_ANCIENT
CHRISTIAN

COMMENTARY
ON SCRIPTURE

NeEw TESTAMENT

EDITED BY

ErRIk M. HEEN AND
Puririp D. W. KrREY

GENERAL EDpITOR
THomas C. OpeEN







PRAISE FOR THE

ANCIENT CHRISTIAN COMMENTARY ON SCRIPTURE

“The conspectus of patristic exposition that this series offers has been badly needed for
several centuries, and the whole Christian world should unite to thank those
who are undertaking to fill the gap. For the ongoing ecumenical conversation, and the
accurate appreciation of early Christian thought, and the current hermeneutical
debate as well, the Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture will prove

itself to be a really indispensable resource.”

J. I. PAckER

Board of Governors Professor of Theology
Regent College

“In the desert of biblical scholarship that tries to deconstruct or get behind
the texts, the patristic commentators let the pure, clear waters of Christian faith flow
from its scriptural source. Preachers, teachers and Bible students of every sort will want

to drink deeply from the Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture.”

RicHARD JouHN NEUHAUS

President, Religion and Public Life
Editor-in-Chief, First Things

“The fathers of the ancient church were enabled, by the grace of God, to interpret the
divine Scriptures in a way that integrates spirituality and erudition, liturgy
and dogma, and generally all aspects of our faith which embrace the totality of our life. To
allow the fathers to speak to us again, in our contemporary situation, in the way
that you have proposed in your project, provides a corrective to the fragmentation
of the faith which results from the particularization and overspecialization

that exists today in the study of the Holy Bible and of sacred theology.”

Fr. GEORGE DRrAGAS
Holy Cross Seminary

“This new but old Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture takes us out of the small,
closed-minded world in which much modern biblical scholarship is done into an
earlier time marked by a Christian seriousness, by robust inquiry and by believing faith.

This Commentary is a fresh breeze blowing in our empty, postmodern world.”

Davip F. WEeLLs

Andrew Mutch Distinguished Professor of Historical and
Systematic Theology, Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary



“Composed in the style of the great medieval catenae, this new anthology of patristic
commentary on Holy Scripture, conveniently arranged by chapter and verse,
will be a valuable resource for prayer, study and proclamation. By calling
attention to the rich Christian heritage preceding the separations between East and
West and between Protestant and Catholic, this series will perform a major

service to the cause of ecumenism.”

Avery CarpiNaL DuLLes, S.J.
Laurence J. McGinley Professor of Religion and Society
Fordbham University

“The initial cry of the Reformation was ad fontes—Dback to the sources! The Ancient
Christian Commentary on Scripture is a marvelous tool for the recovery of biblical
wisdom in today’s church. Not just another scholarly project, the ACCS is a

major resource for the renewal of preaching, theology and Christian devotion.”

TimoTHY GEORGE
Dean, Beeson Divinity School, Samford University

“Modern church members often do not realize that they are participants in the vast
company of the communion of saints that reaches far back into the past and
that will continue into the future, until the kingdom comes. This Commentary should

help them begin to see themselves as participants in that redeemed community.”

EL1ZABETH ACHTEMEIER
Union Professor Emerita of Bible and Homiletics
Union Theological Seminary in Virginia

“Contemporary pastors do not stand alone. We are not the first generation of preachers to
wrestle with the challenges of communicating the gospel. The Ancient Christian
Commentary on Scripture puts us in conversation with our colleagues from the past, that
great cloud of witnesses who preceded us in this vocation. This Commentary enables
us to receive their deep spiritual insights, their encouragement and guidance for
present-day interpretation and preaching of the Word. What a wonderful

addition to any pastor’s library!”

WiLriam H, WiLLimonN

Dean of the Chapel and Professor of Christian Ministry
Duke University

“Here is a nonpareil series which reclaims the Bible as the book of the church by making
accessible to earnest readers of the twenty-first century the classrooms of Clement
of Alexandria and Didymus the Blind, the study and lecture hall of Origen, the cathedrae of

Chrysostom and Augustine, the scriptorium of Jerome in his Bethlehem monastery.”

GEORGE LAWLESS
Augustinian Patristic Institute and Gregorian University, Rome



“We are pleased to witness publication of the
Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture. It is most beneficial for us to learn
how the ancient Christians, especially the saints of the church
who proved through their lives their devotion to God and his Word, interpreted

Scripture. Let us heed the witness of those who have gone before us in the faith.”

MEeTROPOLITAN THEODOSIUS
Primate, Orthodox Church in America

“Across Christendom there has emerged a widespread interest
in early Christianity, both at the popular and scholarly level. ...
Christians of all traditions stand to benefit from this project, especially clergy
and those who study the Bible. Moreover, it will allow us to see how our traditions are
both rooted in the scriptural interpretations of the church fathers while at

the same time seeing how we have developed new perspectives.”

ALBERTO FERREIRO

Professor of History, Seattle Pacific University

“The Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture fills a long overdue need for scholars and
students of the church fathers. ... Such information will be of immeasurable
worth to those of us who have felt inundated by contemporary interpreters and novel theories
of the biblical text. We welcome some ‘new’ insight from the

ancient authors in the early centuries of the church.”

H. Way~NE House

Professor of Theology and Law
Trinity University School of Law

“Chronological snobbery—the assumption that our ancestors working without benefit of
computers have nothing to teach us—is exposed as nonsense by this magnificent
new series. Surfeited with knowledge but starved of wisdom, many of us are
more than ready to sit at table with our ancestors and listen to their holy

conversations on Scripture. I know I am.”

Eucene H. PETERSON

Professor Emeritus of Spiritual Theology
Regent College



“Few publishing projects have encouraged me as much as the recently announced Ancient
Christian Commentary on Scripture with Dr. Thomas Oden serving as general editor. . ..
How is it that so many of us who are dedicated to serve the Lord received seminary
educations which omitted familiarity with such incredible students of the Scriptures as
St. John Chrysostom, St. Athanasius the Great and St. John of Damascus? I am greatly
anticipating the publication of this Commentary.”

Fr. PeTER E. GIiLLQUIST

Director, Department ofMissions and Evangelism
Antiochian Orthodox Christian Archdiocese of North America

“The Scriptures have been read with love and attention for nearly two thousand years,
and listening to the voice of believers from previous centuries opens us to
unexpected insight and deepened faith. Those who studied Scripture in the centuries
closest to its writing, the centuries during and following persecution and
martyrdom, speak with particular authority. The Ancient Christian
Commentary on Scripture will bring to life the truth that we are invisibly surrounded

by a ‘great cloud of witnesses.””

FREDERICA MATHEWES-GREEN
Commentator, National Public Radio

“For those who think that church history began around 1941 when their pastor was born,
this Commentary will be a great surprise. Christians throughout the centuries have
read the biblical text, nursed their spirits with it and then applied it to their
lives. These commentaries reflect that the witness of the Holy Spirit was present in his
church throughout the centuries. As a result, we can profit by allowing the

ancient Christians to speak to us today.”

Happon RoBiNsoON

Harold Jobn Ockenga Distinguished Professor of Preaching
Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary

“All who are interested in the interpretation of the Bible will welcome
the forthcoming multivolume series Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture. Here
the insights of scores of early church fathers will be assembled and made readily
available for significant passages throughout the Bible and the Apocrypha. It is hard to
think of a more worthy ecumenical project to be undertaken by the publisher.”

Bruce M. METZGER
Professor of New Testament, Emeritus
Princeton Theological Seminary
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PUBLISHER'S NOTE REGARDING
THIS DIGITAL EDITION

Due to limitations regarding digital rights, the RSV Scripture text is linked to but does not
appear in this digital edition of this Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture volume as it
does in the print edition. Page numbering has been maintained, however, to match the
print edition. We apologize for any inconvenience this may cause.



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture (hereafter ACCS) is a twenty-eight volume patris-
tic commentary on Scripture. The patristic period, the time of the fathers of the church, spans the era
from Clement of Rome (fl. c. 95) to John of Damascus (c. 645-c. 749). The commentary thus covers
seven centuries of biblical interpretation, from the end of the New Testament to the mid-eighth cen-
tury, including the Venerable Bede.

Since the method of inquiry for the ACCS has been developed in close coordination with computer
technology, it serves as a potential model of an evolving, promising, technologically pragmatic, theolog-
ically integrated method for doing research in the history of exegesis. The purpose of this general intro-
duction to the series is to present this approach and account for its methodological premises.

This is a long-delayed assignment in biblical and historical scholarship: reintroducing in a conve-
nient form key texts of early Christian commentary on the whole of Scripture. To that end, historians,
translators, digital technicians, and biblical and patristic scholars have collaborated in the task of pre-
senting for the first time in many centuries these texts from the early history of Christian exegesis.
Here the interpretive glosses, penetrating reflections, debates, contemplations and deliberations of
early Christians are ordered verse by verse from Genesis to Revelation. Also included are patristic
comments on the deuterocanonical writings (sometimes called the Apocrypha) that were considered
Scripture by the Fathers. This is a full-scale classic commentary on Scripture consisting of selections in
modern translation from the ancient Christian writers.

The Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture has three goals: the renewal of Christian preach-
ing based on classical Christian exegesis, the intensified study of Scripture by lay persons who wish to
think with the early church about the canonical text, and the stimulation of Christian historical, bibli-
cal, theological and pastoral scholarship toward further inquiry into the scriptural interpretations of the
ancient Christian writers.

On each page the Scripture text is accompanied by the most noteworthy remarks of key consensual
exegetes of the early Christian centuries. This formal arrangement follows approximately the tradi-
tional pattern of the published texts of the Talmud after the invention of printing and of the glossa ordi-

naria that preceded printing‘1

!'Students of the Talmud will easily recognize this pattern of organization. The Talmud is a collection of rabbinic arguments, discussions
and comments on the Mishnah, the first Jewish code of laws after the Bible, and the Gemara, an elaboration of the Mishnah. The study
of Talmud is its own end and reward. In the Talmud every subject pertaining to Torah is worthy of consideration and analysis. As the
Talmud is a vast repository of Jewish wisdom emerging out of revealed Scripture, so are the Fathers the repository of Christian wisdom
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Retrieval of Neglected Christian Texts

There is an emerging felt need among diverse Christian communities that these texts be accurately
recovered and studied. Recent biblical scholarship has so focused attention on post-Enlightenment
historical and literary methods that it has left this longing largely unattended and unserviced.

After years of quiet gestation and reflection on the bare idea of a patristic commentary, a feasi-
bility consultation was drawn together at the invitation of Drew University in November 1993 in
Washington, D.C. This series emerged from that consultation and its ensuing discussions. Exten-
sive further consultations were undertaken during 1994 and thereafter in Rome, Tibingen,
Oxford, Cambridge, Athens, Alexandria and Istanbul, seeking the advice of the most competent
international scholars in the history of exegesis. Among distinguished scholars who contributed to
the early layers of the consultative process were leading writers on early church history, hermeneu-
tics, homiletics, history of exegesis, systematic theology and pastoral theology. Among leading
international authorities consulted early on in the project design were Sir Henry Chadwick of
Oxford; Bishops Kallistos Ware of Oxford, Rowan Williams of Monmouth and Stephen Sykes of
Ely (all former patristics professors at Oxford or Cambridge); Professors Angelo Di Berardino and
Basil Studer of the Patristic Institute of Rome; and Professors Karlfried Froehlich and Bruce M.
Metzger of Princeton. They were exceptionally helpful in shaping our list of volume editors. We
are especially indebted to the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople Bartholomew and Edward
Idris Cardinal Cassidy of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity, the Vatican, for
their blessing, steady support, and wise counsel in developing and advancing the Drew University
Patristic Commentary Project.

The outcome of these feasibility consultations was general agreement that the project was pro-
foundly needed, accompanied by an unusual eagerness to set out upon the project, validated by a will-
ingness on the part of many to commit valuable time to accomplish it. At the pace of three or four
volumes per year, the commentary is targeted for completion within the first decade of the millennium.

This series stands unapologetically as a practical homiletic and devotional guide to the earliest lay-
ers of classic Christian readings of biblical texts. It intends to be a brief compendium of reflections on
particular Septuagint, Old Latin and New Testament texts by their earliest Christian interpreters.
Hence it is not a commentary by modern standards, but it is a commentary by the standards of those

who anteceded and formed the basis of the modern commentary.

emerging out of revealed Scripture. The Talmud originated largely from the same period as the patristic writers, often using analogous meth-
ods of interpretation. In the Talmud the texts of the Mishnah are accompanied by direct quotations from key consensual commentators of
the late Judaic tradition. The format of the earliest published versions of the Talmud itself followed the early manuscript model of the medi-
eval glossa ordinaria in which patristic comments were organized around Scripture texts. Hence the ACCS gratefully acknowledges its affin-
ity and indebtedness to the early traditions of the catena and glossa ordinaria and of the tradition of rabbinic exegesis that accompanied early

Christian Scripture studies.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Many useful contemporary scholarly efforts are underway and are contributing significantly to the
recovery of classic Christian texts. Notable in English among these are the Fathers of the Church series
(Catholic University of America Press), Ancient Christian Writers (Paulist), Cistercian Studies (Cis-
tercian Publications), The Church’s Bible (Eerdmans), Message of the Fathers of the Church (Michael
Glazier, Liturgical Press) and Texts and Studies (Cambridge). In other languages similar efforts are
conspicuously found in Sources Chrétiennes, Corpus Christianorum (Series Graeca and Latina), Cor-
pus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, Texte
und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, Die griechischen christlichen
Schriftsteller, Patrologia Orientalis, Patrologia Syriaca, Biblioteca patristica, Les Péres dans la foi, Col-
lana di Testi Patristici, Letture cristiane delle origini, Letture cristiane del primo millennio, Cultura
cristiana antica, Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, Thesaurus Linguae Graecae and the Cetedoc series,
which offers in digital form the volumes of Corpus Christianorum. The Ancient Christian Commen-
tary on Scripture builds on the splendid work of all these studies, but focuses primarily and modestly

on the recovery of patristic biblical wisdom for contemporary preaching and lay spiritual formation.

Digital Research Tools and Results

The volume editors have been supported by a digital research team at Drew University which has
identified these classic comments by performing global searches of the Greek and Latin patristic
corpus. They have searched for these texts in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) digitalized
Greek database, the Cetedoc edition of the Latin texts of Corpus Christianorum from the Centre de
traitement électronique des documents (Université catholique de Louvain), the Chadwyck-Healey
Patrologia Latina Database (Migne) and the Packard Humanities Institute Latin databases. We
have also utilized the CD-ROM searchable version of the Early Church Fathers, of which the Drew
University project was an early cosponsor along with the Electronic Bible Society.

This has resulted in a plethora of raw Greek and Latin textual materials from which the vol-
ume editors have made discriminating choices.” In this way the project office has already supplied
to each volume editor’ a substantial read-out of Greek and Latin glosses, explanations, observa-
tions and comments on each verse or pericope of Scripture text.* Only a small percentage of this

raw material has in fact made the grade of our selection criteria. But such is the poignant work of

’Having searched Latin and Greek databases, we then solicited from our Coptic, Syriac and Armenian editorial experts selections from
these bodies of literature, seeking a fitting balance from all available exegetical traditions of ancient Christianity within our time frame.
To all these we added the material we could find already in English translation.

*Excepting those editors who preferred to do their own searching.

*TLG and Cetedoc are referenced more often than Migne or other printed Greek or Latin sources for these reasons: (1) the texts are
more quickly and easily accessed digitally in a single location; (2) the texts are more reliable and in a better critical edition; (3) we believe
that in the future these digital texts will be far more widely accessed both by novices and specialists; (4) short selections can be easily
downloaded; and (5) the context of each text can be investigated by the interested reader.
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the catenist, or of any compiler of a compendium for general use. The intent of the exercise is to
achieve brevity and economy of expression by exclusion of extraneous material, not to go into
critical explanatory detail.

Through the use of Boolean key word and phrase searches in these databases, the research team
identified the Greek and Latin texts from early Christian writers that refer to specific biblical pas-
sages. Where textual variants occur among the Old Latin texts or disputed Greek texts, they exe-
cuted key word searches with appropriate or expected variables, including allusions and analogies.
At this time of writing, the Drew University ACCS research staff has already completed most of
these intricate and prodigious computer searches, which would have been unthinkable before com-
puter technology.

The employment of these digital resources has yielded unexpected advantages: a huge residual
database, a means of identifying comments on texts not previously considered for catena usage, an
efficient and cost-effective deployment of human resources, and an abundance of potential material
for future studies in the history of exegesis. Most of this was accomplished by a highly talented
group of graduate students under the direction of Joel Scandrett, Michael Glerup and Joel Elowsky.
Prior to the technology of digital search and storage techniques, this series could hardly have been
produced, short of a vast army of researchers working by laborious hand and paper searches in scat-
tered libraries around the world.

Future readers of Scripture will increasingly be working with emerging forms of computer tech-
nology and interactive hypertext formats that will enable readers to search out quickly in more
detail ideas, texts, themes and terms found in the ancient Christian writers. The ACCS provides an
embryonic paradigm for how that can be done. Drew University offers the ACCS to serve both as a
potential research model and as an outcome of research. We hope that this printed series in tradi-
tional book form will in time be supplemented with a larger searchable, digitized version in some
stored-memory hypertext format. We continue to work with an astute consortium of computer and

research organizations to serve the future needs of both historical scholarship and theological study.

The Surfeit of Materials Brought to Light

We now know that there is virtually no portion of Scripture about which the ancient Christian
writers had little or nothing useful or meaningful to say. Many of them studied the Bible thoroughly
with deep contemplative discernment, comparing text with text, often memorizing large portions of
it. All chapters of all sixty-six books of the traditional Protestant canonical corpus have received
deliberate or occasional patristic exegetical or homiletic treatment. This series also includes patristic
commentary on texts not found in the Jewish canon (often designated the Apocrypha or deuteroca-
nonical writings) but that were included in ancient Greek Bibles (the Septuagint). These texts,

although not precisely the same texts in each tradition, remain part of the recognized canons of the
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Roman Catholic and Orthodox traditions.

