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General Introduction


Ancient Christian Texts (hereafter ACT) presents the full text of ancient Christian commentaries on Scripture that have remained so unnoticed that they have not yet been translated into English.

The patristic period (AD 95–750) is the time of the fathers of the church, when the exegesis of Scripture texts was in its primitive formation. This period spans from Clement of Rome to John of Damascus, embracing seven centuries of biblical interpretation, from the end of the New Testament to the mid-eighth century, including the Venerable Bede.

This series extends but does not reduplicate texts of the Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture (ACCS). It presents full-length translations of texts that appear only as brief extracts in the ACCS. The ACCS began years ago authorizing full-length translations of key patristic texts on Scripture in order to provide fresh sources of valuable commentary that previously were not available in English. It is from these translations that the ACT series has emerged.

A multiyear project such as this requires a well-defined objective. The task is straightforward: to introduce full-length translations of key texts of early Christian teaching, homilies and commentaries on a particular book of Scripture. These are seminal documents that have decisively shaped the entire subsequent history of biblical exegesis, but in our time have been largely ignored.

To carry out this mission each volume of the Ancient Christian Texts series has four aspirations:


1. To show the approach of one of the early Christian writers in dealing with the problems of understanding, reading and conveying the meaning of a particular book of Scripture.

2. To make more fully available the whole argument of the ancient Christian interpreter of Scripture to all who wish to think with the early church about a particular canonical text.

3. To broaden the base of the biblical studies, Christian teaching and preaching to include classical Christian exegesis.

4. To stimulate Christian historical, biblical, theological and pastoral scholarship toward deeper inquiry into early classic practitioners of scriptural interpretation.




For Whom Is This Series Designed? 

We have selected and translated these texts primarily for general and nonprofessional use by an audience of persons who study the Bible regularly.

In varied cultural settings around the world, contemporary readers are asking how they might grasp the meaning of sacred texts under the instruction of the great minds of the ancient church. They often study books of the Bible verse by verse, book by book, in groups and workshops, sometimes with a modern commentary in hand. But many who study the Bible intensively hunger to have available as well the thoughts of a reliable classic Christian commentator on this same text. This series will give the modern commentators a classical text for comparison and amplification. Readers will judge for themselves as to how valuable or complementary are their insights and guidance.

The classic texts we are translating were originally written for anyone (lay or clergy, believers or seekers) who wished to reflect and meditate with the great minds of the early church. They sought to illuminate the plain sense, theological wisdom, and moral and spiritual meaning of an individual book of Scripture. They were not written for an academic audience, but for a community of faith shaped by the sacred text.

Yet in serving this general audience, the editors remain determined not to neglect the rigorous requirements and needs of academic readers who until recently have had few full translations available to them in the history of exegesis. So this series is designed also to serve public libraries, universities, academic classes, homiletic preparation and historical interests worldwide in Christian scholarship and interpretation.

Hence our expected audience is not limited to the highly technical and specialized scholarly field of patristic studies, with its strong bent toward detailed word studies and explorations of cultural contexts. Though all of our editors and translators are patristic and linguistic scholars, they also are scholars who search for the meanings and implications of the texts. The audience is not primarily the university scholar concentrating on the study of the history of the transmission of the text or those with highly focused interests in textual morphology or historical-critical issues. If we succeed in serving our wider readers practically and well, we hope to serve as well college and seminary courses in Bible, church history, historical theology, hermeneutics and homiletics. These texts have not until now been available to these classes.




Readiness for Classic Spiritual Formation

Today global Christians are being steadily drawn toward these biblical and patristic sources for daily meditation and spiritual formation. They are on the outlook for primary classic sources of spiritual formation and biblical interpretation, presented in accessible form and grounded in reliable scholarship.

These crucial texts have had an extended epoch of sustained influence on Scripture interpretation, but virtually no influence in the modern period. They also deserve a hearing among modern readers and scholars. There is a growing awareness of the speculative excesses and spiritual and homiletic limitations of much post-Enlightenment criticism. Meanwhile the motifs, methods and approaches of ancient exegetes have remained unfamiliar not only to historians but to otherwise highly literate biblical scholars, trained exhaustively in the methods of historical and scientific criticism.

It is ironic that our times, which claim to be so fully furnished with historical insight and research methods,  have neglected these texts more than scholars in previous centuries who could read them in their original languages.

This series provides indisputable evidence of the modern neglect of classic Christian exegesis: it remains a fact that extensive and once authoritative classic commentaries on Scripture still remain untranslated into any modern language. Even in China such a high level of neglect has not befallen classic Buddhist, Taoist and Confucian commentaries.




Ecumenical Scholarship 

This series, like its two companion series, the ACCS and Ancient Christian Doctrine (ACD), is an expression of unceasing ecumenical efforts that have enjoyed the wide cooperation of distinguished scholars of many differing academic communities. Under this classic textual umbrella, it has brought together in common spirit Christians who have long distanced themselves from each other by competing church memories. But 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 principle or intellect, come together to study texts common to them all. This is its ecumenical significance.

 This series of translations is respectful of a distinctively theological reading of Scripture that cannot be reduced to historical, philosophical, scientific or sociological insights or methods alone. It takes seriously the venerable tradition of ecumenical reflection concerning the premises of revelation, providence, apostolicity, canon and consensuality. A high respect is here granted, despite modern assumptions, to uniquely Christian theological forms of reasoning, such as classical consensual christological and triune reasoning, as distinguishing premises of classic Christian textual interpretation. These cannot be acquired by empirical methods alone. This approach does not pit theology against critical theory; instead, it incorporates critical historical methods and brings them into coordinate accountability within its larger purpose of listening to Scripture.

The internationally diverse character of our editors and translators corresponds with the global range of our audience, which bridges many major communions of Christianity. We have sought to bring together a distinguished international network of Protestant, Catholic and Orthodox scholars, editors and translators of the highest quality and reputation to accomplish this design.

But why just now at this historical moment is this need for patristic wisdom felt particularly by so many readers of Scripture? Part of the reason is that these readers have been longer deprived of significant contact with many of these vital sources of classic Christian exegesis.




The Ancient Commentary Tradition

This series focuses on texts that comment on Scripture and teach its meaning. We define a commentary in its plain-sense definition as a series of illustrative or explanatory notes on any work of enduring significance. The word commentary is an Anglicized form of the Latin commentarius (or “annotation” or “memoranda” on a subject, text or series of events). In its theological meaning it is a work that explains, analyzes or expounds a biblical book or portion of Scripture. Tertullian, Origen, John Chrysostom, Jerome, Augustine and Clement of Alexandria all revealed their familiarity with both the secular and religious commentators available to them as they unpacked the meanings of the sacred text at hand.

The commentary in ancient times typically began with a general introduction covering such questions as authorship, date, purpose and audience. It commented as needed on grammatical or lexical problems in the text and provided explanations of difficulties in the text. It typically moved verse by verse through a Scripture text, seeking to make its meaning clear and its import understood.

The general Western literary genre of commentary has been definitively shaped by the history of early Christian commentaries on Scripture. It is from Origen, Hilary, the Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum, John Chrysostom and Cyril of Alexandria that we learn what a commentary is—far more so than in the case of classic medical, philosophical or poetic commentaries. 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 especially the biblical commentary) has patristic commentaries as its decisive pattern and prototype. 

