions only the Father and the Son, but not the Holy
Spirit. He insists repeatedly on the Son’s own proper hypostasis,
without any extensive explanation. The ‘‘Sabellians’’ are Marcellians;
the author accuses his opponent (who is addressed in the second person
singular) of saying that the Father conceded the kingdom to the Son for
his use, and then took it back.®* This is a caricature of Marcellus’s
thought.

Positively,** the author approaches the subjection of the Son through
scriptural texts on the true humanity of Christ and his identification
with the sinful human race (citing Mt 8, 17; 2 Cor 5, 21; Gal 3, 13). The
future subjection of the Son will take place when all of humanity has
been subjected to the Son. What is striking here is the absence of any ex-
plicit reference to the body of Christ, or to the Church. Instead, the
author applies 1 Cor 3, 23 (“‘You are of Christ, Christ is of God’’) to the
future subjection of all things to Christ: ‘‘For if all of us should be of
Christ, Christ would also be of God and subjected.”’**

The kingdom, for the author, is not to be understood as the dignity of
kingship (16 dflwpa tiig sxnnrovylac)®® but rather those who have been
ruled by him as king and subjected to him.*’

The exegesis of Paul’s text here is different from that in Gregory of
Nyssa’s In illud: Tunc et ipse filius; and the use of 1 Cor 3, 23 to explain
1 Cor 15, 28 occurs in no other text that is studied here.

10. Didymus of Alexandria

The catenae have preserved two fragments on 1 Cor 15, 24-28
attributed to Didymus of Alexandria (died 398).%* The first fragment
has an unusual interpretation of basileia. Didymus proposes two mean-
ings for the word: either ‘‘those ruled over’’ (a common interpretation),
or “‘his [i.e. the Son’s] own flesh.”” Didymus envisions a kind of pro-
gress (npoxon#) precisely in Christ’s flesh, from a stage at which it is rul-



THE EXEGESIS OF 1 COR 15, 24-28 351

ed over as the ‘‘form of a slave’’ (Phil 2, 7) to one in which it is the flesh
of the Word. In the process, ‘‘the Son handed over [his own flesh] to the
Father for improvement.”’®* On another point Didymus shows ad-
vanced Trinitarian thought, and employs the unusual phrase ‘‘one king,
Father and Son.”’ Finally, Didymus explains the subjection of the Son
to the Father apologetically: it is a refutation of Greek mythology, in
which gods are parricides. Didymus envisages a double subjection: first
the Church, to the extent that the Son makes his own the persecutions of
the Church and its sufferings and subjection, and then the Son. In
general Didymus (if he is the author of the fragments) shows remarkable
independence and originality in his exegesis of the passage.

11. John Chrysostom, Homilia 39 in 1 Corinthios

Chrysostom preached the homilies on 1 Corinthians in Antioch, and
so before 397. His explanation of 1 Cor 15, 24-28 is in homily 39.°°

He finds the text difficult. V. 24, for example, must be understood
not dvlpwrivwg but Bewnpenddg; otherwise one would think that the
Father was not king before the kingdom was handed over, nor the Son
afterwards. On the same principle, he writes off the obvious meaning of
‘“‘until.””*!

Positively, Chrysostom introduces a curious argument from
Trinitarian theology. Paul, he writes, makes the Son the subject of the
actions in vv. 25-26, and does not mention the Father. But then, lest
anyone think that the Son is greater than the Father, he attributes (in v.
27) the subjection of all things to the Father, in order to show that
everything done for our sake is done by the Father and the Son in com-
mon.*? He deals with the subjection of the Son very briefly, writing:
‘‘He [Paul] shows the full concordance [of the Son] with the Father, and
that the Father is the first principle of all good and the first cause, who
begot the one who can do great and righteous things.”’**

Chrysostom also has a doctrine of two kingdoms: one according to
affinity or fellowship (oixe{waotc), the other by creation. By creation God
is king of all: Greeks, Jews, demons and enemies; by affinity he is king
of believers, of those who will it, of those who are subjected. This
second kingdom is said to have a beginning, Chrysostom writes, and
quotes Ps 2, 8 and Mt 28, 18.%¢