While some books of the Bible are rich in verse-by-verse patristic commentaries (notably Gene-
sis, Psalms, Song of Solomon, Isaiah, Matthew, John and Romans), there are many others that are
lacking in intensive commentaries from this early period. Hence we have not limited our searches to
these formal commentaries, but sought allusions, analogies, cross-connections and references to
biblical texts in all sorts of patristic literary sources. There are many perceptive insights that have
come to us from homilies, letters, poetry, hymns, essays and treatises, that need not be arbitrarily
excluded from a catena. We have searched for succinct, discerning and moving passages both from
line-by-line commentaries (from authors such as Origen, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret of Cyr,
John Chrysostom, Jerome, Augustine and Bede) and from other literary genres. Out of a surfeit of
resulting raw materials, the volume editors have been invited to select the best, wisest and most rep-

resentative reflections of ancient Christian writers on a given biblical passage.

For Whom Is This Compendium Designed?

We have chosen and ordered these selections primarily for a general lay reading audience of nonpro-
fessionals who study the Bible regularly and who earnestly wish to have classic Christian observa-
tions on the text readily available to them. In vastly differing cultural settings, contemporary lay
readers are asking how they might grasp the meaning of sacred texts under the instruction of the
great minds of the ancient church.

Yet in so focusing our attention, we are determined not to neglect the rigorous requirements and
needs of academic readers who up to now have had starkly limited resources and compendia in the
history of exegesis. The series, which is being translated into the languages of half the world’s popu-
lation, is designed to serve public libraries, universities, crosscultural studies and historical interests
worldwide. It unapologetically claims and asserts its due and rightful place as a staple source book
for the history of Western literature.

Our varied audiences (lay, pastoral and academic) are much broader than the highly technical
and specialized scholarly field of patristic studies. They are not limited to university scholars con-
centrating on the study of the history of the transmission of the text or to those with highly focused
interests in textual morphology or historical-critical issues and speculations. Though these remain
crucial concerns for specialists, they are not the paramount interest of the editors of the Ancient
Christian Commentary on Scripture. Our work is largely targeted straightaway for a pastoral audi-
ence and more generally to a larger audience of laity who want to reflect and meditate with the early
church about the plain sense, theological wisdom, and moral and spiritual meaning of particular
Scripture texts.

There are various legitimate competing visions of how such a patristic commentary should be

developed, each of which were carefully pondered in our feasibility study and its follow-up. With
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high respect to alternative conceptions, there are compelling reasons why the Drew University
project has been conceived as a practically usable commentary addressed first of all to informed lay
readers and more broadly to pastors of Protestant, Catholic and Orthodox traditions. Only in an
ancillary way do we have in mind as our particular audience the guild of patristic academics,
although we welcome their critical assessment of our methods. If we succeed in serving lay and pas-
toral readers practically and well, we expect these texts will also be advantageously used by college
and seminary courses in Bible, hermeneutics, church history, historical theology and homiletics,
since they are not easily accessible otherwise.

The series seeks to offer to Christian laity what the Talmud and Midrashim have long offered to
Jewish readers. These foundational sources are finding their way into many public school libraries
and into the obligatory book collections of many churches, pastors, teachers and lay persons. It is
our intent and the publishers’ commitment to keep the whole series in print for many years to come
and to make it available on an economically viable subscription basis.

There is an emerging awareness among Catholic, Protestant and Orthodox laity that vital bibli-
cal preaching and teaching stand in urgent need of some deeper grounding beyond the scope of the
historical-critical orientations that have dominated and at times eclipsed biblical studies in our time.

Renewing religious communities of prayer and service (crisis ministries, urban and campus min-
istries, counseling ministries, retreat ministries, monasteries, grief ministries, ministries of compas-
sion, etc.) are being drawn steadily and emphatically toward these biblical and patristic sources for
meditation and spiritual formation. These communities are asking for primary source texts of spiri-
tual formation presented in accessible form, well-grounded in reliable scholarship and dedicated to

practical use.

The Premature Discrediting of the Catena Tradition

We gratefully acknowledge our affinity and indebtedness to the spirit and literary form of the early
traditions of the catena and glossa ordinaria that sought authoritatively to collect salient classic inter-
pretations of ancient exegetes on each biblical text. Our editorial work has benefited by utilizing and
adapting those traditions for today’s readers.

It is regrettable that this distinctive classic approach has been not only shelved but peculiarly mis-
placed for several centuries. It has been a long time since any attempt has been made to produce this
sort of commentary. Under fire from modern critics, the catena approach dwindled to almost noth-
ing by the nineteenth century and has not until now been revitalized in this postcritical situation.
Ironically, it is within our own so-called progressive and broad-minded century that these texts have
been more systematically hidden away and ignored than in any previous century of Christian schol-
arship. With all our historical and publishing competencies, these texts have been regrettably

denied to hearers of Christian preaching in our time, thus revealing the dogmatic biases of moder-
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nity (modern chauvinism, naturalism and autonomous individualism).

Nineteenth- and twentieth-century exegesis has frequently displayed a philosophical bias toward
naturalistic reductionism. Most of the participants in the ACCS project have lived through dozens
of iterations of these cycles of literary and historical criticism, seeking earnestly to expound and
interpret the text out of ever-narrowing empiricist premises. For decades Scripture teachers and
pastors have sailed the troubled waters of assorted layers and trends within academic criticism.
Preachers have attempted to digest and utilize these approaches, yet have often found the outcomes
disappointing. There is an increasing awareness of the speculative excesses and the spiritual and
homiletic limitations of much post-Enlightenment criticism.

Meanwhile the motifs, methods and approaches of ancient exegetes have remained shockingly
unfamiliar not only to ordained clergy but to otherwise highly literate biblical scholars, trained
exhaustively in the methods of scientific criticism. Amid the vast exegetical labors of the last two
centuries, the ancient Christian exegetes have seldom been revisited, and then only marginally and
often tendentiously. We have clear and indisputable evidence of the prevailing modern contempt for
classic exegesis, namely that the extensive and once authoritative classic commentaries on Scripture
still remain untranslated into modern languages. Even in China this has not happened to classic
Buddhist and Confucian commentaries.

This systematic modern scholarly neglect is seen not only among Protestants, but also is wide-
spread among Catholics and even Orthodox, where ironically the Fathers are sometimes piously
venerated while not being energetically read.

So two powerful complementary contemporary forces are at work to draw our lay audience once
again toward these texts and to free them from previous limited premises: First, this series is a
response to the deep hunger for classical Christian exegesis and for the history of exegesis, partly
because it has been so long neglected. Second, there is a growing demoralization in relation to actual
useful exegetical outcomes of post-Enlightenment historicist and naturalistic-reductionist criticism.
Both of these animating energies are found among lay readers of Roman, Eastern and Protestant
traditions.

Through the use of the chronological lists and biographical sketches at the back of each volume,
readers can locate in time and place the voices displayed in the exegesis of a particular pericope. The
chains (catenae) of interpretation of a particular biblical passage thus provide glimpses into the his-
tory of the interpretation of a given text. This pattern has venerable antecedents in patristic and
medieval exegesis of both Eastern and Western traditions, as well as important expressions in the

Reformation tradition.

The Ecumenical Range and Intent

Recognition of need for the Fathers” wisdom ranges over many diverse forms of Christianity. This
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has necessitated the cooperation of scholars of widely diverse Christian communities to accomplish
the task fairly and in a balanced way. It has been a major ecumenical undertaking,

Under this classic textual umbrella, this series brings together in common spirit Christians who
have long distanced themselves from each other through separate and often competing church
memories. Under this welcoming umbrella are gathering conservative Protestants with Eastern
Orthodox, Baptists with Roman Catholics, Reformed with Arminians and charismatics, Anglicans
with Pentecostals, high with low church adherents, and premodern traditionalists with postmodern
classicists.

How is it that such varied Christians are able to find inspiration and common faith in these texts?
Why are these texts and studies so intrinsically ecumenical, so catholic in their cultural range?
Because all of these traditions have an equal right to appeal to the early history of Christian exegesis.
All of these traditions can, without a sacrifice of intellect, come together to study texts common to
them all. These classic texts have decisively shaped the entire subsequent history of exegesis. Protes-
tants have a right to the Fathers. Athanasius is not owned by Copts, nor is Augustine owned by
North Africans. These minds are the common possession of the whole church. The Orthodox do
not have exclusive rights over Basil, nor do the Romans over Gregory the Great. Christians every-
where have equal claim to these riches and are discovering them and glimpsing their unity in the
body of Christ.

From many varied Christian traditions this project has enlisted as volume editors a team of lead-
ing international scholars in ancient Christian writings and the history of exegesis. Among Eastern
Orthodox contributors are Professors Andrew Louth of Durham University in England and George
Dragas of Holy Cross (Greek Orthodox) School of Theology in Brookline, Massachusetts. Among
Roman Catholic scholars are Benedictine scholar Mark Sheridan of the San Anselmo University of
Rome, Jesuit Joseph Lienhard of Fordham University in New York, Cistercian Father Francis Mar-
tin of the Catholic University of America, Alberto Ferreiro of Seattle Pacific University, and Sever
Voicu of the Eastern European (Romanian) Uniate Catholic tradition, who teaches at the Augustin-
ian Patristic Institute of Rome. The New Testament series is inaugurated with the volume on Mat-
thew offered by the renowned Catholic authority in the history of exegesis, Manlio Simonetti of the
University of Rome. Among Anglican communion contributors are Mark Edwards (Oxford),
Bishop Kenneth Stevenson (Fareham, Hampshire, in England), J. Robert Wright (New York),
Anders Bergquist (St. Albans), Peter Gorday (Atlanta) and Gerald Bray (Cambridge, England, and
Birmingham, Alabama). Among Lutheran contributors are Quentin Wesselschmidt (St. Louis),
Philip Krey and Eric Heen (Philadelphia), and Arthur Just, William Weinrich and Dean O. Wenthe
(all of Ft. Wayne, Indiana). Among distinguished Protestant Reformed, Baptist and other evangeli-
cal scholars are John Sailhamer and Steven McKinion (Wake Forest, North Carolina), Craig
Blaising and Carmen Hardin (Louisville, Kentucky), Christopher Hall (St. Davids, Pennsylvania),
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J. Ligon Duncan IIT (Jackson, Mississippi), Thomas McCullough (Danville, Kentucky), John R.
Franke (Hatfield, Pennsylvania) and Mark Elliott (Hope University Liverpool).

The international team of editors was selected in part to reflect this ecumenical range. They were
chosen on the premise not only that they were competent to select fairly those passages that best
convey the consensual tradition of early Christian exegesis, but also that they would not omit signif-
icant voices within it. They have searched insofar as possible for those comments that self-evidently
would be most widely received generally by the whole church of all generations, East and West.

This is not to suggest or imply that all patristic writers agree. One will immediately see upon
reading these selections that within the boundaries of orthodoxy, that is, excluding outright denials
of ecumenically received teaching, there are many views possible about a given text or idea and that
these different views may be strongly affected by wide varieties of social environments and contexts.

The Drew University project has been meticulous about commissioning volume editors. We
have sought out world-class scholars, preeminent in international biblical and patristic scholarship,
and wise in the history of exegesis. We have not been disappointed. We have enlisted a diverse team
of editors, fitting for a global audience that bridges the major communions of Christianity.

The project editors have striven for a high level of consistency and literary quality over the course
of this series. As with most projects of this sort, the editorial vision and procedures are progressively

being refined and sharpened and fed back into the editorial process.

Honoring Theological Reasoning

Since it stands in the service of the worshiping community, the ACCS unabashedly embraces crucial
ecumenical premises as the foundation for its method of editorial selections: revelation in history,
trinitarian coherence, divine providence in history, the Christian kerygma, regula fidei et caritatis (“the
rule of faith and love”), the converting work of the Holy Spirit. These are common assumptions of
the living communities of worship that are served by the commentary.

It is common in this transgenerational community of faith to assume that the early consensual
ecumenical teachers were led by the Spirit in their interpretive efforts and in their transmitting of
Christian truth amid the hazards of history. These texts assume some level of unity and continuity
of ecumenical consensus in the mind of the believing church, a consensus more clearly grasped in
the patristic period than later. We would be less than true to the sacred text if we allowed modern
assumptions to overrun these premises.

An extended project such as this requires a well-defined objective that serves constantly as the
organizing principle and determines which approaches take priority in what sort of balance. This
objective informs the way in which tensions inherent in its complexity are managed. This objective
has already been summarized in the three goals mentioned at the beginning of this introduction. To

alter any one of these goals would significantly alter the character of the whole task. We view our
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work not only as an academic exercise with legitimate peer review in the academic community, but
also as a vocation, a task primarily undertaken coram Deo (“before God”) and not only coram homini-
bus (“before humanity”). We have been astonished that we have been led far beyond our original
intention into a Chinese translation and other translations into major world languages.

This effort is grounded in a deep respect for a distinctively theological reading of Scripture that
cannot be reduced to historical, philosophical, scientific or sociological insights or methods. It takes
seriously the venerable tradition of ecumenical reflection concerning the premises of revelation,
apostolicity, canon and consensuality. A high priority is granted here, contrary to modern assump-
tions, to theological, christological and triune reasoning as the distinguishing premises of classic
Christian thought. This approach does not pit theology against critical theory; instead, it incorpo-
rates critical methods and brings them into coordinate accountability within its overarching homi-
letic-theological-pastoral purposes. Such an endeavor does not cater to any cadre of modern ide-

ological advocacy.

Why Evangelicals Are Increasingly Drawn Toward Patristic Exegesis

Surprising to some, the most extensive new emergent audience for patristic exegesis is found among
the expanding worldwide audience of evangelical readers who are now burgeoning from a history of
revivalism that has often been thought to be historically unaware. This is a tradition that has often
been caricatured as critically backward and hermeneutically challenged. Now Baptist and Pentecos-
tal laity are rediscovering the history of the Holy Spirit. This itself is arguably a work of the Holy
Spirit. As those in these traditions continue to mature, they recognize their need for biblical
resources that go far beyond those that have been made available to them in both the pietistic and
historical-critical traditions.

Both pietism and the Enlightenment were largely agreed in expressing disdain for patristic and
classic forms of exegesis. Vital preaching and exegesis must now venture beyond the constrictions of
historical-critical work of the century following Schweitzer and beyond the personal existential story-
telling of pietism.

During the time I have served as senior editor and executive editor of Christianity Today, I have
been privileged to surf in these volatile and exciting waves. It has been for me (as a theologian of a
liberal mainline communion) like an ongoing seminar in learning to empathize with the tensions,
necessities and hungers of the vast heterogeneous evangelical audience.

But why just now is this need for patristic wisdom felt particularly by evangelical leaders and
laity? Why are worldwide evangelicals increasingly drawn toward ancient exegesis? What accounts
for this rapid and basic reversal of mood among the inheritors of the traditions of Protestant revival-
ism? It is partly because the evangelical tradition has been long deprived of any vital contact with

these patristic sources since the days of Luther, Calvin and Wesley, who knew them well.
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This commentary is dedicated to allowing ancient Christian exegetes to speak for themselves. It
will not become fixated unilaterally on contemporary criticism. It will provide new textual resources
for the lay reader, teacher and pastor that have lain inaccessible during the last two centuries. With-
out avoiding historical-critical issues that have already received extensive exploration in our time, it
will seek to make available to our present-day audience the multicultural, transgenerational, multi-
lingual resources of the ancient ecumenical Christian tradition. It is an awakening, growing, hungry
and robust audience.

Such an endeavor is especially poignant and timely now because increasing numbers of evangelical
Protestants are newly discovering rich dimensions of dialogue and widening areas of consensus with
Orthodox and Catholics on divisive issues long thought irreparable. The study of the Fathers on Scrip-
ture promises to further significant interactions between Protestants and Catholics on issues that have
plagued them for centuries: justification, authority, Christology, sanctification and eschatology. Why?
Because they can find in pre-Reformation texts a common faith to which Christians can appeal. And
this is an arena in which Protestants distinctively feel at home: biblical authority and interpretation. A
profound yearning broods within the heart of evangelicals for the recovery of the history of exegesis as

a basis for the renewal of preaching, This series offers resources for that renewal.

Steps Toward Selections
In moving from raw data to making selections, the volume editors have been encouraged to move
judiciously through three steps:

Step 1: Reviewing extant Greek and Latin commentaries. The volume editors have been responsible
for examining the line-by-line commentaries and homilies on the texts their volume covers. Much of
this material remains untranslated into English and some of it into any modern language.

Step 2: Reviewing digital searches. The volume editors have been responsible for examining the
results of digital searches into the Greek and Latin databases. To get the gist of the context of the
passage, ordinarily about ten lines above the raw digital reference and ten lines after the reference
have been downloaded for printed output. Biblia Patristica has been consulted as needed, especially
in cases where the results of the digital searches have been thin. Then the volume editors have deter-
mined from these potential digital hits and from published texts those that should be regarded as
more serious possibilities for inclusion.

Step 3. Making selections. Having assembled verse-by-verse comments from the Greek and Latin
digital databases, from extant commentaries, and from already translated English sources, either on
disk or in paper printouts, the volume editors have then selected the best comments and reflections
of ancient Christian writers on a given biblical text, following agreed upon criteria. The intent is to
set apart those few sentences or paragraphs of patristic comment that best reflect the mind of the

believing church on that pericope.
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The Method of Making Selections

It is useful to provide an explicit account of precisely how we made these selections. We invite others
to attempt similar procedures and compare outcomes on particular passages.” We welcome the counsel
of others who might review our choices and suggest how they might have been better made. We have
sought to avoid unconsciously biasing our selections, and we have solicited counsel to help us achieve
this end.

In order that the whole project might remain cohesive, the protocols for making commentary
selections have been jointly agreed upon and stated clearly in advance by the editors, publishers,
translators and research teams of the ACCS. What follows is our checklist in assembling these
extracts.

The following principles of selection have been mutually agreed upon to guide the editors in making
spare, wise, meaningful catena selections from the vast patristic corpus:

1. From our huge database with its profuse array of possible comments, we have preferred those
passages that have enduring relevance, penetrating significance, crosscultural applicability and prac-
tical applicability.