It is only in the last two centuries, since the development of modern historicist methods of criticism, that modern writers have sought more strictly to delimit the definition of a commentary so as to include only certain limited interests focusing largely on historical-critical method, philological and grammatical observations, literary analysis, and socio-political or economic circumstances impinging on the text. While respecting all these approaches, the ACT editors do not hesitate to use the classic word commentary to define more broadly the genre of this series. These are commentaries in their classic sense.

The ACT editors freely take the assumption that the Christian canon is to be respected as the church’s sacred text. The reading and preaching of Scripture are vital to religious life. The central hope of this endeavor is that it might contribute in some small way to the revitalization of religious faith and community through a renewed discovery of the earliest readings of the church’s Scriptures.




An Appeal to Allow the Text to Speak for Itself 

This prompts two appeals:

1. For those who begin by assuming as normative for a commentary only the norms considered typical for modern expressions of what a commentary is, we ask: please allow the ancient commentators to define commentarius according to their own lights. Those who assume the preemptive authority and truthfulness of modern critical methods alone will always tend to view the classic Christian exegetes as dated, quaint, premodern, hence inadequate, and in some instances comic or even mean-spirited, prejudiced, unjust and oppressive. So in the interest of hermeneutical fairness, it is recommended that the modern reader not impose upon ancient Christian exegetes modern assumptions about valid readings of Scripture. The ancient Christian writers constantly challenge these unspoken, hidden and indeed often camouflaged assumptions that have become commonplace in our time.

We leave it to others to discuss the merits of ancient versus modern methods of exegesis. But even this cannot be done honestly without a serious examination of the texts of ancient exegesis. Ancient commentaries may be disqualified as commentaries by modern standards. But they remain commentaries by the standards of those who anteceded and formed the basis of the modern commentary.

The attempt to read a Scripture text while ruling out all theological and moral assumptions—as well as ecclesial, sacramental and dogmatic assumptions that have prevailed generally in the community of faith out of which it emerged—is a very thin enterprise indeed. Those who tendentiously may read a single page of patristic exegesis, gasp and toss it away because it does not conform adequately to the canons of modern exegesis and historicist commentary are surely not exhibiting a valid model for critical inquiry today.

2. In ancient Christian exegesis, chains of biblical references were often 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. When ancient exegesis weaves many Scripture texts together, it does not limit its focus to a single text as much modern exegesis prefers, but constantly relates them to other texts, by analogy, intensively using typological reasoning, as did the rabbinic tradition.

Since the principle prevails in ancient Christian exegesis that each text is illumined by other texts and by the whole narrative of the history of revelation, we find in patristic comments on a given text many other subtexts interwoven in order to illumine that text. In these ways the models of exegesis often do not correspond with modern commentary assumptions, which tend to resist or rule out chains of scriptural reference. We implore the reader not to force the assumptions of twentieth-century hermeneutics upon the ancient Christian writers, who themselves knew nothing of what we now call hermeneutics.




The Complementarity of Research Methods in This Series 

The Ancient Christian Texts series will employ several interrelated methods of research, which the editors and translators seek to bring together in a working integration. Principal among these methods are the following:

1. The editors, translators and annotators will bring to bear the best resources of textual criticism in preparation for their volumes. This series is not intended to produce a new critical edition of the original-language text. The best urtext in the original language will be used. Significant variants in the earliest manuscript sources of the text may be commented upon as needed in the annotations. But it will be assumed that the editors and translators will be familiar with the textual ambiguities of a particular text and be able to state their conclusions about significant differences among scholars. Since we are working with ancient texts that have, in some cases,  problematic or ambiguous passages, we are obliged to employ all methods of historical, philological and textual inquiry appropriate to the study of ancient texts. To that end, we will appeal to the most reliable text-critical scholarship of both biblical and patristic studies. We will assume that our editors and translators have reviewed the international literature of textual critics regarding their text so as to provide the reader with a translation of the most authoritative and reliable form of the ancient text. We will leave it to the volume editors and translators, under the supervision of the general editors, to make these assessments. This will include the challenge of considering which variants within the biblical text itself might impinge upon the patristic text, and which forms or stemma of the biblical text the patristic writer was employing. The annotator will supply explanatory footnotes where these textual challenges may raise potential confusions for the reader.

2. Our editors and translators will seek to understand the historical context (including socioeconomic, political and psychological aspects as needed) of the text. These understandings are often vital to right discernment of the writer’s intention. Yet we do not see our primary mission as that of discussing in detail these contexts. They are to be factored into the translation and commented on as needed in the annotations, but are not to become the primary focus of this series. Our central interest is less in the social location of the text or the philological history of particular words than in authorial intent and accurate translation. Assuming a proper social-historical contextualization of the text, the main focus of this series will be upon a dispassionate and fair translation and analysis of the text itself.

3. The main task is to set forth the meaning of the biblical text itself as understood by the patristic writer. The intention of our volume editors and translators is to help the reader see clearly into the meanings that patristic commentators have discovered in the biblical text. Exegesis in its classic sense implies an effort to explain, interpret and comment on a text, its meaning, its sources and its connections with other texts. It implies a close reading of the text, using whatever linguistic, historical, literary or theological resources are available to explain the text. It is contrasted with eisegesis, which implies that interpreters have imposed their 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. Our editors and annotators will also be attentive as needed to the ways in which the ancient Christian writer described his own interpreting process or hermeneutic assumptions.

4. The underlying philosophy of translation that we employ in this series is, like the Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture, termed dynamic equivalency. We wish to avoid the pitfalls of either too loose a paraphrase or too rigid a literal translation. We seek language that is literary but not purely literal. Whenever possible we have opted for the metaphors and terms that are normally in use in everyday English-speaking culture. Our purpose is to allow the ancient Christian writers to speak for themselves to ordinary readers in the present generation. We want to make it easier for the Bible reader to gain ready access to the deepest reflection of the ancient Christian community of faith on a particular book of Scripture. We seek a thought-for-thought translation rather than a formal equivalence or word-for-word style. This requires the words to be first translated accurately and then rendered in understandable idiom. We seek to present the same thoughts, feelings, connotations and effects of the original text in everyday English language. We have used vocabulary and language structures commonly used by the average person. We do not leave the quality of translation only to the primary translator, but pass it through several levels of editorial review before confirming it.




The Function of the ACT Introductions, Annotations and Translations

In writing the introduction for a particular volume of the ACT series, the translator or volume editor will discuss, where possible, the opinion of the writer regarding authorship of the text, the importance of the biblical book for other patristic interpreters, the availability or paucity of patristic comment, any salient points of debate between the Fathers, and any special challenges involved in translating and editing the particular volume. The introduction 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 text under consideration and to help readers find their critical bearings so as to read and use the commentary in an informed way.

The footnotes will assist the reader with obscurities and potential confusions. In the annotations the volume editors have identified Scripture allusions and historical references embedded within the texts. Their purpose is to help the reader move easily from passage to passage without losing a sense of the whole.

The ACT general editors seek to be circumspect and meticulous in commissioning volume editors and translators. We strive for a high level of consistency and literary quality throughout the course of this series. We have sought out as volume editors and translators those patristic and biblical scholars who are thoroughly familiar with their original language sources, who are informed historically, and who are sympathetic to the needs of ordinary nonprofessional readers who may not have professional language skills.

