

  
    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 (A.D. 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), are expressions 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 which patristic commentators have discovered in the biblical text. Exegesis in its classic sense implies an effort to explain, interpret and comment upon a text, its meaning, its sources and its connections with other texts. It implies a close reading of the text, utilizing 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 upon 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 and Gerald L. Bray, Series Editors
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    Translator’s Introduction

    
      As Thomas Aquinas was approaching Paris, a fellow traveler pointed out the lovely buildings gracing the city. Aquinas was impressed, to be sure, but he sighed and stated that he would rather have the complete Incomplete Commentary on Matthew than be mayor of Paris itself.1 And yet I doubt that many who stumble across this volume will have heard of the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew, or the Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum, as it is called in Latin. That is because the work is incomplete or imperfect in several ways.

      
        An Incomplete Work

        To state the most obvious, it is an incomplete work because it is missing several important portions of Matthew. The commentary omits Matthew 8:14 to Matthew 10:15 and an even bigger gap of Matthew 14 through Matthew 18. The commentary ends abruptly at Matthew 25, thus leaving out the passion and resurrection narrative, the most crucial parts of the whole Gospel. It was for this reason that earlier generations of Christians gave this work the title Incomplete Commentary on Matthew.

      

      
        Incomplete Information About the Author

        The work is also incomplete because the author is unknown. Or, to speak more accurately, it was wrongly ascribed for centuries to John Chrysostom. Under closer analysis, however, Chrysostom cannot have been the author since the style of this commentary hardly matches that of Chrysostom and since he employs apocryphal books (e.g., the Book of Seth in his comments on Mt 2:2) that Chrysostom would have been unlikely to use. What is more, the author clearly wrote in Latin, as is perhaps most clearly seen in his comments on Matthew 5:3. After giving a lengthy disquisition on the meaning of “blessed are the poor in spirit,” he ends by remarking in passing that the word translated as “poor” meant “beggar” in Greek—a fact that would hardly have merited comment if the work were originally written in Greek and later translated into Latin. Moreover, the Latin text for Sirach differs wildly at times from the Greek and includes much more material than the Septuagint does, and it is clear throughout this commentary that it was the Latin version of Sirach that the anonymous author was quoting2.

        What can we say about this anonymous author besides the fact that he wrote in Latin? First, he clearly lived after the time of Theodosius I, whom he mentions, when Arianism was out of favor and a stricter Nicene orthodoxy was being enforced. Since he mentions Theodosius (A.D. 379-395) as having reigned in the past, he could not have written much before the dawn of the fifth century. Since he mentions Theodosius without any further description (i.e., Theodosius I or II), he might have written his commentary before the reign of Theodosius II (408-450). However, this is not absolutely certain, since one could easily speak of a past reign of a Theodosius while a second Theodosius was on the throne without leading to any confusion. It would be most unlikely, though, that he could have written about Theodosius I simply as Theodosius if he were writing after the death of Theodosius II. Joop van Banning, summarizing the scholarship on this point, suggests that the writer lived in the Roman part of the empire, but somewhere near the Greek sphere of influence. He clearly knew Greek and used Greek loanwords, even if this work is not a translation of an original Greek text. Van Banning also suggests that he could not have lived north of the Danube because he wrote as if he was not living among the barbarians (e.g., the Goths).3 He suggests Dacia or Moesia or Illyricum (i.e., somewhere in the Balkans north of Greece) as the most likely place for the author to have lived.4 The author may have visited Constantinople or lived there at some point, since he mentions the schools on the Capitoline.5 He was a teacher in the church, and hence he would have been a clergyman; the exact rank—whether bishop, priest or deacon—is disputed by scholars. In addition, the author alludes to writing a commentary on Mark and Luke.6 Thus, even if we know that the author was not John Chrysostom, we still do not know who the author was, and consequently the work remains incomplete.7

        How did the author’s work get confused with a work of John Chrysostom? That is not easily answered. Chrysostom had given a series of sermons on Matthew that is commonly called his Commentary on Matthew.8 Scholars in the West were aware of that work, but it existed in an incomplete Latin translation until 1151, when Burgundius of Pisa translated all of Chrysostom’s commentary into Latin.9 Up until then one could easily think that this anonymous commentary on Matthew contained portions of the not yet completed translation of Chrysostom’s sermons on Matthew. But even when all of Chrysostom’s sermons had been translated into Latin, the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew was still ascribed to Chrysostom on the theory that Chrysostom’s [Complete] Commentary on Matthew was a series of homilies for his parishioners (which it was), but the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew was Chrysostom’s more scholarly commentary not meant to be preached so much as read.10 Indeed, the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew was not originally divided into homilies, but these divisions were added later (and kept in this translation) for convenience’s sake. Only when Erasmus published his 1530 edition did he argue that the commentary was written not by Chrysostom but by an anonymous Arian.11