2. The volume editors have sought to identify patristic selections that display trenchant rhetori-
cal strength and self-evident persuasive power, so as not to require extensive secondary explanation.
The editorial challenge has been to identify the most vivid comments and bring them to accurate
translation.

We hope that in most cases selections will be pungent, memorable, quotable, aphoristic and
short (often a few sentences or a single paragraph) rather than extensive technical homilies or
detailed expositions, and that many will have some narrative interest and illuminative power. This
criterion follows in the train of much Talmudic, Midrashic and rabbinic exegesis. In some cases,
however, detailed comments and longer sections of homilies have been considered worthy of inclu-
sion.

3. We seek the most representative comments that best reflect the mind of the believing
church (of all times and cultures). Selections focus more on the attempt to identify consensual
strains of exegesis than sheer speculative brilliance or erratic innovation. The thought or inter-
pretation can emerge out of individual creativity, but it must not be inconsistent with what the
apostolic tradition teaches and what the church believes. What the consensual tradition trusts
least is individualistic innovation that has not yet subtly learned what the worshiping community
already knows.

Hence we are less interested in idiosyncratic interpretations of a given text than we are in those

°A number of Ph.D. dissertations are currently being written on the history of exegesis of a particular passage of Scripture. This may
develop into an emerging academic methodology that promises to change both biblical and patristic studies in favor of careful textual

and intertextual analysis, consensuality assessment and history of interpretation, rather than historicist and naturalistic reductionism.
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texts that fairly represent the central flow of ecumenical consensual exegesis. Just what is central is
left for the fair professional judgment of our ecumenically distinguished Orthodox, Protestant and
Catholic volume editors to discern. We have included, for example, many selections from among the
best comments of Origen and Tertullian, but not those authors” peculiar eccentricities that have
been widely distrusted by the ancient ecumenical tradition.

4. We have especially sought out for inclusion those consensus-bearing authors who have been
relatively disregarded, often due to their social location or language or nationality, insofar as their
work is resonant with the mainstream of ancient consensual exegesis. This is why we have sought
out special consultants in Syriac, Coptic and Armenian.

5. We have sought to cull out annoying, coarse, graceless, absurdly allegoric;116 or racially offensive
interpretations. But where our selections may have some of those edges, we have supplied footnotes to
assist readers better to understand the context and intent of the text.

6. We have constantly sought an appropriate balance of Eastern, Western and African tradi-
tions. We have intentionally attempted to include Alexandrian, Antiochene, Roman, Syriac, Cop-
tic and Armenian traditions of interpretation. Above all, we want to provide sound, stimulating,
reliable exegesis and illuminating exposition of the text by the whole spectrum of classic Chris-
tian writers.

7. We have made a special effort where possible to include the voices of women’ such as Macrina,®
Eudoxia, Egeria, Faltonia Betitia Proba, the Sayings of the Desert Mothers and others who report the
biblical interpretations of women of the ancient Christian tradition.

8. In order to anchor the commentary solidly in primary sources so as to allow the ancient Chris-
tian writers to address us on their own terms, the focus is on the texts of the ancient Christian writ-
ers themselves, not on modern commentators’ views or opinions of the ancient writers. We have
looked for those comments on Scripture that will assist the contemporary reader to encounter the
deepest level of penetration of the text that has been reached by is best interpreters living amid
highly divergent early Christian social settings.

Our purpose is not to engage in critical speculations on textual variants or stemma of the text, or

“Allegorical treatments of texts are not to be ruled out, bu fairly and judiciously assessed as to their explanatory value and typicality.
There is a prevailing stereotype that ancient Christian exegesis is so saturated with allegory as to make it almost useless. After making
our selections on a merit basis according to our criteria, we were surprised at the limited extent of protracted allegorical passages
selected. After making a count of allegorical passages, we discovered that less than one twentieth of these selections have a decisive alle-
gorical concentration. So while allegory is admittedly an acceptable model of exegesis for the ancient Christian writers, especially those
of the Alexandrian school and especially with regard to Old Testament texts, it has not turned out to be as dominant a model as we had
thought it might be.

7Thr0ugh the letters, histories, theological and biographical writings of Tertullian, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, Jerome,
John Chrysostom, Palladius, Augustine, Ephrem, Gerontius, Paulinus of Nola and many anonymous writers (of the Lives of Mary of
Egypt, Thais, Pelagia).

$Whose voice is heard through her younger brother, Gregory of Nyssa.
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extensive deliberations on its cultural context or social location, however useful those exercises may
be, but to present the most discerning comments of the ancient Christian writers with a minimum
of distraction. This project would be entirely misconceived if thought of as a modern commentary
on patristic commentaries.

9. We have intentionally sought out and gathered comments that will aid effective preaching,
comments that give us a firmer grasp of the plain sense of the text, its authorial intent, and its spiri-
tual meaning for the worshiping community. We want to help Bible readers and teachers gain ready
access to the deepest reflection of the ancient Christian community of faith on any particular text of
Scripture.

It would have inordinately increased the word count and cost if our intention had been to amass
exhaustively all that had ever been said about a Scripture text by every ancient Christian writer.
Rather we have deliberately selected out of this immense data stream the strongest patristic inter-
pretive reflections on the text and sought to deliver them in accurate English translation.

To refine and develop these guidelines, we have sought to select as volume editors either
patristics scholars who understand the nature of preaching and the history of exegesis, or biblical
scholars who are at ease working with classical Greek and Latin sources. We have preferred edi-
tors who are sympathetic to the needs of lay persons and pastors alike, who are generally familiar
with the patristic corpus in its full range, and who intuitively understand the dilemma of preach-
ing today. The international and ecclesiastically diverse character of this team of editors corre-
sponds with the global range of our task and audience, which bridge all major communions of

Christianity.

Is the ACCS a Commentary?
We have chosen to call our work a commentary, and with good reason. A commentary, in its plain
sense definition, is“a series of illustrative or explanatory notes on any important work, as on the Scrip-
tures.”” Commentary is an Anglicized form of the Latin commentarius (an “annotation” or “memoranda”
on a subject or text or series of events). In its theological meaning it is a work that explains, analyzes or
expounds a portion of Scripture. In antiquity it was a book of notes explaining some earlier work such
as Julius Hyginus's commentaries on Virgil in the first century. Jerome mentions many commentators
on secular texts before his time.

The commentary is typically preceded by a proem in which the questions are asked: who wrote
it? why? when? to whom? etc. Comments may deal with grammatical or lexical problems in the text.
An attempt is made to provide the gist of the author’s thought or motivation, and perhaps to deal

with sociocultural influences at work in the text or philological nuances. A commentary usually

°Funk & Wagnalls New “Standard” Dictionary of the English Language (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1947).
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takes a section of a classical text and seeks to make its meaning clear to readers today, or proximately
clearer, in line with the intent of the author.

The Western literary genre of commentary is definitively shaped by the history of early Christian
commentaries on Scripture, from Origen and Hilary through John Chrysostom and Cyril of Alex-
andria to Thomas Aquinas and Nicolas of Lyra. It leaves too much unsaid simply to assume that the
Christian biblical commentary took a previously extant literary genre and reshaped it for Christian
texts. Rather it is more accurate to say that the Western literary genre of the commentary (and espe-
cially the biblical commentary) has patristic commentaries as its decisive pattern and prototype, and
those commentaries have strongly influenced the whole Western conception of the genre of com-
mentary. Only in the last two centuries, since the development of modern historicist methods of
criticism, have some scholars sought to delimit the definition of a commentary more strictly so as to
include only historicist interests—philological and grammatical insights, inquiries into author, date
and setting, or into sociopolitical or economic circumstances, or literary analyses of genre, structure
and function of the text, or questions of textual criticism and reliability. The ACCS editors do not
feel apologetic about calling this work a commentary in its classic sense.

Many astute readers of modern commentaries are acutely aware of one of their most persistent
habits of mind: control of the text by the interpreter, whereby the ancient text comes under the
power (values, assumptions, predispositions, ideological biases) of the modern interpreter. This
habit is based upon a larger pattern of modern chauvinism that views later critical sources as more
worthy than earlier. This prejudice tends to view the biblical text primarily or sometimes exclusively
through historical-critical lenses accommodative to modernity.

Although we respect these views and our volume editors are thoroughly familiar with contempo-
rary biblical criticism, the ACCS editors freely take the assumption that the Christian canon is to be
respected as the church’s sacred text. The text’s assumptions about itself cannot be made less impor-
tant than modern assumptions about it. The reading and preaching of Scripture are vital to the
church’s life. The central hope of the ACCS endeavor is that it might contribute in some small way
to the revitalization of that life through a renewed discovery of the earliest readings of the church’s

Scriptures.

A Gentle Caveat for Those Who Expect Ancient Writers to Conform to Modern
Assumptions

If one begins by assuming as normative for a commentary the typical modern expression of what a
commentary is and the preemptive truthfulness of modern critical methods, the classic Christian
exegetes are by definition always going to appear as dated, quaint, premodern, hence inadequate,
and in some instances comic or even mean-spirited, prejudiced, unjust and oppressive. So in the

interest of hermeneutic fairness, it is recommended that the modern reader not impose on ancient
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Christian exegetes lately achieved modern assumptions about the valid reading of Scripture. The
ancient Christian writers constantly challenge what were later to become these unspoken, hidden
and often indeed camouflaged modern assumptions.

This series does not seek to resolve the debate between the merits of ancient and modern exege-
sis in each text examined. Rather it seeks merely to present the excerpted comments of the ancient
interpreters with as few distractions as possible. We will leave it to others to discuss the merits of
ancient versus modern methods of exegesis. But even this cannot be done adequately without exten-
sively examining the texts of ancient exegesis. And until now biblical scholars have not had easy
access to many of these texts. This is what this series is for.

The purpose of exegesis in the patristic period was humbly to seek the revealed truth the Scrip-
tures convey. Often it was not even offered to those who were as yet unready to put it into practice.
In these respects much modern exegesis is entirely different: It does not assume the truth of Scrip-
ture as revelation, nor does it submit personally to the categorical moral requirement of the revealed
text: that it be taken seriously as divine address. Yet we are here dealing with patristic writers who
assumed that readers would not even approach an elementary discernment of the meaning of the
text if they were not ready to live in terms of its revelation, i.e., to practice it in order to hear it, as
was recommended so often in the classic tradition.

The patristic models of exegesis often do not conform to modern commentary assumptions that
tend to resist or rule out chains of scriptural reference. These are often demeaned as deplorable
proof-texting. But among the ancient Christian writers such chains of biblical reference were very
important in thinking about the text in relation to the whole testimony of sacred Scripture by the
analogy of faith, comparing text with text, on the premise that scripturam ex scriptura explicandam esse
(“Scripture is best explained from Scripture”).

We beg readers not to force the assumptions of twentieth-century fundamentalism on the
ancient Christian writers, who themselves knew nothing of what we now call fundamentalism. It is
uncritical to conclude that they were simple fundamentalists in the modern sense. Patristic exegesis
was not fundamentalist, because the Fathers were not reacting against modern naturalistic reduc-
tionism. They were constantly protesting a merely literal or plain-sense view of the text, always
looking for its spiritual and moral and typological nuances. Modern fundamentalism oppositely is a
defensive response branching out and away from modern historicism, which looks far more like
modern historicism than ancient typological reasoning. Ironically, this makes both liberal and fun-
damentalist exegesis much more like each other than either are like the ancient Christian exegesis,
because they both tend to appeal to rationalistic and historicist assumptions raised to the forefront
by the Enlightenment.

Since the principle prevails in ancient Christian exegesis that each text is illumined by other

texts and by the whole of the history of revelation, we find in patristic comments on a given text
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many other subtexts interwoven in order to illumine that text. When ancient exegesis weaves many
Scriptures together, it does not limit its focus to a single text as much modern exegesis prefers, but
constantly relates it to other texts by analogy, intensively using typological reasoning as did the rab-
binic tradition.

The attempt to read the New Testament while ruling out all theological and moral, to say noth-
ing of ecclesiastical, sacramental and dogmatic assumptions that have prevailed generally in the
community of faith that wrote it, seems to many who participate in that community today a very
thin enterprise indeed. When we try to make sense of the New Testament while ruling out the plau-
sibility of the incarnation and resurrection, the effort appears arrogant and distorted. One who ten-
dentiously reads one page of patristic exegesis, gasps and tosses it away because it does not conform
adequately to the canons of modern exegesis and historicist commentary is surely no model of criti-

cal effort.

On Misogyny and Anti-Semitism

The questions of anti-Semitism and misogyny require circumspect comment. The patristic writers
are perceived by some to be incurably anti-Semitic or misogynous or both. I would like to briefly
attempt a cautious apologia for the ancient Christian writers, leaving details to others more deliber-
ate efforts. I know how hazardous this is, especially when done briefly. But it has become such a
stumbling block to some of our readers that it prevents them even from listening to the ancient ecu-
menical teachers. The issue deserves some reframing and careful argumentation.

Although these are challengeable assumptions and highly controverted, it is my view that mod-
ern racial anti-Semitism was not in the minds of the ancient Christian writers. Their arguments
were not framed in regard to the hatred of a race, but rather the place of the elect people of God, the
Jews, in the history of the divine-human covenant that is fulfilled in Jesus Christ. Patristic argu-
ments may have had the unintended effect of being unfair to women according to modern stan-
dards, but their intention was to understand the role of women according to apostolic teaching,

This does not solve all of the tangled moral questions regarding the roles of Christians in the his-
tories of anti-Semitism and misogyny, which require continuing fair-minded study and clarification.
Whether John Chrysostom or Justin Martyr were anti-Semitic depends on whether the term anti-
Semitic has a racial or religious-typological definition. In my view, the patristic texts that appear to
modern readers to be anti-Semitic in most cases have a typological reference and are based on a spe-
cific approach to the interpretation of Scripture—the analogy of faith—which assesses each partic-
ular text in relation to the whole trend of the history of revelation and which views the difference
between Jew and Gentile under christological assumptions and not merely as a matter of genetics or
race.

Even in their harshest strictures against Judaizing threats to the gospel, they did not consider
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Jews as racially or genetically inferior people, as modern anti-Semites are prone to do. Even in their
comments on Paul’s strictures against women teaching, they showed little or no animus against the
female gender as such, but rather exalted women as“the glory of man.”

Compare the writings of Rosemary Radford Ruether and David C. Ford" on these perplexing
issues. Ruether steadily applies modern criteria of justice to judge the inadequacies of the ancient
Christian writers. Ford seeks to understand the ancient Christian writers empathically from within
their own historical assumptions, limitations, scriptural interpretations and deeper intentions.
While both treatments are illuminating, Ford’s treatment comes closer to a fair-minded assessment

of patristic intent.

A Note on Pelagius

The selection criteria do not rule out passages from Pelagius's commentaries at those points at
which they provide good exegesis. This requires special explanation, if we are to hold fast to our cri-
terion of consensuality.

The literary corpus of Pelagius remains highly controverted. Though Pelagius was by general
consent the arch-heretic of the early fifth century, Pelagius’s edited commentaries, as we now have
them highly worked over by later orthodox writers, were widely read and preserved for future gen-
erations under other names. So Pelagius presents us with a textual dilemma.

Until 1934 all we had was a corrupted text of his Pauline commentary and fragments quoted by
Augustine. Since then his works have been much studied and debated, and we now know that the
Pelagian corpus has been so warped by a history of later redactors that we might be tempted not to
quote it at all. But it does remain a significant source of fifth-century comment on Paul. So we can-
not simply ignore it. My suggestion is that the reader is well advised not to equate the fifth-century
Pelagius too easily with later standard stereotypes of the arch-heresy of Pelagianism.""

It has to be remembered that the text of Pelagius on Paul as we now have it was preserved in the
corpus of Jerome and probably reworked in the sixth century by either Primasius or Cassiodorus or
both. These commentaries were repeatedly recycled and redacted, so what we have today may be
regarded as consonant with much standard later patristic thought and exegesis, excluding, of course,
that which is ecumenically censured as“Pelagianism.”

Pelagius’s original text was in specific ways presumably explicitly heretical, but what we have now

is largely unexceptional, even if it is still possible to detect points of disagreement with Augustine.

""Rosemary Radford Ruether, Gregory of Nazianzus: Rhetor and Philosopher (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969); Rosemary Radford Ruether,
ed., Religion and Sexism: Images of Woman in the Jewish and Christian Traditions (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1974); David C. Ford,
“Men and Women in the Early Church: The Full Views of St. John Chrysostom” (So. Canaan, Penn.: St. Tikhon’s Orthodox Theolog-
ical Seminary, 1995). Cf. related works by John Meyendorff, Stephen B. Clark and Paul K. Jewett.

HCf, Adalbert Hamman, Supplementum to PL 1:1959, cols. 1101-1570.
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We may have been ill-advised to quote this material as “Pelagius” and perhaps might have quoted it

as“Pseudo-Pelagius” or “Anonymous,” but here we follow contemporary reference practice.

What to Expect from the Introductions, Overviews and the Design of the Commentary
In writing the introduction for a particular volume, the volume editor typically discusses the opin-
ion of the Fathers regarding authorship of the text, the importance of the biblical book for patristic
interpreters, the availability or paucity of patristic comment, any salient points of debate between
the Fathers, and any particular challenges involved in editing that particular volume. The introduc-
tion affords the opportunity to frame the entire commentary in a manner that will help the general
reader understand the nature and significance of patristic comment on the biblical texts under con-
sideration, and to help readers find their bearings and use the commentary in an informed way.

The purpose of the overview is to give readers a brief glimpse into the cumulative argument of the
pericope, identifying its major patristic contributors. This is a task of summarizing. We here seek to
render a service to readers by stating the gist of patristic argument on a series of verses. Ideally the
overview should track a reasonably cohesive thread of argument among patristic comments on the
pericope, even though they are derived from diverse sources and times. The design of the overview
may vary somewhat from volume to volume of this series, depending on the requirements of the
specific book of Scripture.

The purpose of the selection heading is to introduce readers quickly into the subject matter of that
selection. In this way readers can quickly grasp what is coming by glancing over the headings and
overview. Usually it is evident upon examination that some phrase in the selection naturally defines
the subject of the heading. Several verses may be linked together for comment.