 

Thomas C. Oden, Gerald L. Bray, and Michael Glerup, Series Editors












  


    Introduction to Cyril of Alexandria’s Commentaries on Romans, 1‑2 Corinthians, and Hebrews


    David R. Maxwell


    

      Cyril of Alexandria saw himself first of all as an interpreter of Scripture. Though he is best known for his dogmatic and polemical writings against Nestorius, this reputation does not actually correspond to the weight of his literary output. His exegetical writings make up seven out of his ten volumes in Migne’s Patrologia series.1 Some of the works, such as the Commentary on Isaiah and the Commentary on John, are massive.


      Perhaps part of the reason his exegetical writings have been overlooked is that they have not been readily available in English. This state of affairs is now changing. Since the turn of the millennium, new English translations have been published of Cyril’s commentaries on Isaiah, the Minor Prophets, and John, as well as his Glaphyra, which is a commentary on the Pentateuch.2 The current volume seeks to continue this trend.


      Of course, Cyril’s contribution to the Christology of the early and contemporary church is undeniable, and it is no surprise that Cyril is often read with that set of issues in mind. However, his biblical commentaries reveal a full-bodied theology that includes a well-developed soteriology, a clear vision of the Christian life, and an intense concern for pastoral care, not to mention an encyclopedic knowledge of the Scriptures. With the increasing accessibility of Cyril’s biblical commentaries in English, readers will be able to gain a deeper and more balanced appreciation for the theologian considered by the ancients to be the “seal of the fathers.”


      This volume presents, for the first time in English, a translation of Cyril’s commentaries on Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, and Hebrews, which are extant in fragmentary form. Despite the fact that we lack the full commentaries, the fragments we do possess are significant enough in their length and wide-ranging enough in their content that the editors of this series thought they were worth making available. An Armenian translation of Cyril’s complete commentary on Hebrews has recently been discovered as well, but that is not included in the present volume.3


      

        The State of the Text


        Since the remains of these commentaries are fragmentary, a few comments on the state of the text are in order. The fragments appear in various catenae (literally “chains”), which are lists of quotations of church fathers. Catenae were used for pedagogical purposes in the ancient world, not only in the field of theology, but also in philosophy, medicine, law, and education.4 The catenae that concern us here were used to elucidate Scripture. They presented a verse from Scripture, called a lemma, under which they listed quotations from various church fathers commenting on that passage. InterVarsity Press’s Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture series would be a modern example of this genre.


        The comments from Cyril were collected from these lists in the nineteenth century by P. E. Pusey and published in a critical edition.5 Pusey drew mainly on two medieval manuscripts for the material on Romans: the Codex Vaticanus Graecus 762 (tenth/eleventh centuries), edited by Angelo Mai,6 and the Codex Monacensis (eleventh century), edited by J. A. Cramer.7 The material on 1 and 2 Corinthians comes primarily from the same Codex Vaticanus Graecus 762 along with the Codex Athous Pantokratoros 28 (ninth/tenth centuries).8 For Hebrews, the bulk of the material comes from the Niketae Catena (perhaps thirteenth century), edited by Mai9 and the Codex Parisiensis 238 (perhaps twelfth or thirteenth century), edited by Cramer. In addition, there are a few Syriac fragments from the Codex Syriacus 12155.10 Some Syriac fragments are from Cyril’s commentary, while others are from homilies. Since the present volume is devoted to Cyril’s biblical commentaries, only the fragments from the commentary are included here.


        Pusey’s text serves as the basis for the translation of Cyril’s commentaries on Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Hebrews in this volume. In the body of the commentary proper I have included in bolded brackets the page numbers that correspond to the Pusey text. I have done the same for the Commentary on 1 Corinthians, where we have a recent critical edition by Konrad Zawadzki.11 Where the two main source manuscripts cover the same material, Zawadzki lays them out side by side so that the reader can compare them. I have adopted the same layout for the Commentary on 1 Corinthians because it helps the reader to gain a sense for how much variation there is between different catenae.


        The fact that there is variation raises the question of how confident we can be that the quotations ascribed to Cyril actually represent his words. It is possible that the catenist edited the quotations. It is also possible that some of the quotes attributed to Cyril really come from different authors. Pusey tried to verify the authenticity of the quotes as much as possible when he produced his critical edition, and he did eliminate about a dozen passages from the Munich catena on Romans that he found to come from other writings of Cyril or other authors such as Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Photius.12


        The best way to determine whether a given catena manuscript accurately transmits texts is to examine fragments that are from a work that has elsewhere been preserved in its entirety. In his 1926 study Die Pauluskatenen, Karl Staab did exactly that for Codex Vaticanus Graecus 762, which is the most important manuscript for the material in this volume. Staab compared the fragments of Theodore of Mopsuestia and John Chrysostom in the catena to the complete commentaries of both fathers, which we have from independent sources. Staab reports that in Theodore there are extraordinarily few textual variations between the catena fragment and the complete commentary, while in Chrysostom there are more.13 He further notes that in Chrysostom there are a few instances where the text of the source is almost completely lost in the catena fragment. Staab suggests that the rhetorical form of Chrysostom’s homilies may not fit very well with the more exegetical aims of the catena and that this may explain the emendations.14 Despite the variance in the Chrysostom material, Staab concludes that Codex Vaticanus 762 is a reliable witness to the original commentaries: “We may from all these arguments conclude with certainty that the author of our catena is always accurate in reproducing the thought of his source documents and almost always accurate in reproducing their form.”15


        If we compare the two main manuscripts for the Commentary on 1 Corinthians, we see that Staab’s conclusion seems to hold, even if he is a bit optimistic about reproducing the exact wording. Often the two provide almost identical quotations, but there are also cases where the quotations have fairly significant variation in wording. The following comment, on 1 Corinthians 10:1-5, illustrates how much variation there can be:


        


          

            

              

              

              

              

              

                

                  	(Cod. Vat. Gr. 762)


                  	(Cod. Pantokrator. 28)


                


                

                  	And what happened to the ancients after that? How did they offend God? They were profaned at Shittim, they worshiped idols, and they were consecrated to the Baal of Peor.16 Since they were entangled with idol worshipers and associated with them and took part in the table of idols, they fell into apostasy and danced in a chorus with women, “and the people entangled itself with a harlot,” as the prophet says.17 That is what it means that they “rose up to revel.”18 Therefore, it is dangerous to associate with the wicked and with unbelievers.


                  	And what happened to the ancients after that? How did they offend God? They were profaned, they worshiped idols, and they were consecrated to the Baal of Peor. Notice how they who were baptized in the cloud and the sea and who ate the bread from heaven and drank the spiritual drink nevertheless entangled themselves with idolatry. Since they associated with idolaters and took part in the table of idolatry, they quickly became distracted and fell into apostasy and worshiped the Baal of Peor. Therefore, it is dangerous to live with the wicked and with unbelievers.


                


              

            


          


        


        In places, the two versions match verbatim. In others, there is variation in the wording and even the details that are included. Codex Vaticanus Graecus 762 mentions Shittim and quotes Hosea 4:14, while Codex Pantokratoros 28 does not. Nevertheless, the sense of the passage is clearly the same in both manuscripts.