        There are three main candidates for authorship. Those scholars who have argued that this work is a translation of a Greek original have suggested Timothy, an Arian priest in Constantinople well steeped in Origen’s exegetical tradition. Since the author is familiar with Constantinople, as his reference in Matthew 10:18 to the philosophers’ schools on the Capitoline indicate, and since the exegesis is largely reminiscent of Origen’s work, this suggestion makes some sense.12 The fifth-century church historian Socrates has this to say of Timothy: “I have myself conversed with Timothy, and was exceedingly struck by the readiness with which he would answer the most difficult questions, and clear up the most obscure passages in the Divine oracles; he also invariably quoted Origen as an unquestionable authority in confirmation of his own utterances. . . Nevertheless although [Timothy and another presbyter, George] remained connected with their own church, still they have unconsciously changed the Arian sect for the better, and displaced many of the blasphemies of Arius by their own teachings.”13

        The other two candidates have been suggested by scholars who are certain that this work is a Latin original, albeit written by someone who knew Greek and was steeped in the earlier Greek exegetical tradition. Most scholars who propose a Latin original and dare to suggest a name hypothesize that it was Maximinus because of the similarity in style, Scripture quotations and motifs in his work. Maximinus was an Arian bishop who accompanied the Goths, although he himself was probably not a Goth, as his name indicates, as they migrated from the Balkans to North Africa, where he debated Augustine, bishop of Hippo.14

        A third possibility is that this is the work of Annianus of Celeda, a Pelagian deacon of the early fifth century and a vocal opponent of Augustine. F. W. Schlatter has argued for this candidate, chiefly because he believes that the work is more Pelagian than Arian and that it was a deacon, not a priest or bishop, who wrote the work.15 There is one strong piece of evidence that Schlatter could have marshaled to support his case, but for some reason did not: if Annianus is the author, then it is easily understood why the work was falsely ascribed to John Chrysostom. Annianus was responsible for translating several of John Chrysostom’s sermons into Latin (those sermons that existed in the West before Burgundius of Pisa completed the translation); Annianus also wrote an introduction to those sermons of John Chrysostom.16 It is understandable then that a later generation would have been aware of his role as translator of Chrysostom and assumed that Annianus’s own commentary on Matthew was Chrysostom’s.

        Whoever is believed to be the author, it will probably not make much of a difference to the reader. Suffice it to say that the author must have been steeped in the exegetical tradition of Origen,17 whether he is one of the above three candidates or someone else who lived and died in greater obscurity.

      

      
        An Incomplete (or Deficient) Theology

        Now that we know that the orthodox John Chrysostom did not write this work, we are forced to consider another sense in which this work is incomplete: the author had a deficient theology, namely, one of the milder forms of Arianism that survived in the fifth century. It may surprise the modern reader that this commentary would have been so highly praised by sound theologians in the Middle Ages when its Arianism is at times quite blatant. How could anyone have thought that this was the work of John Chrysostom? The answer is that the explicit Arianism is limited to a handful of passages in the commentary, most notably in the comments on four passages: Matthew 8:9, where he states that the Son is inferior to the Father because he is under the Father’s authority and hence not equal to the Father; Matthew 20:8, where he argues that whether the Father or the Son is the householder and the Son or the Holy Spirit the steward, the person represented by the steward must be inferior to the householder; Matthew 20:23, where he notes that the Son derives his authority from the Father and therefore is not equal to him; and Matthew 23:32, where he states that the belief in three equal persons of the same substance and authority is Gentile paganism in Christian disguise. Despite the sharp Arianism of these passages, the author is more concerned about giving a solid exegesis of Matthew than in giving an outline of Arian thought. The medieval scholars recognized the Arianism of the text but assumed that an Arian scribe had interspersed his comments into the text. One manuscript, formerly housed by the St. Maartensdal monastery in Louvain and now in the Royal Library in Brussels, handled the problem by excising ten offending passages and putting them together at the end of homily 46 and then leaving a couple of pages afterwards before resuming with homily 47.18 The sixteenth-century Franciscan J. Manhusius was apparently moved by this manuscript to bracket as inauthentic all the Arian passages plus a couple more that dealt with baptism and the Eucharist.19 Another practice was to warn the reader that some Arian, perhaps the presumed Latin translator of John Chrysostom, had altered the text and interspersed his comments.20