Since biographical information on each ancient Christian writer is in abundant supply in various
general reference works, dictionaries and encyclopedias, the ACCS has no reason to duplicate these
efforts. But we have provided in each volume a simple chronological list of those quoted in that vol-
ume, and an alphabetical set of biographical sketches with minimal ecclesiastical, jurisdictional and
place identifications.

Each passage of Scripture presents its own distinct set of problems concerning both selection and
translation. The sheer quantity of textual materials that has been searched out, assessed and
reviewed varies widely from book to book. There are also wide variations in the depth of patristic
insight into texts, the complexity of culturally shaped allusions and the modern relevance of the
materials examined. It has been a challenge to each volume editor to draw together and develop a
reasonably cohesive sequence of textual interpretations from all of this diversity.

The footnotes intend to assist readers with obscurities and potential confusions. In the annota-
tions we have identified many of the Scripture allusions and historical references embedded within

the texts.
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The aim of our editing is to help readers move easily from text to text through a deliberate edito-
rial linking process that is seen in the overviews, headings and annotations. We have limited the
footnotes to roughly less than a one in ten ratio to the patristic texts themselves. Abbreviations are
used in the footnotes, and a list of abbreviations is included in each volume. We found that the task
of editorial linkage need not be forced into a single pattern for all biblical books but must be molded

by that particular book.

The Complementarity of Interdisciplinary Research Methods in This Investigation

The ACCS is intrinsically an interdisciplinary research endeavor. It conjointly employs several
diverse but interrelated methods of research, each of which is a distinct field of inquiry in its own
right. Principal among these methods are the following:

Textual criticism. No literature is ever transmitted by handwritten manuscripts without the risk
of some variations in the text creeping in. Because we are working with ancient texts, frequently
recopied, we are obliged to employ all methods of inquiry appropriate to the study of ancient texts.
To that end, we have depended heavily on the most reliable text-critical scholarship employed in
both biblical and patristic studies. The work of textual critics in these fields has been invaluable in
providing us with the most authoritative and reliable versions of ancient texts currently available.
We have gratefully employed the extensive critical analyses used in creating the Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae and Cetedoc databases.

In respect to the biblical texts, our database researchers and volume editors have often been faced
with the challenge of considering which variants within the biblical text itself are assumed in a par-
ticular selection. It is not always self-evident which translation or stemma of the biblical text is being
employed by the ancient commentator. We have supplied explanatory footnotes in some cases
where these various textual challenges may raise potential concerns for readers.

Social-historical contextualization. Our volume editors have sought to understand the historical, social,
economic and political contexts of the selections taken from these ancient texts. This understanding is
often vital to the process of discerning what a given comment means or intends and which comments
are most appropriate to the biblical passage at hand. However, our mission is not primarily to discuss
these contexts extensively or to display them in the references. We are not primarily interested in the
social location of the text or the philological history of particular words or in the societal consequences
of the text, however interesting or evocative these may be. Some of these questions, however, can be
treated briefly in the footnotes wherever the volume editors deem necessary.

Though some modest contextualization of patristic texts is at times useful and required, our pur-
pose is not to provide a detailed social-historical placement of each patristic text. That would
require volumes ten times this size. We know there are certain texts that need only slight contextu-

alization, others that require a great deal more. Meanwhile, other texts stand on their own easily
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and brilliantly, in some cases aphoristically, without the need of extensive contextualization. These
are the texts we have most sought to identify and include. We are least interested in those texts that
obviously require a lot of convoluted explanation for a modern audience. We are particularly
inclined to rule out those blatantly offensive texts (apparently anti-Semitic, morally repugnant, glar-
ingly chauvinistic) and those that are intrinsically ambiguous or those that would simply be self-
evidently alienating to the modern audience.

Exegesis. If the practice of social-historical contextualization is secondary to the purpose of the
ACCS, the emphasis on thoughtful patristic exegesis of the biblical text is primary. The intention of
our volume editors is to search for selections that define, discuss and explain the meanings that patris-
tic commentators have discovered in the biblical text. Our purpose is not to provide an inoffensive or
extensively demythologized, aseptic modern interpretation of the ancient commentators on each
Seripture text but to allow their comments to speak for themselves from within their own wotldview.

In this series the term exegesis is used more often in its classic than in its modern sense. In its clas-
sic sense, exegesis includes efforts to explain, interpret and comment on a text, its meaning, its
sources, its connections with other texts. It implies a close reading of the text, using whatever lin-
guistic, historical, literary or theological resources are available to explain the text. It is contrasted
with eisegesis, which implies that the interpreter has imposed his or her own personal opinions or
assumptions on the text.

The patristic writers actively practiced intratextual exegesis, which seeks to define and identify
the exact wording of the text, its grammatical structure and the interconnectedness of its parts.
They also practiced extratextual exegesis, seeking to discern the geographical, historical or cultural
context in which the text was written. Most important, they were also very well-practiced in inter-
textual exegesis, seeking to discern the meaning of a text by comparing it with other texts.

Hermeneutics. We are especially attentive to the ways in which the ancient Christian writers
described their own interpreting processes. This hermeneutic self-analysis is especially rich in the
reflections of Origen, Tertullian, Jerome, Augustine and Vincent of Lérins.'> Although most of our vol-
ume editors are thoroughly familiar with contemporary critical discussions of hermeneutical and liter-
ary methods, it is not the purpose of ACCS to engage these issues directly. Instead, we are concerned
to display and reveal the various hermeneutic assumptions that inform the patristic reading of Scrip-
ture, chiefly by letting the writers speak in their own terms.

Homiletics. One of the practical goals of the ACCS is the renewal of contemporary preaching in
the light of the wisdom of ancient Christian preaching. With this goal in mind, many of the most

trenchant and illuminating comments included are selected not from formal commentaries but

“QOur concern for this aspect of the project has resulted in the production of a companion volume to the ACCS written by the ACCS
Associate Editor, Prof. Christopher Hall of Eastern College, Reading Scripture with the Church Fathers (Downers Grove, IlL.: InterVarsity
Press, 1998).
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from the homilies of the ancient Christian writers. It comes as no surprise that the most renowned
among these early preachers were also those most actively engaged in the task of preaching. The
prototypical Fathers who are most astute at describing their own homiletic assumptions and meth-
ods are Gregory the Great, Leo the Great, Augustine, Cyril of Jerusalem, John Chrysostom, Peter
Chrysologus and Caesarius of Arles.

Pastoral care. Another intensely practical goal of the ACCS is to renew our readers” awareness of
the ancient tradition of pastoral care and ministry to persons. Among the leading Fathers who excel
in pastoral wisdom and in application of the Bible to the work of ministry are Gregory of Nazianzus,
John Chrysostom, Augustine, and Gregory the Great. Our editors have presented this monumental
pastoral wisdom in a guileless way that is not inundated by the premises of contemporary psycho-
therapy, sociology and naturalistic reductionism.

Translation theory. Each volume is composed of direct quotations in dynamic equivalent English
translation of ancient Christian writers, translated from the original language in its best received
text. The adequacy of a given attempt at translation is always challengeable. The task of translation
is intrinsically debatable. We have sought dynamic equivalency' without lapsing into paraphrase,
and a literary translation without lapsing into wooden literalism. We have tried consistently to
make accessible to contemporary readers the vital nuances and energies of the languages of antiq-
uity. Whenever possible we have opted for metaphors and terms that are normally used by commu-

nicators today.

What Have We Achieved?
We have designed the first full-scale early Christian commentary on Scripture in the last five hun-
dred years. Any future attempts at a Christian Talmud or patristic commentary on Scripture will
either follow much of our design or stand in some significant response to it.

We have successfully brought together a distinguished international network of Protestant,
Catholic and Orthodox scholars, editors and translators of the highest quality and reputation to

accomplish this design.

PThe theory of dynamic equivalency has been most thoroughly worked out by Eugene A. Nida, Toward a Science of Translating (Leiden:
Brill, 1964), and Eugene A. Nida and Jan de Waard, From One Language to Another: Functional Equivalence in Bible Translating (Nashville,
Tenn.: Nelson, 1986). Its purpose is “to state clearly and accurately the meaning of the original texts in words and forms that are widely
accepted by people who use English as a means of communication.” It attempts to set forth the writer’s “content and message in a stan-
dard, everyday, natural form of English.” Its aim is “to give today’s readers maximum understanding of the content of the original texts.”
“Every effort has been made to use language that is natural, clear, simple, and unambiguous. Consequently there has been no attempt to
reproduce in English the parts of speech, sentence structure, word order and grammatical devices of the original languages. Faithfulness
in translation also includes a faithful representation of the cultural and historical features of the original, without any attempt to mod-
ernize the text.” [Preface, Good News Bible: The Bible in Today’s English Version (New York: American Bible Society, 1976)]. This does not
imply a preference for paraphrase, but a middle ground between literary and literal theories of translation. Not all of our volume editors
have viewed the translation task precisely in the same way, but the hope of the series has been generally guided by the theory of

dynamic equivalency.
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This brilliant network of scholars, editors, publishers, technicians and translators, which consti-
tutes an amazing novum and a distinct new ecumenical reality in itself, has jointly brought into for-
mulation the basic pattern and direction of the project, gradually amending and correcting it as
needed. We have provided an interdisciplinary experimental research model for the integration of
digital search techniques with the study of the history of exegesis.

At this time of writing, we are approximately halfway through the actual production of the series
and about halfway through the time frame of the project, having developed the design to a point
where it is not likely to change significantly. We have made time-dated contracts with all volume edi-
tors for the remainder of the volumes. We are thus well on our way toward bringing the English ACCS
to completion. We have extended and enhanced our international network to a point where we are
now poised to proceed into modern non-English language versions of ACCS. We already have inaugu-
rated editions in Spanish, Chinese, Arabic, Russian and Italian, and are preparing for editions in Ara-
bic and German, with several more languages under consideration.

We have received the full cooperation and support of Drew University as academic sponsor of the
project—a distinguished university that has a remarkable record of supporting major international
publication projects that have remained in print for long periods of time, in many cases over one-hun-
dred years. The most widely used Bible concordance and biblical word-reference system in the world
today was composed by Drew professor James Strong. It was the very room once occupied by Profes-
sor Strong, where the concordance research was done in the 1880s, that for many years was my office
at Drew and coincidentally the place where this series was conceived. Today Strong’s Exhaustive Concor-
dance of the Bible rests on the shelves of most pastoral libraries in the English-speaking world over a hun-
dred years after its first publication. Similarly the New York Timess Arno Press has kept in print the
major multivolume Drew University work of John M’Clintock and James Strong, Theological and Exe-
getical Encyclopedia. The major edition of Christian classics in Chinese was done at Drew University
fifty years ago and is still in print. Drew University has supplied much of the leadership, space, library,
work-study assistance and services that have enabled these durable international scholarly projects to
be undertaken.

Our selfless benefactors have preferred to remain anonymous. They have been well-informed,
active partners in its conceptualization and development, and unflagging advocates and counselors in
the support of this lengthy and costly effort. The series has been blessed by steady and generous sup-

port, and accompanied by innumerable gifts of providence.

Thomas C. Oden
Henry Anson Buttz Professor of Theology, Drew University
General Editor, ACCS
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A Guipk 1o Using THis COMMENTARY

Several features have been incorporated into the design of this commentary. The following comments are

intended to assist readers in making full use of this volume.

Pericopes of Scripture

The scriptural text has been divided into pericopes, or passages, usually several verses in length. Each of
these pericopes is given a heading, which appears at the beginning of the pericope. For example, the first
pericope in the commentary on Hebrews is “1:1-4 The Prologue.” This heading is followed by the Scrip-
ture passage quoted in the Revised Standard Version (RSV) across the full width of the page. The Scripture
passage is provided for the convenience of readers, but it is also in keeping with medieval patristic commen-

taries, in which the citations of the Fathers were arranged around the text of Scripture.

Overviews
Following each pericope of text is an overview of the patristic comments on that pericope. The format of this
overview varies within the volumes of this series, depending on the requirements of the specific book of Scrip-
ture. The function of the overview is to provide a brief summary of all the comments to follow. It tracks a rea-
sonably cohesive thread of argument among patristic comments, even though they are derived from diverse
sources and generations. Thus the summaries do not proceed chronologically or by verse sequence. Rather
they seek to rehearse the overall course of the patristic comment on that pericope.

We do not assume that the commentators themselves anticipated or expressed a formally received cohe-
sive argument but rather that the various arguments tend to flow in a plausible, recognizable pattern. Mod-
ern readers can thus glimpse aspects of continuity in the flow of diverse exegetical traditions representing

various generations and geographical locations.

Topical Headings

An abundance of varied patristic comment is available for each pericope of these letters. For this reason we
have broken the pericopes into two levels. First is the verse with its topical heading. The patristic comments
are then focused on aspects of each verse, with topical headings summarizing the essence of the patristic
comment by evoking a key phrase, metaphor or idea. This feature provides a bridge by which modern read-

ers can enter into the heart of the patristic comment.
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Identifying the Patristic Texts

Following the topical heading of each section of comment, the name of the patristic commentator is given.
An English translation of the patristic comment is then provided. This is immediately followed by the title
of the patristic work and the textual reference—either by book, section and subsection or by

book-and-verse references.

The Footnotes

Readers who wish to pursue a deeper investigation of the patristic works cited in this commentary will find
the footnotes especially valuable. A footnote number directs the reader to the notes at the bottom of the
right-hand column, where in addition to other notations (clarifications or biblical cross references) one will
find information on English translations (where available) and standard original-language editions of the
work cited. An abbreviated citation (normally citing the book, volume and page number) of the work is
provided. A key to the abbreviations is provided on page xv. Where there is any serious ambiguity or textual
problem in the selection, we have tried to reflect the best available textual tradition.

Where original language texts have remained untranslated into English, we provide new translations.
Wherever current English translations are already well rendered, they are utilized, but where necessary
they are stylistically updated. A single asterisk (*) indicates that a previous English translation has been
updated to modern English or amended for easier reading. The double asterisk (**) indicates either that a
new translation has been provided or that some extant translation has been significantly amended. We
have standardized spellings and made grammatical variables uniform so that our English references will not
reflect the odd spelling variables of the older English translations. For ease of reading we have in some cases
edited out superfluous conjunctions.

For the convenience of computer database users the digital database references are provided to either the
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (Greek texts) or to the Cetedoc (Latin texts) in the appendix found on pages
241-46.
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INTRODUCTION TO HEBREWS

This volume on Hebrews in the ACCS project exhibits some unique characteristics that require explana-
tion under the following rubrics: the reception of Hebrews in the early church; the rationale for anchoring
the volume in Chrysostom’s On the Epistle to the Hebrews; and the nature of the selections from other patristic
commentators. The final section concludes with a discussion of genre and language issues embedded in this
volume that complicate its use. The selections of comments from early Christian exegetes represent a vari-
ety of interpretive genres and stem from different times and contexts, facts that place demands upon the
reader when moving from one text to the next. Further, the chronological distance from the original ancient
languages of both the text of Hebrews (Greek) and those of the early Christian writers who commented
upon it (e.g,, Greek, Latin, Armenian) make particular claims upon the modern reader that deserve some

comment.

The Reception of Hebrews

The epistle to the Hebrews occupies a distinctive place in the New Testament canon. It is, by tradition,
associated with the Pauline corpus. Yet doubts regarding its authorship and authority surfaced early in its
transmission and complicated its reception, particularly in the West (i.e., Latin-speaking areas), through
the fourth century." In the West, issues of church order came to dominate the interpretation of Hebrews. A
rigorist interpretation of Hebrews 6:4-6, Hebrews 10:26-31 and Hebrews 12:17 claimed the impossibility
of repentance for certain sins after baptism. This concern can be noted as early as the Shepherd of Hermas
(120-140).” It is also apparent in Tertullian’s (c. 160-c. 225) defense of Hebrews.” After the Decian persecu-
tion of 249-50, the rigorist Novatians used Hebrews to argue that those who had recanted the faith could
not be forgiven and readmitted to the church. Cyprian, bishop of Carthage (fl. 248-258), himself a disci-
plined defender of the faith, declared that the lapsed could be reconciled with the church after rigorous pen-
ance. Still, Cyprian did not use Hebrews in his own constructive work. He never quotes from it.

In the Greek East, although issues related to Pauline authorship were also discussed, the “second repentance”
passages were not construed as problematic in the same way as in the West, and the authority of Hebrews was
never seriously questioned. The early Alexandrian exegetes Pantaenus and Clement accepted Pauline author-
ship, though Clement suggested that the stylistic differences in Hebrews are due to Luke translating Paul’s letter

from the original Hebrew to Greek, a tradition that was incorporated into the glossa ordinaria and became the

Discussions regarding the reception and recognition of Hebrews in the East and West may be found in any in-depth commentary. See, e.g., Wil-
liam L. Lane, Hebrews 1 8, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 47a (Dallas: Word, 1991), pp. cl-clv.

*The Shepherd of Hermas, which was critical of the rigorist position, was written in Greek but stems from Roman tradition, as does 1 Clement,
which contains the eatliest citation of Hebrews.

*On Modesty 20. Tertullian is illustrative of the ability of some Fathers to separate the issues of authorship and authority. He accepted the authority
of the letter but attributed it to Barnabas, Paul’s coworker.
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traditional opinion of the medieval Western church.” Origen refined this notion to suggest that the final shape of
the letter represented a different order of redaction from that of translation. Origen’s comments on the author-
ship of Hebrews are representative of the Greek tradition in general. They come to us in an often-paraphrased

text that is cited first by Eusebius and stems from Origen’s now lost Homilies on Hebrews:

But as for myself, if I were to state my own opinion, I should say that the thoughts are the apostle’s, but that the
style and composition belong to one who called to mind the apostle’s teachings and, as it were, made short notes
of what his master said. If any church, therefore, holds this epistle as Paul’s, let it be commended for this also.
For not without reason have the men of old time handed it down as Paul’s. But who wrote the epistle, in truth

God knows.”