        In light of these variations, it seems that we can have a fair degree of confidence that the catenae supply us with an accurate representation of Cyril’s thought, but we must be mindful of the fact that the catenists may have edited the citations, so that the precise wording may not always be Cyril’s. In this regard, it may be good to take Robert Devreesse’s advice: “One should study a collection for what it is, without worrying about what it could yield.”19


        Another question one might ask about the text is whether Cyril wrote complete verse-by-verse commentaries, or whether the catenae drew their quotations from letters, homilies, or some other writings of Cyril. Here we do have enough evidence to conclude that Cyril wrote continuous commentaries on these books. Some of the citations include references to book and chapter divisions within the original commentaries. The Codex Pantokratoros 28, for example, specifies the tomus and logos of Cyril’s commentary on 2 Corinthians for many of the fragments it preserves,20 while it and other catenae manuscripts refer to internal divisions in the commentary on 1 Corinthians which indicate that it was divided into seven books.21 Cyril’s commentary on 2 Corinthians was also cited in the acts of the Second Council of Nicaea (787).22 For Romans, the evidence is simply the sheer number of fragments that appear in the Cramer and Mai catenae.23 For Hebrews, not only do we have evidence in ancient authors (Theodoret, Leontius, Facundus, and others) that Cyril had written a commentary on that book,24 but we now have an Armenian translation of the complete work.


      


      

      


        The Dates of Cyril’s Commentaries


        Given that Cyril did write complete commentaries on these books, the next question is, When? The framework for dating Cyril’s writings was established by Georges Jouassard in 1945. Jouassard argues that there are two turning points in Cyril’s life that are critical for identifying the date of any given writing. The first is the year 424, when he first becomes engaged with the Arian controversy. Cyril’s festal letters provide the evidence for this date. Before 424, these letters were concerned primarily with the Christian life, and his main opponents were the pagans and the Jews. The letter of 424, however, shows a sudden preoccupation with the Arians, which suggests that he began to be engaged with them in 423, as he prepared the letter.25 Therefore, writings that engage the Arians were likely written after 423. The second turning point is the year 428, when Nestorius becomes patriarch of Constantinople, initiating the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy. Consequently, writings that engage this controversy were likely written in 428 or later. In view of this timeline, it is helpful, therefore, to pay attention to the main opponents Cyril engages in his commentaries to get a sense of the date of their composition.


        The main opponents in view in the Romans commentary are the Jews, the Origenists, and the pagans. In the case of the Origenists, he is concerned primarily with one issue: the Origenist claim that souls were embodied because of a sin they committed in a pre-embodied state.26 In the case of the pagans, the main issue is  their view of fate, which would make reward and punishment meaningless. His main argument against the Jews is that they worship types and not realities, and that they fail to realize Christ is God by nature.


        This constellation of opponents suggests a date before 424. However, in those passages where he faults the Jews for not recognizing the divinity of Christ, it is possible that he may have the Arians in mind as well. For example, Cyril distinguishes the sense in which Jesus is the Son of God from the sense in which we are sons of God,27 and he criticizes the Jews for failing to recognize that Christ is “God by nature.”28 These are both polemics that could be directed against the Arians. If that is what he had in mind, then the Commentary on Romans could have been written in 424 or later. On the other hand, he does not constantly bring up Arian issues or mention them by name, as he does in other anti-Arian commentaries like the Commentary on John. He seems more engaged by the themes of Christian life and proper typological understanding of the Old Testament. For that reason, I am inclined to offer the tentative suggestion that the Commentary on Romans should be dated 424 or earlier.


        The Commentary on 1 Corinthians, on the other hand, engages not only the Arian controversy but the Nestorian controversy as well. The term theotokos appears in the commentary along with other christological formulations that point to an anti-Nestorian context.29 The appearance of the term theotokos is significant because it appears frequently in Cyril’s writings composed after 42830 but rarely in those written before that date.31 This fact is not definitive, however, because the term was used by Cyril’s predecessors well before the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy.32 Therefore, the appearance of other themes and terminology from the Nestorian controversy is helpful for confirming a date after 428. If that reasoning is sound, then the Commentary on 2 Corinthians may also be dated after 428. In that work, Cyril refers to Mary as theotokos and rejects the description of Christ as theophoros,33 both terms that figure prominently in the Nestorian controversy.


        The Commentary on Hebrews shows both an anti-Arian and an anti-Nestorian concern. It does not mention Nestorius, but it does cite Theodore of Mopsuestia, though without mentioning his name.34 It does not discuss the term theotokos, but it does discuss the mode of union, insisting that it is hypostatic and not according to good pleasure. This commentary is the only one of Cyril’s exegetical works to use the phrase “hypostatic union.”35 This suggests that the commentary was written after the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy in 428. Since Cyril’s Commentary on Hebrews is referred to in a letter of Alexander of Hierapolis to Acacius of Beroea, written in about 432, the commentary must have been written before that date.36


      


      

      

        Cyril’s Exegesis


        When Cyril comments on a biblical text, he is primarily trying to clear up questions that arise when reading that text, whether those questions arise from the text itself or from heretical interpretations of the text current in Cyril’s day. In some cases, that means establishing the punctuation. Texts in Cyril’s day had little or no punctuation, so if he thinks a verse should be read as a question, he sometimes makes that explicit.37 If he thinks words or phrases are unclear, he will clarify them. For example, when St. Paul asks, “Where is the one who is wise? Where is the scribe? Where is the debater of this age” (1 Cor 1:20), Cyril describes the people he thinks the terms wise, scribe, and debater refer to.38


        Paraphrase is another tool that Cyril brings to bear on the text. Sometimes he simply restates the point of the text in a slightly expanded form. Other times he places the text in a larger narrative to help the reader make sense of it. An example of the latter would be his comment on Romans 3:5-8, in which St. Paul responds to the objection that God is not just in his judgments. Cyril provides the background for the objection by explaining that when the Israelites returned from the Babylonian captivity, they made excuses for not rebuilding the temple, and God chastised them for it. In return, they began to consider other races who did not serve God to be better off than they were. This is what Cyril thinks gives rise to the bitter sentiment that God is unjust when he imposes his wrath (Rom 3:5) and the cynical exhortation, “Let us do evil that good may result” (Rom 3:8).39


        Very often, Cyril tries to envision and then respond to questions that may arise in the mind of the reader or from one of his opponents. Sometimes the question stems from a tension in the biblical text itself, as when Cyril raises the question of how to reconcile Paul’s statement that Abraham was not justified by works (Rom 4:2) with James’s statement that he was (Jas 2:24).40 Other times Cyril imagines how one of his opponents would interpret the passage and then he offers an explanation to guard against such an interpretation. For example, when Paul says that Christ was “raised from the dead by the glory of the Father” (Rom 6:4), Cyril wants to make sure that the reader does not infer from this that Christ lacked strength.41


        One point that Cyril is always keen to make is that Christ fulfills the Old Testament. This is what he thinks the statement “Christ is the end of the law” (Rom 10:4) means.42 Therefore, he makes numerous connections between the Old Testament and its fulfillment in Christ. For example, Satan is the spiritual Pharaoh, and Christ rescued us from the slavery of demonic oppression through baptism, which was prefigured by the crossing of the Red Sea.43 The veil over Moses’ face, mentioned in 2 Corinthians 3:13, indicates that the Old Testament presents the mystery of Christ in shadows, while the New Testament changes the types into truth.44


        Overall, Cyril’s goal is to help the reader understand the text. He certainly has doctrinal points he wants to make, but he spends most of his time and effort unpacking the Scriptures and understanding them on their own terms. There are a few terms that I have chosen to transliterate so that the reader may more easily follow Cyril’s thinking as he does so. The term prosopon means “person,” but it can also mean “mask” or “character” (in a drama). Cyril consistently fights against the notion that the union of human and divine in Christ is a union of prosopon because that term is too superficial. It says that Christ has one outward appearance, or mask, but says nothing about his interior constitution. Cyril prefers to say that the union is hypostatic, since that term signifies that the union takes place on an ontological level. Oikonomia means “management” or “arrangement.” In Cyril and other patristic authors, it usually refers to God’s plan of salvation generally or to the incarnation specifically. The opposite of oikonomia is theologia, which refers to discourse about God’s nature, considered apart from creation or salvation. When Cyril uses these words in their technical sense, I have transliterated them.