        The author’s Arianism is of a milder form, although he is no less passionate about it. We do well to remember that the Christian world of the fourth and fifth centuries was not neatly divided between orthodox Nicaeans and radical Arians, with a few Modalists thrown into the mix. Many Christians instinctively recognized the dangers of the extremes (the Anomoean party of the Arians on the one hand and the Modalists on the other) but struggled to express the orthodox truth that lay in the middle. To some degree, language interfered with a speedy resolution of the debate as terms such as hypostasis and personae were used in ways that sounded like tritheism or modalism to wary hearers. Many people whose basic theological instincts were correct nonetheless misunderstood the Nicene Creed to be espousing a form of modalism, which seemed a more pervasive danger in the Greek-speaking parts of the church. They had no difficulty confessing the deity of Christ by saying that he was like the Father, but to say that he was of the same substance with the Father seemed to be drawing no distinction between the two persons and thus falling into the error of modalism. However, these same people also disliked the direction that radical Arianism would take by the end of the fourth century. Eunomius, bishop of Cyzica, espoused an Anomoean form of Arianism, which argued that the Son was not like the Father in any respect. Eventually, as the three Cappadocian fathers developed a new and clearer terminology, as the dangers of a more radicalized Arianism were perceived and as the mildly Arian party saw that the Nicaeans were not cryptomodalists, the Homoiousian party (the mildly Arian party that taught only a similarity and not an identity between the Father’s substance and that of the Son) became reconciled to the Homoousian (or Nicaean) party. The process did not take place overnight and took longer on the fringes of the empire and beyond it. Thus, even if we find the author’s doctrine of God quite deficient, he must be credited with believing in the divinity of the Son, albeit in a deficient, subordinationist manner.

        Schlatter argues that there is a greater deficiency: The Incomplete Commentary is tainted by Pelagianism. While the Arianism is confined to fewer than ten brief passages, most of which consist of two or three sentences each, in Schlatter’s view Pelagianism permeates the entire work.21 Schlatter raises six criteria of Pelagianism and finds that the Incomplete Commentary meets them all. (1) Are human beings born without sin, and can they fulfill God’s commandments by nature? Yes, answers the author. Even if the flesh does not have control over its will, the soul does. It lies in human power to do the first part of righteousness (avoiding evil), even if the second part (doing good) is not altogether in his power. (2) Are unbaptized babies sinless and therefore not liable to condemnation? The author does not address the question directly, but the implied answer is yes, for the author says that the devil does not lead people to sin until people’s sins have led them to the devil. (3) Must the wealthy get rid of all their riches in order to enter into heaven? Yes, says the author, and rails against merchants, who can in no wise enter the kingdom of heaven. (4) Is it wrong to take an oath? Yes, the author explicitly says. All swearing under oaths, not just perjury, is wrong. (5) Must the church be without fault and blemish now? Yes, says the author, the true church is without sin for its members are sinless. (6) Is it wrong for Christians to marry? Yes, says the author, even if it is not a sin per se. In each of these instances, the author has adopted the Pelagian position.22 Given the author’s Pelagian stance on these six major issues, Schlatter argues that the work is more properly called a Pelagian exegesis of Scripture with Arianizing tendencies rather than an Arian work with Pelagianizing tendencies. As Schlatter admits, this blending of Arianism and Pelagianism is a bit puzzling, since by all accounts the Pelagians were orthodox on the doctrine of the Trinity.

        Franz Mali has argued in reply (albeit all too briefly) that the author is not a Pelagian, even though there are several points of contact between the author and standard Pelagianism. He notes that the author in one passage, on Matthew 11:12, can speak of people obtaining the kingdom by the efforts of their own free will, while in another, on Matthew 21:8, can say, “Every human being is not only naturally a sinner, but even altogether sin”—hardly a Pelagian statement.23

        But perhaps a better explanation for the Arianism and possible Pelagianism in this work comes from a remark made by Schlatter in passing: the author is carrying on the exegetical tradition of Origen in Latin.24 First, the author makes use of both Origen’s allegorical method and his exegesis of specific passages.25 Second, Origen taught an austere morality that could be called proto-Pelagian. To be sure, there are hints in Origen’s works of the need for divine grace, just as can be found in the Incomplete Commentary, but as with many of the Fathers before Augustine, especially those in the East, holiness and sanctification receive far more attention than grace and forgiveness, and there is a greater emphasis on the power of the human will to resist evil and to choose good. Finally, Origen’s language concerning Christ could be understood in both an orthodox and an Arianizing sense; indeed, his students would end up as leading figures on both sides of the christological debate. Thus, if the author was an admirer of Origen, one of the most learned biblical scholars of the early church, he may well have landed in territory that in the early fifth century would be marked as Pelagian and Arian.