Finally, he interprets the last clause of v. 28 as showing that there are
not two uncaused causes or a divided kingdom. He also offers the inter-
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pretation of ‘‘certain others’’ of this verse, namely that it means the
abolition of evil.*®

12. Severian of Gabala, In psalmum 96

This homily, found among the ps-Chrysostomica and recently
attributed to Severian of Gabala,*® has an explanation of 1 Cor 15, 24
that is in some ways reminiscent of Marcellus’s. The author explicitly
teaches a double kingdom of the Savior: one existing before the ages,
and without beginning, in which the Savior is king by nature, the other
having a beginning at the time of the Incarnation, in which the Savior is
king according to his human rmAdowc. Like Marcellus, he thinks in terms
of the history of salvation: before the temporal kingdom of Christ
began, the world was under the kingship, or rather tyranny, of demons,
death and sin.®” The author has no difficulty accepting a beginning of
the temporal reign of Christ; but an end to it leads him to distinguish
two meanings of the word basileia. He cites Lk 1, 33, and concludes that
the (temporal) kingdom will have no end. If this is the case, he asks,
what meaning does 1 Cor 15, 24 (which is often wrongly interpreted)
have? The word basileia, he answers, has two meanings in Scripture:
either the dignity of the rulers (16 a&iwua t@v BastAevdvrwy) or the nations
who are ruled (ta #vn ta Bacthevdpeva). It is the second which is
applicable, in a peculiar sense: it is not the kingdom of the Savior that
will end, but the kingdom of sin and death. He writes: ‘‘Therefore the
Savior hands over the kingdom—that is to say, humanity—which was
once ruled by sin, once ruled by death, so that he might free it from
captivity, create it anew, and present it to God the Father.’’*®

13. Severian of Gabala, catena fragment

In a short passage on 1 Cor 15, 23-25 attributed to Severian of
Gabala,” the kingdom is interpreted as that which the evil one seized
when he overthrew Adam and those descended from him—i.e. the
kingdom is that possessed wrongly and tyrannically by the devil. (On
this point the fragment is in full accord with the homily on Ps 96 also at-
tributed to Severian.) Once the kingdom is handled over, the Son rules
with the Father. The author deals at greater length with the word
‘‘until,”” and to illustrate that it does not indicate a cessation, cites Is 46,
4, a verse also cited for this purpose by Chrysostom and Theodoret of
Cyrus.'°°
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14. Theodoret of Cyrus, Interpretatio epistulae i ad Corinthios

The last author to be considered is Theodoret of Cyrus (died ca. 466);
his commentary on the epistles of St. Paul was probably written toward
the end of his life.'** With Theodoret, even more than with Chrysostom,
the last vestiges of controversy about 1 Cor 15, 24-28 disappear.
Theodoret is aware that the partisans of Arius and Eunomius made use
of the passage for their own ends,!°? but has no specific information on
their teaching.

His interpretation of the passage contains no surprises. ‘‘Until,”’ he
says, does not indicate a cessation, ‘‘but teaches that he will wholly sub-
ject all (&mavtag).”’ 1** There is one eternal kingdom, just as God is eter-
nal, and his only-begotten Son is coeternal.'** On the subjection of all
things, Theodoret explains that in 1 Cor 15, 27 the Father is the agent,
whereas in Phil 3, 21 the Son is the agent;'°* this suffices to overcome
any suspicion of subordinationism.