In a papyrus manuscript that contains the earliest Greek collection of Paul’s letters that has survived (c.
A.D. 200 ), Hebrews follows Romans, an indication of its perceived importance and authority in the East-
ern tradition. By comparison, Hebrews is missing from the Latin Muratorian canon, a list that may stem
from the same period as P*. In the West, it is not until Jerome (c. A.D. 347-420) and Augustine (c. A.D.
354-430) that the work received its powerful advocates. This shift came, apparently, as a result of new
knowledge of the deep appreciation the Greek tradition held for the epistle, as well as its proven value for
the orthodox in the Arian controversy (e.g., the use of Heb 1:3 as a christological proof text). Neither of the
great Latin fathers, however, produced extended commentary on the work, and both Jerome and Augustine
remained circumspect with regard to the question of authorship.® Hebrews is also missing from the set of
Pauline commentaries produced by Ambrosiaster (fl. c. A.D. 366-384). At the Council of Carthage in 397
the letter was officially recognized but placed at the end of the Pauline corpus—after the much shorter pas-
torals and Philemon—memorializing the West's earlier ambivalence regarding the letter’s status.” Thus it is
only from the late fourth century that an ecumenical consensus begins to develop that the epistle to the
Hebrews derived from Paul and was of canonical stature. Once established, this ecumenical consensus
regarding the apostolic origin and authority of the epistle lasted through the medieval period. With the rise
of humanism in the late medieval and early Reformation period and its renewed interest in historical and
literary issues, the questions regarding authorship resurfaced in the West (e.g., among Erasmus, Luther and
Calvin). Luther, noting the theological distinctiveness of the letter as well as the elegance of the Greek and
its expository style, suggested Apollos (1 Cor 1:12, 3:4-6) as the author of Hebrews, whom Acts 18:24
describes as Jewish, from Alexandria, “an eloquent man, well versed in the Scriptures.” Today, the majority
of biblical scholars trained in higher critical methods, like the earliest exegetes, recognize the difficulties of
assigning authorship of the epistle to the Hebrews directly to Paul because of differences in form, style and

theological emphases from the letters that make up the thirteen-letter Pauline corpus.”

*See Eusebius Ecclesiastical History 6.14.1-4.

*Eusebius Ecclesiastical History 6.25.13-14.

Lane, Hebrews 1 8, p- cliv, suggests that Hilary of Poitiers, in 367, was the first Latin father to support the Pauline authorship of Hebrews. See the
ACCS commentary at Hebrews 1:3 for its use in the Arian controversy.

"Before the standardization of canonical placement, Hebrews held many different positions within the Pauline collection. For a detailed discussion
see William H. P. Hatch, “The Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament,” Harvard Theological Review 29 (1936): 133-51.

80n the question of the authorship of Hebrews, see the extensive discussion by Donald Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 4th ed. (Downers
Grove, IIL.: InterVarsity Press, 1990), pp. 668-82. Guthrie concludes on p. 682, “An open verdict is clearly the safest course and in this the opinion
of Origen can hardly be improved upon.”
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For the earliest period of patristic interpretation, the Greek exegetical responses to Hebrews dominate,
as they do for all books of the Bible. This is simply because the postapostolic theological conversation was
mainly carried out in Greek, even in Rome, the capital of the empire. In addition to the chronological priot-
ity of the Greek sources, there is less active interest in Paul in the West in the first four centuries.’ The com-
plicated reception history of Hebrews extends this silence forward in time. There is, for example, no
extensive Latin commentary on Hebrews until Alcuin (c. A.D. 735-804), a work that relies heavily upon a
mid-sixth-century translation of Chrysostom’s On the Epistle to the Hebrews." This ACCS volume reflects
the imbalance in the source documents for the earliest centuries and has few representatives from the West.
In addition we, the editors of this volume, within the Greek sphere have chosen to highlight responses to
Hebrews that stem from the Antiochene tradition. This comes primarily as the result of our decision to
give more space to the commentary of Chrysostom above other patristic sources. The justification for this
strategy follows, but it may help first to comment on the exegetical differences and commonalities between
the schools of Antioch and Alexandria.

There is a long tradition in scholarship that distinguishes between two schools of theological and
hermeneutical thought in the Greek world, one based in Alexandria in Egypt and one based in Antioch in
Syria. Both schools accepted the orthodox understanding that the Logos was divine and therefore immuta-
ble. The differences emerge in thinking through how the divine nature coexisted with the human nature in
the incarnation. In christological matters, the Alexandrian school has been characterized as particularly
eager to protect one incarnate Logos, truly and fully both God and human, as the Savior. Important scrip-
tural passages were John 1:14, “The Word became flesh,” and Hebrews 13:8, “Jesus Christ is the same yes-
terday and today and forever.” As Jaroslav Pelikan has noted on this passage, “[Here] the subject of this
passage was ‘Jesus Christ,' not merely Christ or the Logos, and yet eternity and identity that were appropri-
ate only to the Logos were predicated also of the human in whom the Logos dwelt.”" Such a hermeneutical
procedure protected the unity of Christ. However, it also tended to submerge the humanity of Christ into
his divinity. Antiochene Christology, by contrast, was committed to preserving Christ's human involve-
ment in order to protect the reality and the exemplary nature of Christ’s experience and suffering. In order
to do so, it was necessary to maintain a strict separation between the two natures, a view that, in turn,
could undermine the unity of Christ."”” The Antiochenes emphasized that the Son was the prototype of the
redeemed, the new Adam, and consequently truly human like us. When Luke 2:52 says, “Jesus increased in

wisdom and in stature, and in favor with God and man,” they argued the text referred to the human nature

9Karlfried Froehlich, “Which Paul? Observations on the Image of the Apostle in the History of Biblical Exegesis,” in New Perspectives on Historical
Theology, ed. Bradley Nassif (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1996), p. 285, notes that there was a “Renaissance of Paul’ among Western theo-
logians of the late fourth century and their opponents. The term refers to the phenomenon that, after a total Western silence during the earlier
centuries, no fewer than six major Latin commentaries on the Pauline corpus were written during the fifty years between A.D. 360 and 410 those
of Marius Victorinus, the so-called Ambrosiaster, Jerome, Augustine, Pelagius, and the Budapest anonymous.”
04 study of the early medieval Latin commentaries is available in Eduard Riggenbach, Historische Studien zum Hebraerbrief (Leipzig: A. Deichert,
1907), pp. 19, 24.
aroslav Pelikan, The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition, vol. 1, The Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1971), p. 255.
2Eor a discussion of these issues with respect to the exegesis of Hebrews, see Frances M. Young, “Christological Ideas in the Greek Commentaries
on the Epistle to Hebrews,” Journal of Theological Studies 20 (1969): 150-63, and Rowan A. Greer, The Captain of Our Salvation: A Study in the Patristic
Exegesis of Hebrews ( Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr/Paul Siebeck, 1973).
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of Jesus and not the divine because the divine cannot change or develop.

A difference has also been discerned in the ways the schools approached the interpretation of Scripture.
The Alexandrian school has been seen to be more influenced by the traditions associated with neo-
Platonism. For example, it favored the use of allegorical interpretation as had been developed by Philo and
other Alexandrian Jewish scholars. Origen, the greatest example of the Alexandrian school, suggested a
threefold sense of Scripture in analogy to the tripartite anthropology of the philosophers and of Paul: just
as human beings consist of body, soul and spirit, so Scripture edifies by a literal, a moral and a spiritual
sense.” Antioch, by comparison, has been seen as committed to a style of exegesis that is more indebted to
rhetorical models than philosophical schools. It was more interested in the literal and historical aspects of
the text, less focused on discovering allegorical, symbolic, or spiritual interpretations.

This characterization represents ideal types. In reality, the lines between the two traditions, understood
in such categories, are blurred. Aspects of each tradition so understood may be found in both streams. Both
traditions used the typological method in that they saw the Old Testament looking beyond itself for its
interpretation. Old Testament referents prefigured New Testament events and figures or were types of
Christ. Also, the secondary school training in basic exegetical skills members of both traditions received
was similar.” One way of approaching the hermeneutical differences, then, is to note the tendency of the
Antiochene tradition to respect the language and narrative of the biblical text as the medium through
which true understanding and meaning comes, that is, for the purpose of moral and dogmatic teachings.
The Alexandrian tradition at times had a tendency to approach the text as a symbol of the true realities that
could be understood by means of allegorical interpretation and therefore gives only preliminary priority to
the narrative coherence of the text."” Occasionally certain parts of the narrative were even considered to be
historical fiction. Buried within the text are hidden senses of truth, so that the vital meaning must be most

carefully sought out. For this school, Scripture is a means to an end, a guide for the soul on its way upward

(anagogic meaning). Such a hermeneutic, for example, lies at the heart of Origen’s soteriology.'®

Chrysostom

After reviewing the extant exegetical material on the epistle to the Hebrews, we decided to base our volume
of selections in On the Epistle to the Hebrews, composed by Chrysostom (c. 347-407) at the end of his career,
probably while bishop in Constantinople (c. 403-404)."” This decision was based on a variety of factors: the

unique place the homilies hold in the history of interpretation of Hebrews in that they represent the first

BKarlfried Froehlich, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church, Sources of Early Christian Thought, ed. William G. Rusch (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1984), p. 17.

1See K. Froehlich, “Which Paul?” pp- 280-81.

5For a discussion of such issues, see Frances M. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997).

Froehlich, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church, p. 18. Others in the Alexandrian tradition are e.g., Clement of Alexandria, Gregory of Nyssa and
Gregory of Nazianzus, and Basil of Cappadocia. The Greek commentaries that are most often consulted from the Antiochene tradition are those
of Chrysostom, Theodoret of Cyr (c. 393-466) and Theophylact of Ohrid (c. 1050-c. 1108). Chrysostom’s work is the most involved. Theodoret
is brief yet comprehensive; Theophylact represents largely a paraphrase of Chrysostom.

This is the reading of the evidence by Johannes Quasten, Patrology, vol. 3 (Westminster, Md.: Christian Classics, 1960), p. 450. Chrysostomus
Baur, John Chrysostom and His Time, vol. 2 (Westminster, Md.: The Newman Press, 1960), pp. 94-95, is less certain of when or where the homilies
were written.
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comprehensive commentary on the epistle, their deep influence upon subsequent interpretation in the East
and the West, and their rhetorical eloquence which has long been acknowledged. Our decision to highlight
the homilies of Chrysostom was also influenced by our desire to imbue this ACCS volume with a certain
continuity of voice. A few words on each point are in order.

Chrysostom’s On the Epistle to the Hebrews, which follows closely and in sequence the text of Hebrews—
almost line by line—provides the first comprehensive interpretation of the epistle to the Hebrews that has
come down to us. An earlier commentary was written by Origen (c. 185-253/4), but, as already noted, this
work has been largely lost. Chrysostom’s contemporary, friend and fellow rhetor, Theodore of Mopsuestia
(350-428), also wrote a commentary on Hebrews that, like Origen’s, is preserved only in fragments. In
addition, the influence upon the subsequent history of interpretation is much greater in the case of Chry-
sostom than that of Theodore. Indeed, of all the Fathers’ work on Hebrews, it is Chrysostom’s that was
held in the highest regard through the Reformation, in the East and the West."® Cassiodorus (c. 485-c. 540)

indicates that Chrysostom’s homilies on Hebrews were already translated in Latin and in circulation in the

West by the mid-sixth century.19 It is this Latin translation that provides the foundation for the Western
commentary tradition on the Epistle to Hebrews.

The current interest in rhetorical criticism, in biblical studies on Hebrews and in investigations of Chry-
sostom’s work, reminds us that it is important to note the deep training in rhetoric—the art of persua-
sion—that Chrysostom received. He, along with Theodore, was a student of Libanius, the most famed
rhetor in Antioch in the fourth century. Chrysostom’s Greek prose is praised as among the finest examples
coming from the revival of interest in the Greek language, known as the second sophistic. Contemporary
scholars are drawn to Chrysostom in order to come to a better understanding of ancient rhetoric. This
interest extends to biblical scholars who posit that an awareness of the rhetorical conventions of antiquity
helps one understand aspects of the Epistle to Hebrews that might otherwise strike the modern reader as
problematic.zo Two related issues in particular will be addressed briefly, the rhetorical use of comparison
(synkrisis) and invective (psogos).

As is well known, the epistle to the Hebrews describes the new that came in Christ by means of compar-
ing it with wider Judaism, defined particularly in terms of Old Testament exegetical traditions associated
with the cult of the tabernacle. Often this comparison has been read as taking place at the expense of Juda-
ism. In antiquity, however, the rhetorical device of comparison (synkrisis) was understood to begin with
what was construed as noble and good. The goal was not to disparage the basis of comparison but, assum-
ing its goodness, to move the audience to accept the superiority of that which was being proposed as an

alternative. Such synkrisis functioned within the encomium, a genre of rhetoric that was designed to honor

18Gee Kenneth Hagan, A Theology of Testament in the Young Luther: The Lectures on Hebrews (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1974), p. 15.

Plnstitutions 1.8.3; English text available in Cassiodorus Senator, An Introduction to Divine and Human Readings, trans. Leslie Webber Jones (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1946), p. 90.

*Recent exegetical investigations of Hebrews are much indebted to rhetorical criticism to understand the structure and communicative designs of
the epistle. See, e.g., David A. deSilva, Perseverance in Gratitude: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 2000), and Craig R. Koester, Hebrews, The Anchor Bible, vol. 36 (New York: Doubleday, 2001). Two publications that have investi-
gated the rhetorical aspects of Chrysostom’s writings are Robert L. Wilken, John Chrysostom and the Jews: Rhetoric and Reality in the Late 4th Century
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983), and Margaret M. Mitchell, The Heavenly Trumpet: Jobn Chrysostom and the Art of Pauline Interpreta-
tion (Ttibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000).
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its object. In a reading of Hebrews that approaches its comparisons between Judaism and Christianity from
such a perspective, far from being derided, Judaism is held in high esteem in order to argue for the greater
value of the new that comes in Christ.”’ An appreciation of the rhetorical intent of synkrisis mitigates against
a simple supersessionist understanding, which assumes a pejorative understanding of Judaism. In moving
one’s focus from Hebrews itself to the work of Chrysostom, it should be noted that Chrysostom’s homilies
have been interpreted as one grand encomium to Paul, where Paul—humble though he might have been in
terms of origin and occupation—by the inspiration of the Spirit and by the grace of God was empowered
to become superior to all those who have been trained either in rhetoric or in the art of virtue.”

A rhetorical device that cuts in the opposite direction to that of synkrisis is the use of invective (psogos).” Like
the encomium, the invective was construed as a genre, yet it, in antithesis to the encomium, was used in order
to vilify and defame its object. In the rhetorical schools one was trained not only to honor a person or object
but also to use stereotyped images in order to discredit one’s opponents. Chrysostom used such invective in his
homilies in order to defame vital alternatives to his understanding of what was appropriate to the Christian
life, including non-orthodox expressions of Christianity, Christians who were orthodox in belief but whom he
considered were lax in moral fiber, and Judaism, whose worship life and halakic traditions remained attractive
to many Christians in the fourth century. Exaggeration was a stock device of the invective (as well as the enco-
mium), so one must be cautious how one reads these rhetorical constructions of Chrysostom. They are not to
be taken as historically accurate descriptions of Chrysostom’s various friends or opponents, perceived or real.

The careful reader will intuit that the devices of comparison and invective, synkrisis and psogos, might cancel
one another out if applied to the same object. For example, Judaism might be seen in a highly favorable light if
it were to provide the basis for the comparison of the new wrought in Christ. Judaism also might be the target
of invective if it is perceived to be a threat to the authority or values of Christian community, either in the first
or fourth century. As one reads Chrysostom reading Hebrews, one can sense a skilled rhetor who appreciates
the eloquence of the Epistle to Hebrews. Yet one is also aware of a passionate defender of the faith who
employs sophisticated rhetorical devices to fight his own battles. We caution the contemporary reader, then,
that although the first-century author of Hebrews and the fourth-century Chrysostom may have shared simi-
lar training in the rhetorical arts, or at least breathed the same rhetorical air, this does not mean that Chrysos-
tom can necessarily be relied upon to recover the epistle to the Hebrews’ original communicative intent. The
same holds true for other fathers of the church who received education in the rhetorical schools, which was the
only education available in the high period of patristic exegesis.”

In defense of our choice to excerpt from Chrysostom’s homilies at length, we also mention our desire to

*!See Chrysostom’s comment on the statement of Heb 9:23 “with better sacrifices than these” found on p. 143 in this volume: “What is ‘better is
better than something else that is good.” See also his comment on Heb 12:22 found on p. 223: “From the first, therefore, the Israelites were them-
selves the cause of God's being manifested through the flesh. . .. They who make comparison elevate the one side more that they may show the
other to be far greater.”

2Mitchell, Heavenly Trumpet.

P Wilken, Jobn Chrysostom and the Jews, pp. 112-16.

*The exception to this rule may be found in monastic communities. Beginning in the fourth century, Pachomius instituted the rule that all should
be able to read Scripture, which necessitated a form of Christian education. See H. I. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity (New York: Sheed
and Ward, 1956), pp. 321-33. Interestingly, Chrysostom, in 375, advocated that the parents send their children to the monks who lived outside of
Antioch for their education. This remained an impractical ideal. See Marrou, p. 332.
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give this ACCS volume some continuity of voice. One of the glories of patristic exegesis is the conjoining of
both close and imaginative readings of the Bible. This mix results in quite different understandings of the
base text. Chrysostom’s reading of Hebrews provides us with a kind of plumb line, against which other
interesting comments may be compared. Also, if the reader were to become interested in Chrysostom’s exe-
gesis of Hebrews in particular, an old but adequate English translation of Chrysostom is readily available in
the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers series.”