        Does the author’s deficient theology rule him out as a serious exegete of the Scriptures? The answer since 1530 seems to be yes. Ever since Erasmus published his text of the Incomplete Commentary in that year and argued in its preface that this was not the work of John Chrysostom but of an anonymous Arian, the work has suffered neglect. A century ago, Germain Morin called for young scholars to work on this overlooked work, but though there has been some scholarship on the Incomplete Commentary, a critical Latin text still awaits publication.26

        However, I would argue that the reader should not neglect this work for several reasons. First, the Arianism is easily excised from the text. The attentive reader who is well versed in the doctrine of the Trinity should not fear being misled by the author’s anti-trinitarianism, which is as vociferous and easy to spot as it is rare. And, second, even if the Pelagianism (or an asceticism that may seem Pelagian) is not as easily excised as its Arianism, an attentive reader can separate the Pelagian chaff from the biblical wheat. Without a doubt, few if any readers will adopt the author’s moral positions in their entirety, for example, in denouncing the occupation of merchant as unchristian or in saying that marriage is an evil, even if not a sin.27 Some readers, particularly those from the Arminian and Holiness branches of Christianity, may be more receptive to this work’s call to holiness, even if they do not completely adopt his stance on every issue. Others, such as those who espouse a Calvinist or Lutheran confession, will be more wary but will still find much of value. After all, no genuine Christian of any stripe, even one with a strongly anti-Pelagian stance, takes sanctification lightly. But despite his asceticism, the author insists, as in his commentary on Matthew 19:16, that faith comes before works—a truth that will likely endear himself to those of the magisterial Reformation. This leads us to consider a third reason to read this work: the commentaries of Pelagius, who was condemned as a heretic, were widely used by churchmen who rejected Pelagianism, and the works of Origen are still highly esteemed even by orthodox Christians for their scholarship, if not always for every last conclusion of their theology. As the author of the Incomplete Commentary acknowledges, “Often good doctrine comes forth from a wicked person”28—not that the author was necessarily wicked, but certainly a bit misdirected in his theology. Fourth, the author has composed a fine commentary. To be sure, there are the occasional overwrought allegories, and sometimes the exegesis becomes formulaic, but often the author uncovers exegetical gems and then elaborates further by bringing in an abundance of illustrations from the outside world. And, finally, this book was influential in the Middle Ages and in its exegesis. We have already noted the influence it had on Aquinas and Abelard and can add that it also shaped other scholastics such as Bonaventure. But it also helped shape the devotio moderna of Geert Groote, as well as the proto-Protestant movements of John Wycliffe and Jan Huss.29

      

      
        An Incomplete Manuscript Tradition

        Perhaps no other incompleteness has so troubled me as a translator than the incomplete state of the text. In 1988, van Banning wrote an excellent introduction to the four textual families and their manuscripts; this was done in preparation for the publication of a critical edition of the text. However, nearly twenty years later that edition has not yet been published, although it may well appear in print before this translation does.

        In the meantime I have cobbled together a text for translation in this fashion, following suggestions contained in van Banning’s introduction. I have used as a basic text that which is found in PG 56:611-946.30 I have removed the brackets around those passages that were marked as possibly inauthentic by Manhusius. I have also excised those passages that van Banning recognizes as inauthentic, including the twenty-third homily by the numbering of PG, which in reality is a homily by Chromatius of Aquileia. I have added the fragments found by Raymond Étaix and published in 1974;31 the fourth of those six fragments is a rather large fragment and has now become the twenty-eighth homily so that from the twenty-ninth homily the numbering aligns with that of PG again.32 Following van Banning, I have kept the division into PG’s 54 homilies as a useful convention, although I am fully aware that this division is rather artificial and certainly not original. However, I have omitted the italicized words that occasionally begin a paragraph in PG since they serve less as an introduction to a section as an index of key phrases in the paragraph to follow. While there will be minor variants in readings that will have to be changed once the critical edition is published, for the most part the English reader will be given a more complete text in translation than anyone in the Middle Ages could have had in the original Latin.

        For if it seems as if I have had to cobble together a text for translation, it is nothing compared with the state of the manuscripts that the medieval scribes and theologians had to work with. None of the manuscripts contain the complete text as it is translated here. The earliest of the four families of manuscripts contains only homilies on Matthew 19 to Matthew 23. A second family of manuscripts added the homilies on Matthew 1 to Matthew 8.33 The third family of manuscripts, however, broke new ground. This third family came into existence when it was noted that an incomplete manuscript of the commentary of Chromatius of Aquileia, which ended at Matthew 8, was supplemented by materials from the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew, at least insofar as it existed: Matthew 10:16–13:13 and Matthew 19:1–25:46. (Clearly, even then the materials from Matthew 13:14 to Matthew 18:35 were missing.) These homilies were removed from Chromatius’s commentary and added to the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew.34 Elements from the second and the third family were combined to form the fourth family, which was an attempt to put together the most complete text of the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew. Van Banning surmises that this was done by an Englishman (given the penmanship) who visited Italy to search for the missing portions and scoured various homiliaries looking for something that might be in the style of the Incomplete Commentary. By and large this Englishman was successful, only once including an extraneous homily, the aforementioned twenty-third homily found in PG 56:754-56.35