      


      

      

        Cyril’s Audience


        From the foregoing, we may infer that Cyril expects his readers to be engaged in the task of biblical interpretation. The most likely candidates for that would be the bishops and presbyters under Cyril’s supervision. They are the ones charged with preaching and teaching the faith. They are the likely audience for Cyril’s Commentary on John,45 and there are indications that the same may be true for the commentaries in the present volume.


        On a number of occasions, Cyril stops to consider how the simple or less educated might interpret a passage.46 Presumably, the readers themselves would have a fair degree of education in order to read the commentaries in the first place. The implication seems to be not that Cyril thinks his readers lack education, but that he envisions them teaching people who are not highly educated. This would certainly be the case if bishops and presbyters are his intended audience.


        One passage even suggests that Cyril’s readers are presiding at the Eucharist. It is his discussion of speaking in tongues in the Commentary on 1 Corinthians. There Cyril explains that the churches have the custom of the presider summing up the people’s prayers in the service. The problem, though, is that some of the presiders are offering this summary in tongues so that no one can understand what they are saying. In response to this abuse, Cyril turns to the reader and says, “We must do everything for the sake of building up and benefiting the brothers,”47 indicating that among his readers might be one of the presiders or preachers. If this analysis is correct, it suggests that Cyril views his own task as well as that of his readers to be centered on the interpretation of Scripture.


      


      

      


        The Narrative of Salvation in Cyril’s New Testament Commentaries


        In order to understand how Cyril’s individual exegetical decisions fit into the larger whole of his theology, it is helpful to have a sense for the way he tells the story of salvation. Here I will present what I take to be the broad contours of that story as Cyril expresses it in his New Testament  commentaries.


        The key verse that anchors the whole story is Genesis 2:7, God “breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and the man became a living being.” This is the point at which Adam was sealed in the divine image by the Holy Spirit and received life.48 Because creation has no life on its own but is alive only by participation in God,49 the gift of life elevates Adam beyond his nature and in a sense divinizes him.50 Genesis 2:7, then, describes the original human condition to which salvation is a return. Key themes in Cyril’s description of salvation, such restoration of the divine image, sharing in the divine life, and justification, are established by this verse.


        What humanity gained in Genesis 2:7, however, it lost in Genesis 3:19, when God responded to Adam’s sin with the words, “Earth you are, and to earth you will return.”51 For Cyril, this verse imposes the ultimate calamity on the human race. It has two aspects: a juridical one and an ontological one. First, it is juridical because it is a sentence or a curse52 against the human race. Cyril refers to it as the “ancient charges” that Christ needed to overcome on our behalf.53 Second, this verse has an ontological aspect in that it imposes death on the human race, thus effacing the divine image and stripping it of the Holy Spirit and participation in divine life. Both of these aspects need to be addressed in order for humanity to be saved. Cyril says, “We possess calamity from Adam’s transgression in that we bear the curse and death.”54


        Christ comes as the second Adam, the new head of the human race, to set things right. He addresses both aspects of Genesis 3:19. His death on the cross is a sacrifice to pay for sins, which addresses the sentence declared against us.55 The term that captures the juridical aspect of salvation is the Pauline term “justification,” which Cyril defines as the “dropping of the ancient charges,”56 referring to the charges expressed in Genesis 3:19. On the ontological side, various events in Christ’s life return humanity to its original condition of Genesis 2:7, in which humanity shares in divine life. The incarnation overcomes the curse of death by uniting human nature with the Word.57 Christ’s reception of the Holy Spirit at his baptism reestablishes the presence of the Spirit in the human race as originally given in Genesis 2:7.58 Christ’s death and resurrection defeat death, thus rolling back the curse of Genesis 3:19.59 This ontological aspect of salvation corresponds to the idea of theosis, though Cyril generally describes that process in nontechnical language rather than using the term theosis.


        Of these two aspects, the sharing in divine life tends to receive most of the attention in scholarship.60 However, the juridical aspect is also quite prominent in Cyril’s New Testament commentaries.61 This is true not only in the Commentary on Romans, in which Cyril’s discussion of justification is prompted by its presence in Paul’s text, but in the Commentary on John as well. There he refers to justification some sixteen times throughout the entire breadth of the commentary. This suggests that justification is an important soteriological category for Cyril, which he brings to bear on passages even when the passage itself does not contain the term. In fact, Cyril frequently mentions participation in divine life side by side with justification or righteousness. For example, in his Commentary on John he states, “We are justified through faith and rendered sharers in the divine nature by participation in the Holy Spirit.”62 Both aspects should be understood as two sides of the same coin. They both entail the reversal of the curse of Genesis 3:19 and the return of humanity to its original state in Genesis 2:7.63


      


      

      

        Other Themes in Cyril’s New Testament Commentaries


        Beyond the narrative of salvation, Cyril also covers a number of other themes throughout these commentaries. He mentions baptism, marriage, virginity, slavery, the relation between male and female, speaking in tongues, and prophesying, to name a few. There are more-extended discussions of topics such as election, the Christian life, and the resurrection of the body.


        Cyril’s discussion of election focuses on distinguishing it from a more fatalistic pagan view. His concern is that fate would render any notion of reward and punishment meaningless. To counter that, he insists that humans have free will, and he rejects any interpretation of election that would violate it. Instead, he argues that God chooses to show mercy on those whom he foresaw would be deserving of it.64 When St. Paul says, “So it depends not on human will or exertion, but on God who shows mercy” (Rom 9:16), Cyril claims that Paul is not stating his own position but reporting the “ignorant response” of his opponents!65


        Cyril describes the Christian life primarily as a battle against the passions. He describes Adam as being created free from “alien impulses,”66 but Adam’s fall debilitates the human race so that the flesh is now “disposed to pleasure because of its natural impulses.”67 These “natural impulses” seem to be biological drives that arise from the body and drag down the soul.