One final word regarding Chrysostom is in order. At the end of many of Chrysostom’s discussions of
Hebrews’ texts, the exegete launches into a moral application of the pericope. To append a morality les-
son to an exposition of a biblical text is characteristic of Chrysostom and other patristic writers. This
parenesis, however, is often rather loosely tied, in terms of content, to the expository portion of the com-
mentary that precedes it. This material provides a particular challenge within a volume that is arranged
according to chapter and verse and addressed to those socialized into the conventions of modern com-
mentaries where such material does not usually appear. In the end we decided to keep a few of these
moral exhortations, for a couple of reasons. In the first place, this linkage of a moral imperative to scrip-
tural exposition is so characteristic of Chrysostom that to remove it would distort Chrysostom’s under-
standing of the role of exegesis in Christian community. Chrysostom'’s reading of Scripture was done not
only to elucidate the mysteries of the faith. He was also deeply convinced that the truth of Scripture was
lived out in the context of one’s life. To excise the moral imperative from his exegesis is to lose the sense
of how deeply practical and demanding he thought the application of exegesis to daily life was. Second,
we have retained the moral injunctions so as to recover the social critique contained in it.% Chrysostom,
for instance, is clear and passionate about the ability of material wealth to lure one away from the active
display of the Christian virtues.” His words may have also a poignant currency as we, in the postmod-
ern world, are approaching the extreme disparity between the rich and the poor that was characteristic

of the ancient world.

Selections from the Other Patristic Authors

We have selected more and longer citations from Chrysostom for this volume than for any other author.
Only in the occasional long passage can one discern the sweep of Chrysostom’s rhetoric. In order that the
Antiochene tradition does not dominate, we have also cited extensively from the Alexandrian tradition, but
from a greater variety of sources. Clement of Alexandria (c. 150-215) sets an eatly precedent by much
respecting Hebrews. As mentioned, he was willing to assign authorship of it to Paul. He quotes from it
with some regularity. The first place of honor among the Alexandrian exegetes, however, goes to Origen,

who was the first to explore the epistle systematically and integrate it fully into his theological thought.

»Chrysostom, Homilies on the Gospel of St. Jobn and The Epistle to the Hebrews, vol. 14 of A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the
Christian Church, ed. Philip Schaff (New York: The Christian Literature Co., 1890), pp. 363-522. On the history and biases of this translation
series see Richard W. Pfaff, “The Library of the Fathers: The Tractarians as Patristic Translators,” Studies in Philology 70 (1973): 329-44, and
“Anglo-American Patristic Translations 1866-1900,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History 28 (1977): 39-55.

20n Chrysostom’s social ethic, see the exchange between Adolf Martin Ritter, “John Chrysostom as an Interpreter of Pauline Social Ethics,” pp.
183-92, and Elizabeth A. Clark, “Comment: Chrysostom and Pauline Social Ethics,” pp. 193-99, in the volume edited by William S. Babcock,
Paul and the Legacies of Paul (Dallas: Southern Methodist University Press, 1990).

*One cluster of comments from Chrysostom on this matter occurs in this volume at 6:9-12. See also 10:12-13, 23-25, 30-34; 11:5-6; 12:2, 22-24.
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Even with the loss of Origen’s commentary on Hebrews, the extant citations of Hebrews in Origen far out-
number any other exegete of the first two centuries.” Origen’s exegesis on Hebrews was influential, and his
philosophical and allegorical interests may be taken as representative of the Alexandrian stream. In that
Origen’s commentary on Hebrews has not survived, in order to get at his comments on Hebrews, we have
gone to other works in which he pulls in Hebrews while commenting on other portions of Scripture. This
practice of intertextuality, however, is not limited to Origen. The patristic commentators regarded the
whole of Scripture as a complexly interwoven document and often used Scripture to interpret Scripture.
We have not limited ourselves, then, to selecting from commentaries on Hebrews but have searched for
those passages in the Fathers that reveal how Hebrews was taken up into the larger, ongoing work of inter-
preting Scripture.

The way in which the verses of Hebrews were referenced among the early Christian exegetes are far
from uniform. The early Christian writers could draw in the text of Hebrews to their exegesis in a variety of
ways. Sometimes, if they started with the text of Hebrews (as Chrysostom did often in his Homilies), they
would pursue a close reading of a particular verse or verses. Sometimes, however, they might begin with
another biblical text, either from the Old Testament or the New, and a particular theme or theological or
hermeneutical point raised in its exegesis might evoke a text or texts from Hebrews and/or passages from
other portions of Scripture. A verse or a phrase or even an allusion to a phrase from Hebrews is all that sur-
faces in some of the selections we have chosen for this volume. Such selections have been retained not only
because they illustrate how seamless a document the canon was to the early Christian writers but also
because they reveal important aspects of patristic interpretative procedure or theology. Given the range of
usage of the actual text of Hebrews represented by our selections, a certain deftness on the part of the
reader is required to recognize the shifts in foci as one moves among the selections.

It has been our intention to balance the tendencies of the various streams of exegetical tradition from the
early church. This may mean that the fathers we have chosen to comment on the same passage may have
quite different understandings of the biblical text. This may also make a sequential reading of the selections
difficult, since the theological interests of the Fathers may not, at first glance, seem to support one another.
There is a greater unity, however, than that of agreement over the details and methods of interpretation
that is expressed in this volume. That unity of vision is discovered not in a superficial agreement but in a
common commitment to discover the appropriate meaning of Scripture—construed as the word (logos) of
God spoken to the church—which found itself in an increasingly public role as it sought to shape the emer-
gent Christian culture of late antiquity. Disagreements were common, but all were committed to the pro-
cess and relied upon the Spirit of God to guide their work.

Outside of the representatives of the Greek and Latin traditions, we do have occasional citations from
the other language groups that made up the great diversity of the early church. Of primary importance is
the commentary of Ephrem the Syrian (b. c. 301; fl. 363-373). This work has been newly translated from

the Armenian for this volume by Marco Conti and has been well used. It is a terse paraphrase of Hebrews

2Gee Pamela Bright, “The Epistle to the Hebrews in Origen’s Christology,” Origeniana Sexta: Origén et la bible/Origen and the Bible, ed. Gilles Dorival
and Alain le Boulluec (Louvain: Louvain University Press, 1995), pp. 559-65. For a list of references see the Origéne volume in Biblica Patristica:
Index des Citations et Allusions Bibliques dans la Littérature Patristique, ed. ]. Allenbach et al. (Paris: Editions du Centre National de la Recherche Scien-
tifique, 1980), pp. 449-57.
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with insightful explanatory comments.

Some portions of Hebrews attracted more interest and inspired more commentary than others among
the Fathers, for a variety of reasons. For instance, the exordium (Heb 1:1-4) was heavily commented upon
because the Fathers perceived in it careful christological constructions. This was especially true of Hebrews
1:3, “He reflects the glory of God and bears the very stamp of his nature,” as it was seen to undercut the
Arian claims. Theodoret notes, for example, that the Arians rejected Hebrews from their canon because of
this particular text.”” Other passages of Hebrews also became loci of ongoing theological discussions of var-
ious kinds. Where the ancient commentary is particularly thick, we have provided more citations from the
Fathers to indicate both the diversity of opinions as well as the developing received tradition that a certain
text would provoke. For example, commentary on Melchizedek, that mysterious figure from Genesis who
serves as a type of Christ, takes up a large portion of the comments on Hebrews 7 in this volume.”® Here we
have included a lengthy passage from Epiphanius of Salamis’s Panarion, “Against Melchizedekians.” Epiph-
anius lists what he construes are heretical understandings of this elusive biblical figure. These sometimes
bizarre interpretations show the rich and diverse theological interpretations of the early church and con-
temporary Judaism. In addition to the exordium and the figure of Melchizedek, the Fathers were also much
interested in the epistle’s texts that describe the Old Testament as a “shadow” of the New (Heb 8:4-5; 10:1)
as well as the nature of God’s discipline (Heb 12:5-7).

Occasionally we include a citation from an early Christian exegete because it reveals how very different
his understanding of the world is from ours. These texts may strike the modern reader as odd or even offen-
sive, but we have shied away from domesticating the patristic ethos so that it might conform to values that
provide the norms of the post-Enlightenment epistemology and ethics.

Wherever the text does not indicate otherwise we have used the Revised Standard Version (RSV) for
biblical citations. The Fathers, however, at times relied upon textual traditions that are not reflected in the
surface text of the RSV. Also, the words of the original language (e.g., Greek, Latin, Syriac) often have a
wider semantic range than the English equivalent used by the RSV suggests. When the Fathers are explor-
ing this semantic range, the language of their citations or allusions to the text of Hebrews does not always
match up with the RSV translation tradition. For instance, Hebrews 1:3, a critical passage for the Fathers, is
translated by the RSV as “He reflects the glory of God and bears the very stamp of his nature.” However, in
the actual Greek of the biblical text, “God” (theos) is missing. The Greek text simply states rather that the
Son is the apaugasma tes doxes, that is, the “radiance (or reflection) of glory.” Also, in Hebrews 1:3b the
Greek reads that the Son is charakter tes hypostaseos, that is, the “impress of his substance.” The Greek
hypostasis, which by the patristic era had become a technical term much used in the christological contro-
versies, was subjected to a great deal of thought. Therefore, in the extensive selections from the Fathers that
we have chosen at Hebrews 1:3, the allusions to the text in Hebrews extend beyond the necessarily
restricted range of the RSV translation. Apaugasma may be “reflection” but more often “radiance” or “efful-

gence” or “brightness.” Similarly, hypostasis may be translated by “nature” but also “substance” or “per-

PG 82:681.
3‘]Although the figure of Melchizedek is introduced in the epistle at Heb 5:6, 10 and 6:20, we have reserved the patristic comments on this theme
until Heb 7.
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son.” Our resistance to limiting the Fathers” exploration of the meaning of the Greek text by artificially
bringing their allusions to Hebrews into conformity with RSV language extends throughout this volume.
This decision also places certain demands on the reader in that the citation or allusion to the Hebrews text,
as known through the RSV translation tradition, may not always be immediately apparent. We have tried to
alert the reader when this may be problematic by means of footnotes.

The variety of genres of biblical interpretation represented by this selection of patristic exegesis on the
epistle to the Hebrews, as well as complex issues related to the translation of variant biblical texts and the
patristic fathers’ own Greek (and other languages) make the use of this volume, at times, challenging. We
trust, however, that the benefits of an exposure to the variety and depth of early Christian commentary on
Hebrews will be worth the effort required by the reader when it is presented in this format.

Many thanks are due to the people of the ACCS project that have assisted us in countless ways in this
project under the direction of Dr. Thomas Oden, the general editor. Special thanks go to Joel Scandrett,
Michael Glerup and Joel Elowsky. At the Lutheran Theological Seminary at Philadelphia three talented
students, Sean Burke, Chris Duckworth and Anna Mercedes, have assisted us along the way. Rene Diemer,
the registrar at the Lutheran Theological Seminary at Philadelphia, has taken time from her busy schedule
to read through the volume at various points in the process. Ms. Diemer has been an invaluable resource in
resolving the many issues of style and grammar we have confronted in this project. Her eye for detail has
caught many mistakes.

In concluding our work on this volume, we simply invite the reader to enjoy the fruits of the Fathers’

contemplation of Holy Scripture by means of an exhortation from Augustine:

So let us hold on to the manner of exposition that we have taken up, with the help of the one who urges us to
ask, to seek and to knock, in order to explain all those figures of things according to the Catholic faith, both
those which pertain to history and those which pertain to prophecy. We do this without prejudice to a better

and more careful treatment, whether God should deign to make it known through us or through others®

Erik M. Heen and Philip D. Krey

30Augustine On Genesis, Against the Manicheans 2.2. For fuller citation, see below at Heb 5:14 under the rubric “The Help of Him Who Urges Us to
Ask, Seek and Knock.”
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THE

ErisTLE

T O THE

HEBREWS

Overview: When Pauline authorship was ac-
cepted in the East, it became necessary to explain
why Paul’s name is not appended to the actual text
of Hebrews. Theodore of Mopsuestia and Severian
of Gabala represent the received interpretation
that, because Paul was an “apostle to the Gen-
tiles,” out of tact and appropriate deference to
apostles called to the ministry to the historic peo-
ple of Israel, Paul’s authorship is not explicitly
mentioned in the Epistle to the “Hebrews.”

Tuae Reason PauL Dip Nort Appenp His
NaMmEe. THEODORE OF MopsugsTia: Paul did not
write as to unbelievers who had acquired an im-
placable hatred against him but to believers who
have shared all things that it is necessary to share.
He writes not to those who are simple in their
faith but to those who are demonstrating in their
works the solidity of their faith and the keenness
of their virtue, as the contents of the epistle show.
Consequently, the epistle must have been deliv-
ered to them as one of Paul’s epistles, for if this
were not the case the things written would not
benefit them.

Again, in addition to these considerations the

things written at the end of the epistle prove
what I am stating: “I appeal to you, brethren” he
says, “bear with my word of exhortation, for I
have written to you briefly.”" But to whom did he
write, “I appeal to you” if those things were not
the reason the letter was sent to them? Then he
adds, “You should understand that our brother
Timothy has been released with whom I shall see
you if he comes soon.”” Clearly you see that Tim-
othy was the one who has delivered the epistle
Paul wrote, with whom Paul clearly promises also
to see them, if Timothy returns.

What then is the reason for Paul not append-
ing his name? It is evident and very clear. Both
Barnabas and Paul divided the preaching task
with the disciples of the blessed Peter. [This was]
not so that the former could teach some doctrines
and the latter others—for there is one goal—but
so that Paul and Barnabas might lead to faith
some from the Gentiles while Peter and his disci-
ples would lead some from the Jews to faith,
deeming this division more expedient because at

that time there was still a powerful rivalry due to

"Heb 13:22. *Heb 13:23.




HeBrEWS 1:1-4

the custom of the Jews (based on their law) who
did not permit themselves to consort with Gen-
tiles. Then some of the apostles had dealings with
the Gentiles, while others with the circumcised.
But those who had come to faith in all probability
deemed the teachers and apostles to be shared by
both communities. Thus, when Paul wrote to the
Gentiles, he in all likelihood commands them as
their apostle, but when he writes to the Hebrews,
he does not. FRAGMENTS oN THE EPISTLE TO THE
Hesrews.?

TuE EprsTLE Is PauL’s. SEVERIAN OF GABALA:
The heretics say that this epistle is not Paul’s, and
they offer as their first proof of this that his name
is not superscribed as in the other epistles. Sec-
ond, his vocabulary is different, that is, it is for-
eign to Paul’s customary word choice and usage.
One must know, however, that Paul was hated by
the Jews on the grounds that he was teaching

apostasy from the law, and having been endan-

gered for this reason in Jerusalem and having
scarcely escaped, he was sent to Rome. Therefore,
writing something useful to the Hebrews, he
does not append his name, so that they might not
lose any advantage they could have derived from
the letter because of their hatred against him.

And he writes to them in the tongue of the
Hebrews, which was also translated by one of his
disciples—by Luke or more likely by Clement
who also is mentioned. For this reason the vocab-
ulary is different. And this has been investigated
by previous generations, and Eusebius of Pam-
philus, a historian of those things in preceding
and contemporary generations, made mention of
the investigation,” and it still seemed to our
fathers, the predecessors of the bishops, that the
epistle was Paul’s. FRAGMENTS oN THE EpIsTLE
To THE HEBREWS PROLOGUE.”

’NTA 15:200-201. *Eusebius Ecclesiastical History 6.25. *NTA 15:345.

THE PROLOGUE
HEBREWS 1:1-4

Overview: The first four verses of Hebrews 1
serve as an introduction to the whole epistle, and
the Fathers saw them as anticipating the major
doctrines of Christianity and guarding against
some of the major heresies in the early church.
(Note that the first passage by Theodoret of Cyr

uses the prologue to summarize the content of

the whole epistle.) The different ways in which
God spoke through the prophets announced a
major theological theme in Hebrews, namely, the
relation between the Old and New Testaments.
The passage of Theodoret of Cyr states the differ-
ence: “For Moses gave the Old Testament but
Christ the New, which was promised through the
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prophets of old. The former promised that Pales-
tine would be given; the latter, the kingdom of
heaven.” Clement of Alexandria summarizes how
the Scriptures are used to interpret Scripture.
The heretics also use the Scriptures, he says, but
they do not quote them entirely and wrest ambig-
uous passages from their contexts, gathering a
few expressions here and there. Furthermore,
they pay attention to mere words, not their sense.
Although in the Old Testament God appeared
under diverse guises (EPHREM), it was the Word
of God that was operative in all those theopha-
nies (Eusesius). However, it is the Son who has
the full knowledge of God the Father, and it is
only who was able to make us partakers of the di-
vine grace (CHRysosTOM). A later commentator,
John of Damascus, concludes, citing Timothy,
“To search the sacred Scripture is very good and
most profitable for the soul.”

The Fathers used these opening verses to com-
ment on their doctrines of God, Christology and
the nature of angels. Chrysostom interprets the
last days as the time when there was no expecta-
tion of deliverance. The term ages may signify
material and spiritual worlds (EpHrREM) as well as
temporal periods ( Joun or Damascus). Gener-
ally, in the third and fourth century the pericope
was used to discuss the doctrine of God; in the
late fourth and fifth centuries writers like The-
odore of Mopsuestia, Cyril of Alexandria and
Chrysostom addressed the two natures of Christ
as human and divine. Augustine states that
Christ “was both a sheep, because of his inno-
cence and simplicity of soul, and a goat because of
the likeness of sinful flesh.” If the world could not
hear God through the prophets, it should at least
hear his crying from the cross ( JEroME). Athana-
sius asks in the light of this passage how the Son
of God can be made or be a creature when he
made everything himself. The Son contains the
whole and reflects the glory of God fully (Ori-
GeN, CHrysosToM). Gregory of Nyssa explains
the brightness imagery of this passage (not found
in the RSV, which translates it as “he reflects the

glory of God”), relating the role of the Son to the

Father by explaining “the brightness of his glory”
as his consubstantiality with the Father (The-
oDORET), which cannot be understood fully by
the human mind (Curysostom).