      

      
        Further Scholarship to Make the Incomplete Less Incomplete

        For those interested in pursuing scholarship on the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew, I suggest starting with CCL 87B. This volume, written by van Banning, is essentially a preface to the text of the Opus Imperfectum in Matthaeum, which will appear in CCL sometime in the future. Not only does this volume give a good outline of the textual problems of the Incomplete Commentary on Matthew, but it also has a good bibliography of foreign language scholarship. His discussion of the family 4 manuscripts is a fine introduction to the Commentary’s legacy to medieval theology.

        I also suggest reading Schlatter’s three articles in Vigiliae Christianae, as they are one of the few things available to read in English and build a provocative thesis, namely, that the author of the Incomplete Commentary must have been Annianus, a Pelagian deacon of the early fifth century.36

        Most of the important scholarship has been done in French, Italian and German, which is summarized in the slightly dated bibliography in van Banning’s work mentioned above. For those who read German, I would add Mali’s book to van Banning’s bibliography. The introductory chapter is a fine summary of the scholarship on this work. Mali also closely examines the Incomplete Commentary, Jerome’s commentary on Matthew and Origen’s commentary on Matthew, both the Latin translation and whatever we possess of the Greek original. He concludes that the Incomplete Commentary relies more heavily on Origen’s original commentary rather than on Jerome’s commentary, a Latin adaptation of Origen’s work.

      

      
        Biblical Quotations

        I have quoted throughout from the Revised Standard Version (RSV) unless the Latin text differs so much from the RSV that I have substituted my own translation. In order to make the text more accessible to modern readers, I have updated the archaisms that the RSV had retained in certain contexts; the only exception I have made is to retain the archaic language in the Lord’s Prayer because of its familiarity. (At the time of its publication, the editors of the RSV thought that its readers would demand the traditional Jacobean English in all discourse addressed to God, even if they would appreciate more modern English elsewhere. Now, however, such archaisms seem out of place.) Occasionally I have kept the translation of the RSV but substituted a word or two to bring the translation closer to the original text of the commentary. I have noted all significant alterations in the footnotes.

        Readers familiar with the King James Version will recognize that the author of the commentary often adopts readings found in the Majority Text.

        Clearly, then, this is an opus imperfectum, an incomplete work, in several senses. However, given that nothing we do on this side of eternity is truly complete, it will have to do.

      

    

    James A. Kellerman

      The Feast of St. Bartholomew, 2007

      Chicago, Illinois

  




  

  Incomplete Commentary on Matthew

    (Opus imperfectum)

  
    
      Prologue

      As commonly reported, Matthew was compelled to write his Gospel for the following reason. When a dire persecution had broken out in Palestine, so that all Christians there ran the risk of being scattered, they asked Matthew to compose a history of all of Christ’s words and works for them, so that even if by chance they had to be without any teachers of the faith, they would still not lack their teaching. Consequently, wherever they would end up, they would have an account of the whole faith with themselves. The impious impudence of the Jews, who deny that Jesus Christ was descended from David, forced Matthew to begin with his human birth and to set forth his human origin. Now Matthew ordered the body of his narration in this way: first, his birth; then his baptism; third, his temptation; fourth, his doctrine; fifth, his miracles; sixth, his passion; seventh, his resurrection and ascension. Through these sections he intended not only to set forth the history of Christ’s life but also to teach the disposition of an evangelical life. For it makes no difference that we were born of human parents unless we have been born again of God through water and the Holy Spirit, since that which is born of flesh is flesh, but what is born of the Spirit is spirit.1 After one has been baptized, however, he must stand against the devil, inasmuch as every Christian is anointed for this purpose. And he is reconstituted in baptism so as to undertake war against the Tyrant. Thereafter, when he has overcome every temptation and been made apt to teach, let him teach, if he is indeed a priest. And since it is not always necessary to do miraculous deeds, let him commend his teaching with the deeds of a good life in the place of miracles. But if he is a lay person, let him teach his faith by his works. Let him commend himself to people and God by his works. Then, because we cannot exit the world unless the body, through which we entered into the world, has been detached, we must depart from this racecourse of the world. And because all our life was a period of testing, it remains that the reward and glory of the resurrection should follow our victory over temptation.