        Not all natural impulses are sinful, however. Cyril at one point notes that God implanted certain impulses in the human race to lead us to himself.68 He also recognizes that in the incarnation, Christ has natural impulses as well, though only those that are free from the taint of sin, such as hunger, thirst, or weariness.69


        However, Cyril normally portrays natural impulses as something to be overcome. Christians overcome them first and foremost by being “crucified with Christ.” This frees them from the ancient curse, and it also does away with the “body of sin”—that is, the carnal impulses that drag the mind down into sin.70 Cyril does not think it is possible to overcome passions completely in this life,71 but he does think that Christ’s death and resurrection provide the Christian with a unique power to resist these natural impulses. He also sees the practice of asceticism as an aid in this endeavor.72


        Cyril’s discussion of the resurrection in his comments on 1 Corinthians 15 picks up some of the main themes in his account of salvation and of the Christian life. There he emphasizes the soteriological significance of Christ’s resurrection, noting that it both justifies us (Rom 4:25) and overcomes death.73 He also raises the question of what kind of body humans will have at the resurrection on the last day. After rejecting the Origenist notion that souls preexist bodies,74 he interprets Paul’s term “spiritual body” (1 Cor 15:44) to mean not an incorporeal body but a body that is free from a “carnal earthly mind.”75 Thus Cyril’s view of the resurrection is consistent with his vision of the Christian life as a battle against the passions as well as being opposed to the Origenist notion that humans were originally meant to be incorporeal.


        When it comes to Christology, Cyril’s particular emphasis in a given writing depends on which opponents he has in mind. It turns out that Christology is not a major emphasis in the fragments in this volume the way it is in his Commentary on John, for instance. The most extended discussion of Christology in this volume is in his Commentary on 2 Corinthians. There he engages both the Arians and the Nestorians, though his primary concern seems to be the Arians. Since his Christology has received so much attention, I will not dwell on it here. I will simply observe that his Christology coheres with his construal of the narrative of salvation. Overturning God’s verdict and restoring human participation in God’s life are acts that only God can do. If the Savior is less than God, as the Arians claim, or if he operates independently from God, as the Nestorians claim, then the reversal of the curse of Genesis 3:19 does not take place. This is why it is important to affirm that “he who is from holy Mary, theotokos, is himself God by nature.”76


        The commentaries in this volume provide a glimpse of Cyril’s larger theological vision. They challenge the stereotype that Cyril’s contribution is limited to christological questions. In these fragments, Cyril shows himself to be a biblical commentator who strives for a close reading of the text, even down to the level of punctuation. That close reading, in turn, gives rise not only to his Christology but also to a set of issues that span the theology and practice of the church.
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      1:3 Concerning his Son, who originated from the seed of David according to [175] the flesh.


       


      And he says that he who has originated “from the seed of David according to the flesh” was declared to be the Son of God “in power according to the Spirit of holiness by resurrection from the dead.” Now we too were declared to be sons—not “in power,” but by having a share of grace. We are considered worthy of our calling and gain that possession only by the will of God the Father.2 This would not be the case with Emmanuel, however. Far from it! Even though he originated “from the seed of David according to the flesh” and like one of us is considered to be son of God on account of his human nature, he is nevertheless the natural Son “in power” and in truth. Through him, we too are made sons. If indeed it is true to say this (since we are enriched by his Spirit through holy baptism), [176] then—then!—do we say without reproach, “Abba! Father!”3 Therefore, as images are related to the archetype, so also we who are sons by adoption are related to him who is attested to be from the Father by nature, “in power,” and truly.


       


      1:20 His eternal power and divine nature.


       


      How is his “eternal power” recognized through the creation? Creatures have a corruptible nature. Since they have been brought into being and called into existence in time, their creator will surely be incorruptible and eternal. That is why they will have no excuse on the day of judgment.


       


      3:3-4 Will their unfaithfulness nullify the faithfulness of God?


       


      Those who were foreknown and who received the law as a teacher and have the promises about Christ were more honored than the others. In fact, they have been separated from the others and called ahead of them. As the Savior said, “I was sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.”4 They have become the firstfruits of those who are saved through faith. Now if some of them have fallen away from the faith due to their own madness, he is saying, God would not on that account be less than truthful, would he? So the Father sent the Son from heaven, but not everyone believed in him. But just because some became insolent and faithless, will that make God untrue? “By no means! Although everyone is a liar, let God be proved true.” Instead of thinking and claiming that the truth is on our side, let us indict every person, as it were, with the charge of lying. The divine nature is completely free of turning and change,5 but human nature has been shaken to the core and everyone is, at least potentially, [177] a liar. Sometimes the sin of lying overcomes the human mind and human nature contracts this disease, as it were. It is not right, however, to think or say such a thing about almighty God. The charge, then, must be true that human nature, or more specifically the human mind, can succumb to lying. Even the blessed David says somewhere: “I said in my amazement, ‘Everyone is a liar!’”6 The same statement about God and us could be made in the case of all other attributes as well. For example, when it comes to righteousness, one could say (and not without reason), “Although everyone is unrighteous, let God be proved righteous.”


       


      3:5-8 If our unrighteousness confirms the righteousness of God. . . .


       


      The pretext for such a slanderous statement came about as follows. After the return from Babylon, the Israelites were commanded by Cyrus to rebuild the temple and to offer prayers and sacrifices, but they were lazy. They made excuses because of their poverty and the hardship of their captivity. Therefore, they were chastised with a punishment commensurate with the crime: famine and drought. But they were very upset by these calamities. They began to consider other races, who did not serve God, to be blessed because those races lived their lives in happiness. They even began to say that the other peoples were better off than they were. For example, the prophet Malachi said to them, “‘You have spoken harsh words against me,’ says the Lord. Yet you say, ‘How have we spoken against you?’ You have said, ‘It is vain to serve God. What do we profit by keeping his command or by walking as suppliants before the Lord Almighty? Now we count aliens happy, and those who practice lawlessness are fortified. They oppose God, yet they are delivered.’ Those who feared the Lord said these things [178] to each other, and the Lord paid attention and listened to them.”7 That is why, he says, some thought that the Jews were saying, “Let us do evil that good may result.” And indeed their condemnation is deserved, he says, whether it is the condemnation of those who allege these things about the Jews or those who actually dare to say, “Let us do evil that good may result.”


       


      3:21-25 But now, apart from law, the righteousness of God has been disclosed.


       


      I know that it is written concerning some that “both of them were righteous, walking blamelessly in the commandments and regulations of Christ.”8 Moreover, the blessed Paul said that he “was blameless as to the righteousness of the law.”9 Yet he who was blameless in these matters had not yet accomplished what would make him glorious and renowned. Indeed, the blessed Paul himself went on to say that he counted all things related to the law to be “loss” and he considered them the same as “rubbish.” Instead, he would seek the “surpassing value of knowing Christ.”10 Furthermore, the law condemns transgressors. Somewhere else he says, “If there is glory in the ministry of condemnation, how much more does the ministry of righteousness abound in glory!”11 Since the demands of the law are very great, even the most scrupulous keeper of the law must stumble at some points and become a transgressor of the law. Yes, the divinely inspired disciples have explicitly confessed that the law is truly burdensome. They said, “Now therefore why are you putting God to the test by placing on the neck of the disciples a yoke that neither our fathers nor we have been able to bear?”12 So when the Greeks were under sin because they did not know the Creator and the Jews were under sin because they were guilty of transgressing the law, everyone on earth needed Christ, who justifies. For we have been justified “not because of any works of righteousness that we had done, but according to his great [179] mercy.”13 After all, he was the same one who said long ago through the voice of the prophets, “I am he who blots out your transgressions, and I will not remember them.”14 And so justifying grace rushes to everyone alike (I mean Jews and Greeks) because “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God.” The “glory of God” may reasonably be understood as neither knowing sin nor being of such a nature that you sin. The entire originate creation is surely inferior to the glories of the divine nature. Even some of the angels fell, after all. Yet God the Father was pleased “to gather up all things in Christ,”15 who justifies “freely by his grace.” God put him forward as a “propitiation by his blood, through faith.” Since he has offered his own blood in exchange for the life of all, he has saved the life of those under heaven, and he has rendered God the Father in heaven propitious and favorable toward us.