Since differing schools understood the two
natures of Christ differently, the commentators
did not always come to the same conclusions.
Cyril of Alexandria emphasizes the union in
God’s becoming flesh so that the divine redeems
the flesh, while Theodoret carefully protects the
distinctions between the human and the divine
natures in Christ. “Though God by nature, he
became human while remaining God” (CyriL oF
AvLexanDRriIA). “For the Lord Jesus Christ is heir
of all things,” not as God but as human” (THe-
opoRrET). The writer of Hebrews uses metaphor-
ical language to address the role of Christ in
relation to the Old Testament, God and the
angels. He describes the Son as “heir of all
things,” the “stamp of his nature,” “sitting at the
right hand of God.” Appointment of an heir
refers to the profound mystery of relationship
between the Father and the Son (ProTius). The
Fathers felt especially obliged to explain these
metaphors to guard against misunderstandings
of the text. Marius Victorinus and Cassiodorus
comment on trinitarian allusions in Hebrews,
Though we know these things in actuality as
inexplicable and incomprehensible, some of the
Fathers posit a parallel from physical and exis-
tent objects: in the sun we find three properties.
The Son is begotten of the Father’s will, and in
him the Father rejoices (Origen). The fact that
the Son is truly God justifies the title of Mary
“Theotokos,” that is, God-bearer (THEODORET),
since the divine nature has not been altered in
the incarnation (NesTorius). The metaphor of
the stamp of God'’s image applies to the Son of
God (CyriL oF ALExanDpRrIA) and to all Chris-
tians who bear the image of God rather than
that of the world (IonaTiUs oF ANTIOCH). The
“image of God’s substance” indicates the Son’s
unity and consubstantiality with the Father
(OriGen, AtHaNAsIUS) and the Son’s true divin-
ity (ArHaNAsIUs), although the nature of the
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unity is a mystery (CYRIL OF JERUSALEM, GREGORY
or Nyssa). The Son shares with the Father cre-
ative and sustaining power (CHrysosToM, GREG-
ory of Nyssa). Cyril of Alexandria points out
that the “image of the substance of God” is the
foundation of the divine plan of salvation that
culminates in our cleansing from sin through
the sacrifice of the Lord (Curysostom, EPHREM).
The passage also prompted the Fathers to write
brilliantly, as depicted in the Life of Anthony by
Athanasius: “The fame of Anthony the first
monk spread far and wide such that the emperor
himself appealed to him for counsel. Anthony
made nothing of the letters and emissaries sent
to him and said, ‘Do not be astonished if an
emperor writes to us, for he is a man. Wonder
rather that God wrote the law for men and has
spoken to us through his own Son.””

The nature of Christ’s sitting at the right
hand of the Father also was an image that
required comment. Cyril of Jerusalem argued
that one should not inquire too curiously into
the precise nature of his sitting, for it sur-
passes our understanding. He argues that Christ
did not begin sitting at the right hand of the
Father only after his cross, resurrection and
ascension. “He did not gain his throne by way
of advancement, but from the time he is—and
he is eternally begotten—he sits with the
Father.” Sitting on the right hand of the Father
signifies the equality of dignity between the
Father and his true Son (CHrysostom). It is
through the Son that the eyes of our hearts have
been opened and we have been enlightened
(CLeMENT OF RoME). Although the Son is called
“servant,” he has preeminence over all created
things (Arnanasius). Chrysostom uses the
image of leading a child by degrees up a flight of
stairs and down again to explain the theological
images of the prologue. Frequently, because God
had spoken already to the Israelites, they use
Old Testament passages to explain what is not
clear in Hebrews.

1:1 God Spoke to the People of Old

BeTTER THAN ALL THE PROPHETS. THE-
oDporRET OF Cyr: The divine apostle immediately
in the prologue demonstrates that Christ is better
than all the prophets. Beginning with the divine
nature, he shows him to be eternal—coeternal
with the Father and the Creator of all. Next, con-
trasting him with the angels, he turns to sacred
Scripture, which openly teaches that Christ is
Son and God, while angels are ministers and
creatures. He proceeds to show that the dispensa-
tion of our Lord Christ is greater than that of
Moses, for Moses gave the Old Testament but
Christ gave the New, which was promised
through the prophets of old. The former prom-
ised that Palestine would be given; the latter, the
kingdom of heaven. He compares the priesthood
after the order of Melchizedek with the Levitical
priesthood and demonstrates its superiority and
excellence. In addition, he shows that even those
who lived before the law or under the law and
were nourished by piety were distinguished
because of their faith. He speaks of them and
their sufferings and courage, encouraging his
hearers, who were in grave danger. Then, remind-
ing his hearers of their own struggles and exhort-
ing them to stand steadfast to the end and
weaving together moral exhortation with doc-
trine, he closes the epistle. INTERPRETATION OF
HEeBrEws 1."

UNDER Di1vERsE GuUisis. EPHREM THE Syr-
1aN: “In many and various ways God spoke,” in
the first place, “to our fathers by the prophets.” In
fact, he evidently spoke in various and mutable
manners to Noah, Abraham and Moses and to
the people in the desert, appearing to them under
the diverse guises of an old man, a giant and other
characters. COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLE TO
THE HEBREWS.?

HEe SeT ALL TO RicHTS. THEODORET OF CyR:
The phrase “in many ways,” of course, indicates

the manifold dispensations, “various ways,” the

'PG 82:676-77; TCCLSP 2:137-38. *EHA 197.
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different kinds of divine visions. He appeared to
Abraham in one way, to Moses in another, to Eli-
jah in another, to Micaiah in another.’ Isaiah,
Daniel and Ezekiel saw him under different
guises. To bring this out the God of all said, “It
was I who multiplied visions, and took visible
form at the hands of the inspired authors.”* After
all, the divine nature is not pluriform, but with-
out either shape or appearance, simple and
uncomplicated. It was, therefore, not the incom-
prehensible nature that they saw but guises of
some kind, which the unseen God revealed as
need required. The phrase “in many ways,” of
course, implies something else as well, that each
of the inspired authors was entrusted with some
particular dispensation, whereas their God—I
mean Christ the Lord—did not provide for some
single need, but by becoming man he set all to
rights and secured the salvation of human beings.
It became obvious, of course, that there is one
lawgiver of the old and new. INTERPRETATION OF
Hesrews 1.°

In DirrerReNT TIMES, IN DIFFERENT MAN-
NERS. SEVERIAN OF GABALA: “In many ways,”
that is, according to the differences of the times in
which the promises concerning us were imparted,
such as at the creation of Adam, at the time of
Cain, in the days of Noah, at the time of Abra-
ham, at the time before the law, at the time after
the law. For many are the manners of God’s
administration on our behalf. And “in a variety of
ways,” because one commandment was given to
Adam, another to Noah, yet another to Abraham,
and another through Moses, and yet different
ones through the prophets. FRAGMENTS ON THE
EpisTLE TO THE HEBREWS 1.1-2.°

No ConTrADICTION Is INVOLVED. EUsEBIUS
or CagsareA: Holy Scripture teaches that God
was seen by Israel dimly, meaning the Word of
God. In the book of Numbers Moses prays, say-
ing, “Since you are the Lord of this people who is

seen by them face to face.”” ... And it is said in

Exodus, “Then Moses and Aaron, Nadab, and

Abihu and seventy of the elders of Israel went up,
78

and they saw the God of Israel.” ...

From the text, “No one has ever seen God,”’
perhaps it might be thought that the above quo-
tations contradict the Savior’s words, implying
that the invisible is visible. But if they are under-
stood . .. as the Word of God, who was seen by
the fathers “in many ways and various ways,” no
contradiction is involved. The God of Israel here
seen is shown to be the same being who was seen
by Israel, when he wrestled with the one who first
changed his name from Jacob to Israel, saying,
“You have striven with God.”* And when also
Jacob, appreciating God’s divine power, called the
place of the struggle the Sight of God, saying, “I
have seen God face to face, and yet my life is pre-

711

served”™ ... this was no other than the Word of

God. Proor or THE GOsPEL 5.18."

CoMPLETE EXHIBITION OF THE SCRIPTURES.
CLeEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA: Those who are ready
to toil in the most excellent pursuits will not
desist from the search after truth until they have
evidence from the Scriptures themselves. . ..
Now all people have the same judgment. Some,
following the Word, frame for themselves proofs.
Others, giving themselves up to pleasures, wrest
Scripture according to their lusts. ... We have, as
the source of teaching, the Lord, by the prophets,
the gospel, and the blessed apostles “in many and
various ways” leading from the beginning of
knowledge to the end. ... Thus we may not give
our assent to people on a bare statement by them,
who might equally state the opposite. ... Rather,
we establish the matter that is in question by the
voice of the Lord, which is the surest of all dem-
onstrations or rather is the only demonstration,
in which knowledge those who have merely
tasted the Scriptures are believers. On the other
hand, those who have advanced further and have

become correct expounders of the truth are

*1 Kings 22:19-22. *Hos 12:11 LXX. *PG 82:677,680; TCCLSP
2:138%. °NTA 15:346. 'Num 14:14. *Ex24:9. °Jn 1:18. "“Gen
32:28. "Gen 32:30. *POG 1:261-62%.
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Gnostics. As, in what pertains to life, craftsmen
are superior to ordinary people and model what is
beyond common notions, so, consequently, we
also persuade from faith by demonstration, giving
a complete exhibition of the Scriptures from the
Scriptures themselves. Those who follow heresies
also venture to avail themselves of the prophetic
Scriptures; however, they will not make use of all
the Scriptures, and they will not quote them
entirely, nor as the body and texture of prophecy
prescribe. Instead, selecting ambiguous expres-
sions, they wrest them to their own opinions,
gathering a few expressions here and there. They
do not look to the sense of the words but simply
make use of the words themselves. For in almost
all the quotations they make you will find that
they attend to the names alone, while they alter
the meanings. They neither know as they claim to
nor use the quotations they cite according to
their true nature. However, the truth is not found
by changing the meanings—for so people subvert
all true teaching—but in the consideration of
what perfectly belongs to and becomes the sover-
eign God and in the corroboration of each point
demonstrated in the Scriptures from similar
Scriptures. STROMATEIS 7.16."

Curist Is CaALLED WispoMm, CLEMENT OF
Avrexanpria: Christ is called Wisdom by all the
prophets. This is he who is the teacher of all cre-
ated beings, the fellow counselor of God who
foreknew all things; and he from above, from the
first foundation of the world, “in many and vari-
ous ways” trains and perfects; hence it is rightly
said, “Call no one your teacher on earth.”"* Stro-
MATEIS 6.7."

ALL Wispom Is Frrom THE LorD. CLEMENT OF
ALexANDRIA: And again, it is written expressly in
the name of the Lord, “And speak to all that are
wise in mind, whom I have filled with the spirit of
perception.”'* Those who are wise in mind have a
certain attribute of nature peculiar to themselves.
And they who have shown themselves capable

receive from the supreme Wisdom a spirit of per-

ception in double measure. For those who practice
the common arts are highly gifted in what pertains
to the senses: in hearing, those who are commonly
called musicians; in touch, those who mold clay; in
voice, the singers; in smell, the perfumers; in sight,
the engravers of devices on seals. Those that are
occupied in instruction train the sensibility accord-
ing to which the poets are susceptible to the influ-
ence of measure; the sophists apprehend
expression; the dialecticians, syllogisms; and the
philosophers are capable of the contemplation of
which they themselves are the objects. For sensi-
bility finds and invents, since it persuasively
exhorts to application. And practice will increase
the application which has knowledge for its end.
With reason, therefore, the apostle has called the
wisdom of God “manifold,” and it has manifested
its power “in many and various ways”—Dby art, by
knowledge, by faith, by prophecy—for our benefit.
“All wisdom is from the Lord and is with him for-
ever,”"” as says the Wisdom of Jesus. STROMATEIS

18
1.4.

BorH SuEEP AND GOAT. AUGUSTINE: You see,
those old sacrifices of the people of God also rep-
resented in a variety of ways this single one that
was to come. Christ himself, I mean, was both a
sheep, because of his innocence and simplicity of
soul, and a goat because of “the likeness of sinful
flesh.””” And whatever else was foretold “in many
and various ways” in the sacrifices of the old cove-
nant refers to this single one which has been

revealed in the new covenant. SERMON 2288.2.%°

You Have BEEN MADE PArRTAKERS., CHRYSOS-
Tom: Truly, as Paul says in Romans, “where sin
increased, grace abounded all the more.””! He
intimates this here also, in the very beginning of
his epistle to the Hebrews, for it was likely that
they [the recipients of the law] were afflicted and
worn out by evils, and, judging things from that
perspective, they would think themselves worse

BANF 2:550-51%. Mt 23:8-10. "ANF 2:493, '°Ex 28:3 LXX. "Sir
1:1. ANF 2:305*. Rom 8:3. *WSA 3 6:262. *Rom 5:20.
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off than all other people. He shows here that they
had rather been made partakers of a greater, even
very exceeding, grace. Thus, with these words he
arouses the hearer at the very opening of his dis-
course, saying, “God ... in these last days ... has
spoken to us by a Son.” ON THE EPISTLE TO THE
Hesrews 1.1.72

Non~E oF TuEM Saw Gob. CHrysosTom: The
apostle did well to begin, “In many and various
ways,” for he points out that not even the proph-
ets themselves saw God. Nevertheless, the Son
saw him. For the expression “in many and various
ways” is the same as “in various ways.” “It was I,
says he, "who multiplied visions and through the
prophets gave parables.”” The excellence consists
not in this alone, that to them prophets were
sent, while to us was sent the Son. Rather, the
excellence consists in that none of them saw God,
but the only begotten Son saw God. The apostle
does not at once assert this, but by what he says
afterwards he establishes it, when he says, con-
cerning Christ’s human nature, “For to what
angel did God ever say, You are my Son,’ "2 and,
“Sit at my right hand?”® O~ THE EPISTLE TO

tHE HEBREWS 1.1.%°

For THE SAKE OF OUR SALVATION. JOHN OF
Damascus: The God proclaimed by the Old Tes-
tament and the New is the one who is celebrated
and glorified in Trinity, for the Lord said, “I have
come not to abolish the law, but to fulfill.”* For
he worked our salvation, for the sake of which all
Scripture and every mystery has been revealed.
Again, “Search the Scriptures, for it is they that
bear witness to me.””® And the apostle too says,
“In many and various ways God spoke of old to
our fathers by the prophets, but in these last days
he has spoken to us by a Son.” Through the Holy
Spirit, then, both the law and the prophets, evan-
gelists, apostles, pastors and teachers spoke.
Therefore, “all Scripture is inspired by God and
profitable,”” so that to search the sacred Scrip-
ture is very good and most profitable for the soul.
OrTHODOX FAITH 4.17.%°

1:2 God Has Spoken to Us by a Son

TaeN WE WERE G1vEN MoORE. CHRYSOSTOM:
And the expressions “of old” and “in these last
days” foreshadow some other meaning; when a
long time had intervened, when we were on the
edge of punishment, when the gifts had failed,
when there was no expectation of deliverance,
when we were expecting to have less than all—it
was then that we were given more. ON THE Ep1s-

TLE TO THE HEBREWS 1.2.>!

BorH WoRrLDS. EPHREM THE SyriaN: Paul
says, “through whom he made the worlds,”*? that
is, both the spiritual and material worlds. Com-

MENTARY ON THE Ep1sTLE TO THE HEBREWS.>

He CREATED THE AGES. THEODORET OF CyR:
He spoke of the Son as “creator of the ::1ges"34 to
bring out that he is eternal and to teach us that he
was always beyond any temporal interval whatso-
ever. In these terms the Old Testament speaks of
the God and Father as the one existing before the
ages, that is, the one who always is.”” INTERPRE-
TATION OF HEBREWS 1.°°

TuEe Term A Has SEVERAL MEANINGS.
Joun or Damascus: He made the ages who ex-
ists before the ages, of whom the divine David
says, “From everlasting to everlasting you are””
and the divine apostle, “By whom he made the
ages."38

Now one should note that the term age has
several meanings, because it signifies a great
many things. The span of life of every person is
called an age, and a period of one thousand years
is called an age. Moreover, this whole present
life is called an age, and so is the age without end

ZNPNF 1 14:366*. ®Hos 12:10. *Heb 1:5. *Heb 1:13. *NPNF
114:366%. ¥Mt5:17. *Jn 5:39. 22 Tim 3:16. *FC 37:373*.
3INPNF 1 14:366. *?The Greek text has a plural here (aionas, i.e.,
ages, eras, times), translated in RSV as “world” but as “worlds” in KJV.
PEHA 197. *Literal translation of tous aionas is “the ages.” RSV
translates this phrase as “the world.” ¥Ps 55:19 LXX. °PG 82:680;
TCCLSP 2:139. *Ps 90:2 (89:2 LXX). *See n. 34.
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to come after the resurrection.” Again, that is
called an age which is neither time nor any divi-
sion of time measured by the course and motion
of the sun, that is, made up of days and nights;
but it is coextensive with eternal things after the
fashion of some sort of temporal period and
interval. This kind of age is to eternal things
exactly what time is to temporal things.
OrTHODOX FaAITH 2.1.%°

CREATOR OF THE AGES. THEODORE OF Mop-

suesTIA: “Through whom also he made the ages.”

An age is not a nature that is able to exist in sub-
stance but is understood to be a certain interval.
This interval can be perceived from its having a
beginning of existence until its end or until some
other age has likewise taken its beginning. . ..
The “creator of the ages” means nothing different
than “everlasting, existing beyond every age, hav-
ing his own limitless existence.” For the maker
exists before the things which are made, but an
interval of time must be perceived by its having a
beginning. ... When blessed David says, “Who
exists before the ages,”*" he does not wish this to
say that God exists before the latter ages, but that
God has eternal existence, being earlier than
every interval of time. When Paul says, “through
whom God also made the ages,” Paul does not
wish God to be the creator of the later ages but to
be eternal and the cause of all ages that have a
beginning. FRAGMENTS ON THE EPISTLE TO THE
HeBrews 1.2-3.%

He SpokE 10 Us. CyriL 0OF ALEXANDRIA: For
at the end of the ages the Son himself spoke to us
through himself. No longer through the media-
tion of a prophet or the voice of saints but
through himself, the only begotten, by being born
into our condition, spoke with us. And we say
that the Father spoke in the Son, not as through a
human being somehow established as a special
kind of mediator or as one declaring a message to
us which was not his own but another’s. Rather,
the Son spoke to us in his own voice through his

own body. For the flesh belonged to the only

begotten and not to anyone else. Though God by
nature, he became human while remaining God.
COMMENTARY ON HEBREWS.”