      Matthew was an evangelist of saints, but nonetheless especially of those who had been sinners, since he proclaimed the gospel to sinners not only by his words but also by the emendation of his life. He had once been a tax collector and had made it his habit to heap up money that would soon perish. He would never have been made an Evangelist, so that he could write discourses that would last for eternity, unless by his own example he invited sinners to the mercy that comes from repentance. He, who once was the circumspect accountant of earthly transactions, now is a most diligent dispenser of spiritual precepts. Formerly he impoverished many by defrauding them of money; now he enriches countless people by preaching righteousness that we may glorify the Lord for his sake and say, as does the prophet, “The right hand of the Most High has changed.”2

    

    
      The First Homily: On Matthew 1

      1The book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham.

       

      This book is a treasury of grace, as it were. For just as in some rich person’s treasury each person could find whatever he desired, so also in this book every soul finds what it needs.

      What does he mean when he says, “The book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham”? And how can the prophet Isaiah say, “And who will tell of his genealogy?”1 Isaiah proclaims that his divine genealogy cannot be told, but Matthew sets forth his genealogy according to the flesh. Therefore, he does not say, “the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the Son of God,” but “of the son of David, the son of Abraham.” And why does John immediately, at the beginning of his Gospel, show the nature of Christ’s divinity? It is because John had been exiled among the Gentiles and wrote his Gospel in Greek style for the Gentiles, who had not learned if God had a Son or how he had begotten him. Therefore, it would have been irrelevant for him to point to the mystery of Christ’s incarnation first, when the Gentiles did not know who he was. Therefore, it was necessary first to show to them that he was the true God and the Son of God. Then in what followed he could say that Christ became incarnate: “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us.”2 But Matthew, as we already have noted above, wrote his Gospel to the Jews in a Hebrew style in order that the Jews might read it and be edified in their faith. The Jews always knew that he is the Son of God and how he is the Son of God. Thus, it was irrelevant to explain to them the nature of his divinity, which they very well knew; however, it was necessary to show them the mystery of his incarnation.

      But why does it not suffice for him to say that Christ is the son of Abraham alone or of David alone? It is because a promise had been made to both of them that the Christ would be born as one of their descendants. To Abraham it was said, “And by your descendants shall all the nations of the earth bless themselves.”3 This cannot be understood to refer to anyone but to Christ, since there has never been any stable friendship between the Gentiles and the other Jews (besides Christ). The following promise was spoken to David: “The LORD swore to David a sure oath from which he will not turn back: ‘One of the sons of your body I will set on your throne.’”4 Therefore he calls him the son of both Abraham and David in order to show that the promises to both were fulfilled in Christ. He also does this because Christ would have three titles: king, prophet and priest. Abraham had two sons and two titles: he was a prophet and a priest. He was a priest, as is clear when God says to him in Genesis, “Bring me a heifer three years old.”5 And he was a prophet, as the Lord testified to Abimelech about him: “He is a prophet, and he will pray for you, and you shall live. . . you, and all that are yours.”6 Therefore he was called the son of Abraham and David, so that he might be understood to be a prophet and priest because he is of Abraham and a king because he is of David. Therefore he was not called merely the son of David, since David was a king and a prophet but was not a priest. Thus he was called the son of both, that the threefold office from each ancestor might be recognized in Christ by right of his lineage.

      But why did Matthew mention David first, although Abraham preceded him temporally? The first reason—and a straightforward one, too—is this: since it was the Evangelist’s intention to enumerate the genealogy of our Lord from Abraham, if Matthew had first said that Christ was the son of Abraham and then the son of David, he would have had to return again to Abraham and name him twice in the same passage.

      The second reason is that the honor of a kingdom is greater than the honor of nature. For although Abraham preceded him temporally, David surpassed him in honor. And how could David be greater than Abraham, since David was once caught in sin? But listen to how David spoke confidently about his very abundant righteousness: “O LORD my God, if I have done this, if there is wrong in my hands,”7 and “If I had cherished iniquity in my heart, the Lord would not have listened.”8 That is why he was permitted to be ensnared by his flesh—not so that his unrighteousness might be shown but so that his boasting might be restrained. Abraham is the father of the faithful. God wanted him to be an example for the saints and so said to him, “Go from your country and your kindred and your father’s house to the land that I will show you.”9 He did this so that all who want to be the children of Abraham and to receive that living land of the promise—concerning which it has been written that “I believe that I shall see the goodness of the LORD in the land of the living!”10—might know that they ought to despise their own goods, just as Abraham despised his own land and forsook his own parents according to the flesh and at the same time forsook his kinship with them. But those who do not want to imitate Abraham cannot be his children.

       

      2Abraham was the father of Isaac.