       


      3:27 Then what becomes of boasting? It is excluded.


       


      Who on earth can boast, and what will they boast about, since all have become useless and have left the straight road and there is no one at all who does good? That is why he says that boasting is “excluded”; that is, it is cast off and taken away and has no place among us. And how is it excluded? We have become rich with the remission of our former sins since we are justified freely by the mercy and grace that are in Christ.


       


      3:31 Do we then overthrow the law by faith?


       


      The God of the universe said to the divinely inspired Moses, “I will raise up for them a prophet like you from among their brothers; I will put my word in his mouth, and he will speak to them just as I command. Anyone who does not heed the words that [180] the prophet shall speak in my name, I will take vengeance16 on him.”17 So when we believe his word, how could we not also be upholding the law through faith? Now Emmanuel was designated a prophet because of his humanity since, like Moses, he is a mediator between God and human beings.18 Furthermore, the law was in shadows, but it labors to give birth to the form of the truth. The truth does not take away the types, but gives them more clarity.


       


      4:2 For if Abraham was justified by works, he has something to boast about, but not before God.


       


      I suppose it is inevitable, someone has remarked, that those who busy themselves with this statement about our forefather Abraham would say the following: One of the holy  disciples said somewhere that apart from works, faith is dead.19 He then adds, “Do you want to be shown, you senseless person, that faith apart from works is dead? Was not our father Abraham justified by works when he offered his son Isaac on the altar?”20 So do the Spirit-bearers contradict one another? What shall we say to this? When he had already reached old age, the God of the universe astonishingly promised him a son. God also said that the seed that would come from him would rival the countless multitude of stars. [181] Since Abraham honored the one who made the promise by ascribing to him the power to accomplish all things, thus bearing witness to God, Abraham was justified before God and received a reward commensurate with an attitude of such devotion to God: the dropping of the ancient charges.21 At the proper time, God made the prophecy concerning Isaac into a training exercise for the righteous man. And even there he was faithful and devoted to God since he placed nothing ahead of love for God. Rather, as the Savior’s disciple says, “Faith was active along with his works, and faith was confirmed by the works.”22 The marvelous Paul himself said somewhere concerning our forefather Abraham, “By faith he, when put to the test, offered up Isaac. He who had received the promise offered up his only begotten, of whom it was said, ‘It is through Isaac that your seed shall be named for you.’ He reasoned that God is able even to raise someone from the dead.”23 Therefore, though it may perhaps be said that he was justified by works because he offered up Isaac when he was tested, yet even this is a clear proof of the firmness of his faith.


       


      5:11 But more than that, we even boast in God.


       


      Our Lord Jesus Christ highlighted the truly remarkable love that God the Father showed us by citing the completion of his oikonomia in the flesh and his suffering of the cross, saying somewhere, “For God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son, so that everyone who believes in him may not perish but may have eternal life.”24 After all, he actually gave his very own Son for us, and we have been redeemed and freed from death and sin. “The Word became flesh and lived in us”25 for no other reason than to endure death in the flesh and so to triumph over the rulers and authorities26 and to neutralize the one who “holds the power [182] of death, that is,” Satan,27 and to take away corruptibility and with it to remove sin, which tyrannizes us. In this way he also canceled that ancient curse, which human nature endured in Adam as the firstfruits of our race and our original root. When Adam transgressed the command, he gave offense to the Creator. That is how he became both cursed and subject to death. But the Lord of the universe had mercy on those who had utterly perished. The Son came down from heaven. He removed the charges, justifying the ungodly by faith. As God, he forged human nature to make it incorruptible and raised it to its original condition. Whatever is in Christ is a “new creation”28 because he has established himself as the new root and has become the second Adam. Now that does not mean he is the reason for God’s wrath, as Adam was, or the reason that those born of him turned away from above; rather, he is the benefactor and bestower of kinship with God through sanctification and incorruptibility and the righteousness that is by faith. The wise Paul explains this to us in the words of the passage at hand. “Just as through one man,” he says, “sin came into the world and death through sin, so also death spread to all people because all have sinned.”29 So death entered through sin, as I said, in the man who was formed first, in the source of our race. Then the entire race was subsequently plundered. And when the serpent, the inventor of sin, prevailed in Adam by the ways of wickedness, he gained access to the human mind. “For all have turned aside, together they have become worthless.”30 Indeed, when we turned away from the face of the all-holy God because the human mind diligently occupied itself with “evil from its youth,”31 we began to live a life even more devoid of reason,32 and “death prevailed and swallowed [us] up,”33 as the prophet says, and Hades “enlarged its appetite and opened its mouth without ceasing.”34 When we became imitators of the transgression in Adam, [183] in accordance with which “all sinned,”35 we were subject to the same penalty as he was. But the earth under heaven did not remain without aid. Sin was taken away. Satan fell. Death was brought to nothing.


       


      5:13 Sin was indeed in the world before the law.


       


      The law given through Moses accused the weakness of the fallen, as I said. It did not destroy sin. Rather, it worked wrath.36 After all, it was necessary that the transgressors undergo the punishments prescribed by the law. Indeed, where there is any kind of transgression, there is surely also sin. And if sin is the patron of death, we must surely say that death is strengthened right along with it, since death sprang from it. Likewise, when sin is abolished, death is surely torn down and destroyed, just like its mother. So “sin was in the world before the law.” But when the law was laid down, the accusation of transgression against the fallen was intensified. Now that the law is abrogated, however, the charge of transgression has ceased as well. And since sin has ceased, as I said, death has ceased along with it.


       


      5:14 Yet death exercised dominion from Adam to Moses . . .


       


      But if this is so, someone might ask, How did death obtain control over the inhabitants of the earth even before the law? Even though some are not guilty of transgressing the law (since of course the law was not yet given), yet they too were subject to decay “in the likeness of the transgression of Adam.” I suppose it is as though he were to say this: Just like death attacked Adam, it attacked the entire race that came from him, as when a plant suffers damage to its root, the branches that spring from it inevitably wither. He is saying that Adam is actually a type of the one who is to come [184] (that is, Christ), even though he was already present back then accomplishing the mystery of his oikonomia in the flesh. Perhaps someone might reply, How then can he call him “the one who is to come”? After he introduces the first man to us and recalls the time of his transgression, he then refers to Christ as the last Adam who would come later. He was foreordained by the will and foreknowledge of God the Father to be the Savior and Redeemer. He then appeared in his own time, which the Lord chose. This is the end time and the sunset of the present age, as it were. After introducing the second in the pattern of the first, he all but interrogates the hearer, uttering the next sentence as a question with a question mark:37


       


      5:15 But is not the trespass just like the free gift?