Like Chrysostom, Theodoret devotes an extensive paragraph to vv.
27-28, and like him also, discusses the two natures of Christ.!°¢ The sub-
jection of the Son, Theodoret states (against Arius and Eunomius), does
not refer to the deity of the Only-begotten.'®” Nor can handing over the
kingdom mean that the Father does not yet possess it.!°® Theodoret
turns to the ecclesial explanation of subjection and handing over the
kingdom: as head of the body, ‘‘he makes his own what is ours’’—*‘‘our
present disobedience and our future subjection’’—¢‘and when we have
been subjected, after being freed from corruption, he is said to be
subjected.’’ '°°

In his interpretation of the last clause of v. 28, Theodoret introduces a
new distinction. God is omnipresent xatd tiv obsiav and xata T
e0doxiav.'' The first is always true, the second not yet realized. ‘‘Thus
God will be all in all when all have been freed from sin, and converted to
him, and do not yield to the inclination to evil.””'*!

15. Conclusions

1. No one of these fourteen works shows a direct verbal dependence
upon any other. A study of the scriptural texts cited in these works (this
study is not presented here) shows that certain texts recur often,''? as
might be expected, but does not suggest any direct literary dependence.
Theodoret draws several ideas from Chrysostom, but this relationship
has long been known.
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2. In his exegesis of 1 Cor 15, 24-28, Marcellus of Ancyra placed little
emphasis on the term ‘‘subjection’’ (4motay#). Eusebius of Caesarea
understood both the subjection of all things and the subjection of the
Son as an act of obedience and honor. Cyril of Jerusalem does not
distinguish between the two subjections, but understands the words
simply as meaning ‘‘obedience.”” The Epistula ad Antiochenos
understands the first subjection as conversion to Christianity; the
author has no place for the second, since he simply equates God with
Father, Son and Holy Spirit. The ecclesial interpretation of the second
subjection (the Son is subjected to God at the end-time in the sense that
he as head is identified with his members, the Church; it is actually the
members that are subjected) is found in De incarnatione et contra
Arianos, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, and Theodoret of
Cyrus. It is absent from Chrysostom and Severian of Gabala. This
apparently became the standard explanation of smotay.

3. The most intriguing theme in these texts is that of the basileia.
Marcellus of Ancyra, in his work against Asterius, made the double
basileia—temporal and eternal—the keystone of his exegesis. Eusebius
of Caesarea and Cyril of Jerusalem, who are intent on refuting
Marcellus, say little or nothing about the kingdom, and concentrate in-
stead on the meaning of ‘‘until.’’ The De incarnatione et contra Arianos
has a strong, even challenging, emphasis on the double kingdom,
human and divine, and stresses the teaching that the human kingdom
had a beginning and an end. This concern with the double kingdom of
Christ, and the beginning and end of one of the two kingdoms, reap-
pears in four other authors: Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa,
John Chrysostom and Severian of Gabala. Gregory of Nazianzus and
Gregory of Nyssa explicitly admit an end to one of the two kingdoms.
John Chrysostom and Severian of Gabala claim that one of the two
kingdoms has a beginning, but do not speak of, or deny, an end to it.
Severian of Gabala is closest to Marcellus of Ancyra, in that he dates the
beginning of the kingdom from the Incarnation. In light of this, one
should not make too much of the fact that De incarnatione et contra
Arianos has a doctrine of two kingdoms; in itself, it does not prove that
Marcellus wrote the work. One may say, however, that late-fourth and
early-fifth century authors were aware of the doctrine of two kingdoms,
and perhaps that it was Marcellus’s doctrine. They go out of their way
to speak of a double kingdom, and of a beginning or end, or both, to
one of the kingdoms. But their teaching departs from Marcellus’s in
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another way. For Marcellus, the temporary kingdom is Christ’s and the
eternal kingdom is God’s. No later author preserves this distinction. In
the De incarnatione et contra Arianos, the two kingdoms are both
God’s and Christ is—in both cases—the instrument through which God
reigns. In Gregory of Nazianzus the eternal kingdom is Christ’s, as pan-
tokrator, and the kingdom which will end is also the Son’s. Gregory of
Nyssa is unclear on this point. For John Chrysostom both kingdoms are
God’s while for Severian of Gabala both kingdoms are the Savior’s.

In all of its various forms, this concern with the double kingdom
seems to be a continuation of an exegetical tradition begun by Marcellus
of Ancyra.
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