       

      Isaac means “laughter.” Now the laughter of the saints is not the foolish guffaws on their lips, but rather the reasonable joy of the heart, which points to Christ in all circumstances. Just as Isaac was given as laughter to his own parents in their old age, who had long since given up all hope, that it may be known that he was not a son born by nature but by grace, so also our “Isaac”11 was begotten at the end of time from a Jewish mother to be the joy to all, just as the angel said to the shepherds: “Behold, I bring you good news of a great joy which will come to all the people.”12 For the same reason the apostle says, “But when the time had fully come, God sent forth his Son, born of woman, born under the law.”13 Christ was born of a virgin, while Isaac was born of an old woman—although both were born in a way beyond what nature might hope. Isaac was born after his mother had ceased to be of childbearing age, while Christ was born before his mother should have been able to give birth to him. Now Isaac was born from an old woman already past her prime, whereas Christ was born of a pure virgin, because Isaac would produce sons under a law that would be annihilated, while Christ’s offspring would be under a grace that would endure forever. Just as Isaac’s mother did not know that he was being led off to be sacrificed but found out that he had been sacrificed only when he returned, so the synagogue did not recognize that Christ was the Son of God when he was being led to death, but the Jews recognized him as such after he rose from the dead. Just as Isaac carried wood to the place where he was to have been lit ablaze, so also Christ carried the wood of the cross to the place he was to be crucified. Just as Isaac did not resist Abraham when the latter wished to kill him, but said, “My father, bind my hands and feet, lest perchance I arise to fight off the sacrifice,” so also Christ did not contradict his Father but, ready for all things, answered, “My Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me; nevertheless, not as I will, but as you will.”14

       

      Isaac [was] the father of Jacob and Esau.15

       

      Jacob and Esau represent the two ages. Esau, who was altogether hairy from his head down to his toes, represents the first age, which from its beginning to its end was altogether bristling with wickedness as if with very rough hairs. Jacob, in contrast, was altogether handsome and elegant; he represents the age to come, which will glisten with the adornment of piety and in which there will not be found any harshness or black mark of sin. And when Esau left his mother’s womb, Jacob grabbed hold of the sole of Esau’s foot (hence he was called Jacob in Hebrew, that is, “supplanter”), for as soon as Esau’s feet had left the womb, Jacob’s head appeared. In the same way, at the end of the first age, the beginning of the second age will appear. And just as Esau persecuted Jacob, so the children of this age persecute the children of the age to come. And Jacob’s children overcome their evil opponents by fleeing rather than resisting them, just as Jacob did. For just as Jacob’s mother advised him at that time, saying, “Now therefore, my son, obey my voice; arise, flee to [Mesopotamia]. . . until your brother’s fury turns away,”16 so also the church teaches its children daily, whenever they suffer persecution, “When they persecute you in one town, flee to the next,”17 and “Give way to wrath.”18

       

      And Jacob [was] the father of Judah and his brothers.

       

      And our “Jacob”19 produced twelve apostles in spirit, not in the flesh—by word, not by blood. Just as Jacob went down to Egypt with his twelve sons so that they might increase in number, so also Christ went down into the world with his twelve apostles and increased in number throughout the whole world, as the very facts of history bear witness. Moreover, just as Jacob went down to Egypt to eat its marrow, so also Christ with his disciples entered this world in order to eat the marrow of this world, that is, to acquire it for himself. The marrow of this world is the saints. As long as the sap20 is healthy in a tree, it always flourishes, but when it is consumed, it gradually grows weaker and dries up. In the same way, the world itself endures, as long as the faithful endure. For, just as Egypt was destroyed when the Israelites left Egypt, so also the world will fall when the saints abandon it.

      Judah means “praise,” since he bore the image of Christ, who would praise his father when he said, “I thank you, Father, Lord of heaven and earth.”21 Now just as Judah was united with a prostitute and gave her his staff and signet ring, so also Christ united himself with the adulterous church drawn from the Gentiles and gave her as payment for that union the staff of the cross and the signet ring of the Holy Spirit through baptism, a token of the preceding faith, as it were, which the kind father ordered to be given elsewhere to the prodigal son on his return. Perhaps for this reason his wife Tamar’s name is interpreted “transformed” or “exasperation”: from her one is able to have a suitable understanding of the church. Although she appeared chaste, she turned herself into a prostitute and exasperated Judas and angered him, as the book of Genesis states. But the church began as a prostitute and exasperated God, but later she was transformed into a chaste bride through faith in Christ.

       

      3And Judah [was] the father of Perez and Zerah by Tamar.