       


      It is as though he were to say, We have been condemned to death by the transgression of Adam, since the entire nature of humanity experienced this in him. Indeed, he was the firstfruits of our race. In Christ, however, we blossomed once more into life. Adam was the type of the one who is to come (that is, Christ), and Christ brought us grace commensurate with the debilitation of those who came before. So, he says, did I miss the truth when I said this? Did I stray from what is fair to say? Is not the trespass just like the free gift? Death conquered through one man. Will life be too weak to conquer through one man even though it is surely true to say, “For if the many died through the one man’s trespass, much more surely have the grace of God and the free gift in the grace of the one man, Jesus Christ, abounded for the many”? After all, in his love for humanity the Creator will hardly allow death to conquer through the one man while life through the one man sits idle. No. Grace will trump wrath. [185]


       


      5:16 And is not the free gift like the effect that came through the one man’s sin?


       


      He elevates his subject matter, as it were, and his thoughts to what is especially fitting for God. If, he says, the condemnation of Adam that came from one man (or rather “through the one man”) spread to everyone in his likeness—since he was the root of our race, as I said, which suffered corruption—how could it not be both pleasing to God and credible to us that by one act of righteousness, the many are fittingly justified from many trespasses? Shouldn’t God choose to save rather than to destroy? Adam was condemned and the power of Moses’ curse prevailed, which subjected the inhabitants of the earth to decay. In the same way, now that Christ the second Adam has been justified, justification will surely come to us by that original road. Now when we say that Christ was justified, that does not mean that he was ever unrighteous, as if he reached righteousness by advancing toward the better. No, he was the first and only man on earth who “committed no sin, and no deceit was found in his mouth.”38


       


      5:17 If, because of the one man’s trespass, death exercised dominion through that one man . . .


       


      See once more how he considers justifying grace to be more formidable than the condemning curse. He is saying that no one could sensibly claim that death through the one man overpowers the inhabitants of the earth while life lacks that strength. After all, when  people have grace through Christ and the free gift of righteousness that comes from the generosity from above, they will “much more surely” shake off the power of death and reign with Christ, who gives life to all. [186]


       


      5:18-19 Therefore, just as one man’s trespass led to condemnation for all . . .


       


      The divinely inspired Paul adds a kind of conclusion to the foregoing thoughts when he says, “Therefore, just as one man’s trespass,” and what follows. We have all been condemned in Adam, as I said before, and when the curse of death came about, the result spread to all as from an original root. But we have also been justified and have blossomed again into life when Christ was justified for us. Our forefather neglected the command he had been given. He offended God and suffered the consequences of divine wrath. Indeed, he fell into decay. That is when sin rushed into human nature. And that is how “the many were made sinners,” which refers to everyone on earth. Now someone might say: Yes, Adam fell. He disregarded the divine command, and he was condemned to decay and death. But how were “the many made sinners” because of him? Why does his fall affect us? Why have we been condemned with him when we were not even born yet? On the contrary, God says, “Fathers will not be put to death for their children,” nor children for their fathers,39 and, “It is the soul who sins that shall die.”40 What defense could we make for our position? It is indeed the soul who sins that shall die. Nevertheless, we have become sinners through Adam’s disobedience in the following way. He was created in incorruption and life. He lived a holy life in luxurious paradise. His mind completely and continually enjoyed the vision of God. His body was calm and untroubled, since all shameful pleasure was at rest. There was no tumult of alien impulses in him. When he fell under sin, however, and sank into decay, then pleasures and impurities rushed into the nature of the flesh, and a savage law sprang up in our members. [187] So our nature contracted sin “through the disobedience of the one man” (that is, Adam). That is how “the many were made sinners”—not because they transgressed along with Adam (since they did not yet exist), but because they were of his nature, which had fallen under the law of sin. Just as human nature was enfeebled with decay in Adam through his disobedience (and that is how the passions entered into it), so also it has been freed once again in Christ. He was obedient to God the Father and “committed no sin.”41


       


      5:20 But the law came in, that the trespass may multiply.


       


      I suppose someone may reasonably make the following argument, he says. Adam was the “type of the one who was to come.”42 Just as we were made sinners in him because of his transgression, so also we have been justified in Christ through his obedience. Therefore, justification in Christ had to dawn on the inhabitants of the earth even if no one seized it. What need or necessity was there, then, for the laws of Moses? Paul is all but rising up against such an objection when he adds, “But the law came in, that the trespass may multiply.” He says it “came in” meaning that it interposed itself between the condemnation in Adam and the justification in Christ. So what need should we understand there to be for the entrance of the law? You may hear him stating it explicitly: “that the trespass may multiply.” What are you saying, Paul? Was the law a patron of sin? Did trespass multiply through it? By no means. It was necessary to open up the way for mystagogy. David said, “They have all gone astray, they are all alike useless; there is no one who does good, no, not one.”43 All people on earth had corrupted their ways after the transgression of Adam.44 And they were punished like this: they all endured the flood as their common penalty—each in their own time throughout their regions and cities. Even though there was no law, [188] God guided human nature to the knowledge of the good by natural impulses.45 God had mercy on the miserable inhabitants of the earth and graciously planned to free them in Christ from the sin that ruled over them. He quite rightly thought it was necessary to start by showing the inhabitants of the earth that they were desperately ill so that the righteousness in Christ may be seen as having a most necessary entrance into the world. After all, we do not say that someone who is already righteous is justified, but only one who is guilty of sins. Otherwise, why did he have to show ahead of time that the inhabitants of the earth needed the grace that is in Christ? “Law came in, that the trespass may multiply,” that is, in order that the trespass might be utterly clear in those under the law, which is to say that no one is able to be justified because of the weakness of our nature, but all are subject, as it were, to the charge of transgression. So the law was established as a sort of cross-examination of the weakness of all to show that the human condition stands in need of one thing: Christ’s healing. That is why it says, “But where sin increased, grace abounded all the more.” Grace had to be shown to be that much better than the law, which condemns.


       


      6:3-4 Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus. . . .


       


      Of course, we have been baptized in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, but if one were to say that we have been baptized “into Christ Jesus,” that person would not be wrong. The Father is distinguished from the Son particularly by the names and hypostases and differences of prosopa, each with his own properties. And the Spirit is distinguished from both. The Father is the Father and not the Son. The Son, in turn, is from him by nature. He is not the Father. And the Holy Spirit is properly the Spirit. But since the Son is in the Father and the Father is in the Son and the Holy Spirit is in both because of the identity of essence, [189] anyone who names one makes reference to all of them. Therefore, someone who names Christ will not forget about the Father or the Spirit. When Jesus became human and endured death for the life of all, the blessed Paul could not help but spread abroad the most important point of the mystagogy before us. After all, he had to name the one who suffered. That is the sense in which he says, “All of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death.” When we offered an honest appeal to Christ from a good conscience,46 as it were, and by faith we accepted that he died for us and was buried and rose again, we had the forgiveness of sins through holy baptism. We also experienced the death of sin and we died, in a manner of speaking, with the one who died for us because our earthly members were put to death. Christ “died to sin, once for all; but the life he lives, he lives to God.”47 Because of this, we ourselves undergo the same death as he did and we are for all practical purposes buried with him. We were buried with Christ in the sense that we bear his death in our own bodies. What then do we gain from this? He makes this clear when he says, “so that, just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, so we too might walk in newness of life.” We who were buried with him, as it were, must also be spiritually raised with him. And if being buried with Christ means dying to sin, it should surely be clear that being raised with him ought to be understood to be nothing else than living in righteousness.
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