THE END OF LABORS AND THE BEGINNING OF
REsT. CHrRYsosToMm: He said, “in these last
days,” for by this he both stirs up and encourages
those despairing of the future. For as he says also
in another place, “The Lord is at hand; have no
anxiety about anything,”* and again, “For salva-
tion is nearer to us now than when we first
believed.”” So also here. What then does he say?
That whoever is spent in the conflict, hearing of
the end of it, recovers his breath a little, knowing
that it is the end indeed of his labors and the
beginning of his rest. ON THE EPISTLE TO THE

HeBrews 1.2.%

HEeir ofF ALL THINGS As MAN. THEODORET OF
Cyr: “Whom he appointed heir of all things.”
The divine apostle began with human beings, and
after speaking first of the lowlier things he thus
lays hold of the greater. In other words, Christ
the Lord is heir of all things, not as God, but as
man: as God he is maker of all things, and the
creator of all things is Lord of all by nature,
whereas the heir is made master of what he was
previously not lord. In like manner the believers
are heirs of God and coheirs with Christ": by
grace they receive what they did not have before.
INTERPRETATION OF HEBREWS 1.

NoT1 CREATED As AN HEIR, BUT APPOINTED.
SEVERIAN oF GaBaLA: “He spoke to us in® his
Son,” instead of “by the Son.” For he did not
speak in him as an instrument but rather through
him as one indwelling the flesh. ... For when he
had said, “He has spoken to us in his Son whom
he appointed as an heir”—not “created as an

heir”—he applied the word to his existence

PMr 12:32. “FC 37:203*. *'Ps 55:19. *NTA 15:201. “PEP 3:364;
COS 322%. **Phil 4:5-6. *Rom 13:11. *NPNF 1 14:366*. *Rom
8:17. *PG 82:680; TCCLSP 2:138-39*. *En (“in”) is translated in

RSV as a marker of the instrumental dative, that is, “by.”
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before the ages. And he does this intelligently,
now leading us up into theology, now bringing us
down into the incarnation. FRAGMENTS ON THE

EpisTLE TO THE HEBREWS 1.1-2.”°

THE MYSTERY OF THE FATHER AND THE SON.
ProTrus: “Whom he appointed the heir of all.”
Of what? Of all those who approach the unde-
filed divine nature. Indeed, the Son is the heir
and partaker of the Father’s nature, dominion
and power. If the Son is the heir of the Father’s
attributes, it is necessary to explain, in what
way. Through him, it says, he also created the
ages [the world]. If the creation is a mutual deed
of the Father and of the Son, then all that is in
the world is also a shared property of the Father
and the Son. If all in the spiritual universe
belongs to both of them, then that is also true of
what was created after the spiritual universe,
that is, our world (cosmos) and everything in it.
Yet in order that you would not dare to interpret
“heir” as according to grace or favor rather than
according to birth and nature, he adds, “who is
the reflection of [God’s] glory.” The author had
in mind to prevent you from a simpleminded yet
ungodly conclusion after he stated that the
Father appointed him an heir. I believe that
“appointed” does not signify production or cre-
ation of the heir yet indicates relationship
between the Son and the Father, who is the
cause according to nature of their unity and con-
vergence. [ The writer does this] so that it would
not appear as if the Son is deprived of the
fatherly bond by his origin and hence the Father
and the Son are two separate and unrelated enti-
ties. ... He speaks in very clear terms, “the very
stamp of his nature,” that is he [the Son] shares
the same nature and mode of existence, that is
he is God, all-powerful, omnipotent, creator,
and shares in all other attributes of the Father,
except that the Father is always the Father and
the Son is always the Son. Therefore, everything
is created, sustained and directed by his
almighty word. See, he is truly the heir, as the
Father handed everything to him. FRaAGMENTS

oN THE EpISTLE TO THE HEBREWS 1.2-3.°!

May THE WorLp Hear Him 18 His CryinG.
JeromE: He, who first spoke through patriarchs
and prophets, afterwards spoke in his own per-
son. As the Song of Songs says, “that he would
kiss me with the kisses of his mouth.”** He is say-
ing, therefore, “Now, in my own person, I speak
of him of whom I spoke through the prophets.”
The world could not hear him in his thundering,
but may it hear him, at least, in his crying. Hom-
ILIES ON THE PSALMS, ALTERNATE SERIES 66
(PsaLm 88).”

Be AstoNisHED THAT GoD SPEAKS. ATHANA-
stus: The fame of Anthony came even unto kings,
for Constantine Augustus and his sons ... wrote let-
ters to him as to a father and begged an answer from
him. He made nothing very much of the letters, nor
did he rejoice at the messages; rather, he was the
same as he had been before the emperors wrote to
him. But when they brought him the letters, he
called the monks and said, “Do not be astonished if
an emperor writes to us, for he is a man. Wonder
rather that God wrote the law for men and has spo-
ken to us through his own Son.” And so he was
unwilling to receive the letters, saying that he did
not know how to write an answer to such things.
But at the urgings of the monks because the emper-
ors were Christians and lest the emperors take
offense on the ground that they had been spurned,
he consented that the letters be read. And he wrote
an answer approving of them because they wor-
shiped Christ, and he gave them counsel on things
pertaining to salvation: “not to think much of the
present, but rather to remember the judgment that
is coming, and to know that Christ alone was the
true and eternal king,” He begged them to be merci-
ful and to give heed to justice and the poor. Having
received the answer, they rejoiced. Thus he was dear
to all, and all desired to consider him as a father.
LirE oF ST. ANTHONY 81.”"

*N'TA 15:346. *'NTA 15:637-38. *Song 1:2. FC 57:64".
*NPNF 2 4:217%.
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SieNIFYING BoTH SONSHIPS IN A SINGLE
ExprEss1ON, THEODORE OF MopsuUEsTIA: He
does not say, “God spoke to us in the Son” but
simply “in a Son.” By saying this and making no
separation, he was able to signify both in a single
expression. First of all, he signifies the true Son,
and by true Son I mean the one who possesses
sonship by his natural birth. In the second place,
he also includes in this designation the one who
shares truly in the dignity of sonship because of
his union with God. FRAGMENTS ON THE TREA-

TISE ON THE INCARNATION 12.1.”

FirsT SLAVES, THEN A SoN. THEODORET OF
Cyr: He clearly brought out the difference
between Christ the Lord and the prophets, call-
ing him alone “Son.” The opening resembles the
parable of the Lord: in telling the parable about
the vineyard to the Jews, the Lord showed that
slaves were first sent to the wicked farmers, then
after their murder a son arrived.”® INTERPRETA-

TION OF HEBREWS 1.”

1:3 The Stamp of God’s Nature

THE SoN REFLECTs THE WHOLE GLORY OF
Gop. Origen: In my opinion, the Son is the
reflection of the total glory of God, according to
Paul who said, “He reflects the glory of God,”
anticipating, however, a partial reflection on the
rest of the rational creation from this reflection of
the total glory. For I do not think that anyone
except the Son can contain the whole reflection of
the full glory of God. COMMENTARY ON THE
GOSPEL OF JOHN 32.353.°°

RADIANCE As THE L1GHT OF THE WORLD.
CurysosToMm: “I am the light of the world.”’
Therefore the apostle uses the word radiance,”
showing that this was said in the sense of “Light
of Light.” Nor is it this alone which he shows, but
also that he has enlightened our souls. On THE

1
EpisTLE TO THE HEBREWS 2.2.°

TaereE WouLp BE No Ray WrtHoUT THE

Sun. GreGORY OF Nyssa: The majesty of the
Father is expressly imaged in the greatness of the
power of the Son, that the one may be believed to
be as great as the other is known to be. Again, as
the radiance of light sheds its brilliance from the
whole of the sun’s disk .. . so too all the glory
which the Father has is shed from its whole by
means of the brightness that comes from it, that
is, by the true Light. Even as the ray is of the
sun—for there would be no ray if the sun were
not—the sun is never conceived as existing by
itself without the ray of brightness that is shed
from it. So the apostle delivered to us the conti-
nuity and eternity of that existence which the
Only Begotten has of the Father, calling the Son
“the brightness of God’s glory.” AgainsT Euno-
mius 8.1.%

CurisT PRESERVES AN ACCURATE REPRESEN-
TATION. THEODORE OF MopsuEgsTia: “Who,
being the radiance of glory and the exact repre-
sentation of his substance.” Quite appropriately
he does not say “God” but “glory.” In this way he
does not allow us to meddle in the things of that
nature when we are thunderstruck by his name,
since of course the only “glory” worth mentioning
is God’s nature. Paul uses the analogy of “radi-
ance” for that which he deemed most essential,
and by the next phrase he explicates the point of
the analogy. For he says that Christ preserves an
accurate representation of God’s nature, so that
whatever you would think God’s nature to be, so
you must also think Christ’s nature to be, inas-
much as Christ’s nature bears the accurate repre-
sentation of God’s nature since Christ’s nature
does not differ from God’s in the least. Frac-

MENTS ON THE EpIsTLE TO THE HEBREWS 1.2-3.%

IN THE SuN WE FIND THREE PROPERTIES.

*TEM 2:303; COS 260*. *Mt 21:33-41. *'PG 82:677; TCCLSP
2:138%, *°FC 89:408. *Jn 8:12. “Note that here and in subsequent
comments “reflection” has been rendered as “brightness,” “effulgence”
or “radiance.” “Radiance of glory” is a more literal translation of
apaugasma tes doxes than RSV's “He reflects the glory.” “'NPNF 1
14:371. ®NPNF 2 5:202*. ®NTA 15:201.
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Casstoporus: The Spirit in the essence of
divinity is Father, Son and Holy Spirit and is
properly called one God. But according to the
distinction of the persons, the Father’s unique
characteristic is that he is by nature without a
beginning, and he begot the Son before the ages.
It is the unique characteristic of the Son that he
is, as an essential part of his nature, begotten by
the Father. It is the unique characteristic of the
Spirit that he proceeds from the Father and the
Son. Their eternity and power, equally part of
the essence of each person, performs everything
that the Godhead desires in heaven and earth by
inexpressible love and cooperation. Although
these things are presently understood as incom-
prehensible and unexplainable to us in their
essential nature, still many of the Fathers pro-
pose a certain comparison with physical and
existent objects. We find these three properties
in the sun: first, there is a bodily substance,
which is the sun. Then there is the brightness of
the sun that remains in it. Third, is the heat that
comes forth even to us from its brightness. If
there is even any comparison for such a great
matter that can be devised, I think that this
comparison should be construed in this way: the
bodily substance in the sun could be understood
as the person of the Father. The brightness that
is in the sun could stand for the person of the
Son in the Trinity, as the Apostle says: “the
brightness of his glory.” The heat in the sun
could be understood as the person of the Holy
Spirit in the Trinity, as one reads in Scripture:
“Who is able to hide himself from his heat?”®*
ExpPoSITION OF THE PsaLms 50.14.°

TuaE BLaspaEMY Is ExcLUDED. THEODORET OF
Cyr: The “glory” is eternal. Therefore, the
“brightness” is also eternal. Brightness is of the
same nature as fire. Therefore, the Son is of the
same nature as the Father. And since the meta-
phor of brightness so manifestly demonstrates
their coeternity and consubstantiality, he allows
an opportunity for those sick with the blasphemy
of Sabellius and Photinus, according to which the

brightness does not subsist by itself. By another
metaphor he excludes this blasphemy, for he goes
on to say “and the very stamp of his nature.”
INTERPRETATION OF HEBREWS 1.%°

A SIMILARITY TO JOHN 1:1. THEODORE OF
MovrsuEesTia: Indeed, there is a great deal of sim-
ilarity [between the opening of John's Gospel
and] the apostle’s statement. After Paul calls him
“the brightness of his glory,” he adds, “the very
stamp of his nature.” With great care he turns
from a statement of their distinction® to an indi-
cation of their perfect likeness.” CoMMENTARY

oN Joun r.r..”

RADIANCE AND IMAGE. SEVERIAN OF GABALA:
Seeking to present more clearly that the Word was
begotten of the essence of the Father, he makes
mention of the “radiance.” For the radiance is from
the essence of that of which it is an efflux of light,
and it is continuously conceived both from it and
never apart from that of which it is the radiance.
But since “radiance” implies a lesser nature than
that of which it is the radiance and existence not in
the same nature, he uses a different word and
states that Christ is “the exact image of his nature.”
The first phrase (“radiance of his glory”) demon-
strates that Christ cannot be separated from the
essence as God; the second phrase (“exact image of
his nature”) proves that he is not without God’s
nature, For just as John, calling Christ “the Word,”
adds, “he was with God and was God,”” so also
Paul, having said “radiance,” added, “and the exact
image of his nature.” FRAGMENTS ON THE EPISTLE
To THE HEBREWS 1.3.”

PauL MicaT Have Saip “Gop” or “DiIvINE
NATURE.” THEODORE OF MopsuUEsTIA: He is
the “Father of glory”in that Paul is accustomed
to use the word glory to refer to the divine nature,
because it is glorious and marvelous. So in

#Ps 19:6 (17:7 LXX). “Cetedoc 0900, 97.50.447. “PG 82:681;
TCCLSP 2:140*. “Cf.Jn 1:1. °Cf.Jn 1:1. ®CSCO 115-16:16. "Jn
1:1. "'NTA 15:346.
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Hebrews he says the Son is the “brightness of
his glory.” Instead of this he might have said
“God””? or “divine nature.” COMMENTARY ON

EPHESIANS 1.16.7

‘Wuo Has SeeN Licar WitnouT Rapiance?
AtnHaNas1us: As the apostle, writing to the
Hebrews, says, “who being the brightness of his
glory and the stamp of his nature,” and David too
in the eighty-ninth Psalm, “And the brightness of
the Lord be upon us,””*and “in your light shall we
see 11'ght."75 Who has so little sense as to doubt
the eternity of the Son? For when did anyone see
light without the brightness of its radiance, that
one may say of the Son, “There was once when
he was not,” or “Before his generation he was
not.” And the words addressed to the Son in the
hundred and forty-fourth Psalm, “Your kingdom
is an everlasting kingdom,"76 forbid anyone to
imagine any interval at all in which the Word did
not exist. FOUR DiscourRSES AGAINST THE ARI-

ANS 1.4.12.77

WE RecoeNizE Two NaTuRrEs IN CHRIST.
GREGORY OF Nyssa: Since we recognize two
natures in Christ, one divine and the other human,
the divine by nature but the human in the incarna-
tion, we accordingly claim for the Godhead that
which is eternal, and that which is created we
ascribe to his human nature. For as, according to
the prophet, he was formed in the womb as a ser-
vant, so also, according to Solomon, he was mani-
fested in the flesh by means of this servile creation.
But when [the Arians] say, “If he was, he was not
begotten, and, if he was begotten, he was not,” let
them learn that it is not fitting to ascribe to his
divine nature the attributes which belong to his
fleshly origin. For bodies that do not exist are gen-
erated, and God makes those things to be that are
not. But does not he come into being from that
which is not? For this reason also Paul calls him
“the brightness of glory.” He does this so that we
may learn that, just as the light from the lamp is of
the nature of that which sheds the brightness and
is united with it (for as soon as the lamp appears

the light that comes from it shines out simulta-
neously), in like manner the Son is related to the
Father, and the Father is never without the Son. It
is impossible that glory should be without radi-
ance, as it is impossible that the lamp should be
without brightness. It is clear that his being bright-
ness is a testimony to his being in relation with the
glory, for if the glory did not exist, the brightness
shed from it would not exist. Therefore, to say that
the brightness “once was not” is a declaration that
once the glory also was not, that is, when the
brightness was not, for it is impossible that the
glory should be without the brightness. As there-
fore it is not possible to say in the case of the
brightness, “If it was, it did not come into being,
and, if it came into being, it was not,” so it is in
vain to say this of the Son, seeing that the Son is
the brightness. Let those who speak of “less” and
“greater,” in the case of the Father and the Son,
learn from Paul not to measure things immeasut-
able. For the apostle says that the Son is the
express image of the person of the Father. It is clear
then that, however great the person of the Father
is, so great also is the express image of that person,
for it is not possible that the express image should
be less than the person contemplated in it. And
this the great John also teaches when he says, “In
the beginning was the Word, and the Word was
with God.”” For in saying that he was “in the
beginning” and not “after the beginning,” he
showed that the beginning was never without the
Word. In declaring that “the Word was with God,”
he signified the absence of defect in the Son in rela-
tion to the Father, for the Word is contemplated as
a whole together with the whole being of God. For
if the Word were deficient in his own greatness so
as not to be capable of relation with the whole
being of God, we are compelled to suppose that
that part of God which extends beyond the Word
is without the Word. But in fact the whole magni-
tude of the Word is contemplated together with

2RSV has “glory of God,” though “God” is not in the Greek text.
BSTEM 1:135-36; COS 244. ™Ps 90:17 (89:17 LXX). "*Ps 36:9 (35:10
LXX). "Ps145:13 (144:13 LxX). ""NPNF 24:313*, *Jn 1:1.
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the whole magnitude of God, and consequently, in
statements concerning the divine nature, it is not
admissible to speak of “greater” and “less.” ON
tHE Farra.”

WHEN Our Discoursk FaiLs THrRoOuGH
WEeaknNEss. CHRysosTom: We ought to receive
all things with faith and reverence, and, when our
discourse fails through weakness and is not able
to set forth accurately the things that are spoken,
then we ought especially to glorify God, in that
we have such a God, surpassing both our thought
and our conception. For many of our conceptions
about God we are unable to express, and many
things we express but do not have strength to
conceive. For instance, that God is everywhere we
know, but how we do not understand. That there
is a certain incorporeal power, the cause of all our
good things, we know, but how it is or what it is,
we know not. We speak and do not understand! I
said that he is everywhere, but I do not under-
stand it. I said that he is without beginning, but I
do not understand it. I said that he begot from
himself, and again I know not how I shall under-
stand it. And some things there are that we may
not even speak—as, for instance, that thought
conceives but cannot utter.

And to show you that even Paul is weak and