       

      This serves as a figure for the Jewish nation and the Gentiles. Zerah was the first to appear from the womb. The midwife tied a piece of red cord on his hand, which foretold that the Jewish nation would be reddened by the blood of circumcision. But when Zerah withdrew, Perez came forth. For the flesh in which Zerah had been enclosed had been blocked up again, but the flesh in which Perez had been enclosed opened up, and so he came forth first.22 Thus the Jewish nation was the first to appear in the light of faith, coming forth from the shadowy womb of the world, as it were, and thus it was marked by the redness of circumcision, since everybody thought that that nation would become the first people of God. But what happened? The law was placed as a hedge before Israel’s face, so that it might hinder their righteousness. For the law hinders faith and does not help it, as it is written, “Apart from the law, sin lies dead. I was once alive apart from the law, but when the commandment came, sin came alive and I died.”23 Therefore the Jews were hindered by the law so that they did not come to the light of the gospel, but at the time of Christ the hedge of the law, which had previously been between the Jews and the Gentiles, was suddenly torn down, as the apostle says, “[He] has broken down the dividing wall of hostility.”24 In the same way, just as the Gentiles had been closed in and confined in the womb of the shadowy world when the Jewish nation appeared, but after the law had been abolished by the commandments of Christ and the Jewish nation had been thrust out, the Gentiles were the first to come to faith, and thereafter the Jewish people follow, as the apostle says, “I tell you a mystery,”25 “brethren: a hardening has come upon part of Israel, until the full number of the Gentiles come in, and so all Israel will be saved.”26

      However, it may be that someone will say that Zerah represents the Gentiles, who first appeared in the prophets, and from the very same prophets were designated by the scarlet of the Lord’s blood. For while it was foretold that the Gentiles would be begotten anew through the blood of Christ, he was marked by the scarlet of the Lord’s blood. Phares, however, represents the Jewish people, who came forth first, while the Gentiles were still excluded by the barrier of the law and would follow afterwards, when the wall of the law was removed, as is aptly said. Therefore he was also called Zerah, which means “one who arises” or “noble.” The other was called Perez, that is, “breaking,” because the Christian people would always be arising and always would be noble, but the Jewish people would be cut off from them through the intervention of the law.

      It also seems that Judah acquired sons from the incestuous marriage to his daughter-in-law Tamar and that she was not really a prostitute. She was not a prostitute because she made herself a prostitute out of her love for the seed of Israel when there was none. Moreover, she was not a daughter-in-law, because none of Judah’s sons had her as wife. In the case of Er, Judah’s first son, Judah did not want Er to take a wife from among the Canaanites because his own experience had warned him against it. Instead, Judah gave Tamar to Er as his wife, one of the daughters of the Arameans. However, Er’s mother, a Canaanite, urged him to take a wife from her own people. Er listened to his mother’s advice and did not consummate the marriage, and for that reason God struck him down childless. When Judah’s second son heard that Tamar would raise up offspring for his brother and not for himself, he poured forth his seed into the ground and for that reason was struck down by God. And so it was that Tamar remained a virgin. While Judah, ignorant of these facts, lamented and grieved these things that had been done concerning his sons, and as he repented that he had done an unspeakably shameful act in Israel with his daughter-in-law (as he thought) and prayed a long time to God and would not end his sorrow, the angel of the Lord appeared to him and explained all these things to him, just as they had taken place, and comforted him. Nonetheless, Judah was so pious that even after he understood that Tamar had not been his son’s wife, he did not feel comfortable to have relations with her because, although she was not a daughter-in-law as God knew, still she seemed to have been so according to human knowledge. He looked for the good, not only in the eyes of God but also in the eyes of people.

       

      Perez [was] the father of Hezron.

       

      We believe that we have been given these names for a good cause and purpose by the providence of God, especially since they are the most eminent of the family of the elect, but only the authors, who recorded these names, and God, by whose providence they were recorded, know for what cause and reason they were recorded. As for us, we will say only what we can understand concerning these names, especially since we have no canonical Scripture to explicate these people. As the interpreters of Hebrew names tell us, Hezron means “one who sees the dart.” Darts, however, are enemies, all carnal desires, which the devil hurls inward into the soul, and all temptations that come from adversities, which arise for the faithful at the devil’s instigation. Thus, the devil’s darts are all unjust people, whom the enemy arouses against the truth (that is, the will of God) or against his servants. The apostle says concerning all of them, “besides all these, taking the shield of faith, with which you can quench all the flaming darts of the evil one.”27 Therefore whoever sees the dart is vigilant against the wiles of the enemy, sees his darts from afar and is careful, or else, having taken up the shield of faith, turns back to the Lord. Thus, the Lord wants all his servants to see the darts that are coming on him. But if he does not see the darts coming on him, how will he turn them aside? One can also understand that the just person is “the seeing dart,” so that he is the dart of Christ, as Christ is called the dart of the Father, as Isaiah says, “He made me a polished arrow; in his quiver he hid me away.”28 Such a faithful person is a dart of Christ, inasmuch as he is sent by Christ; he is a dart, not one bereft of reason but one endowed with it, and he sees so that he knows what he should transfix and what he should pass over.

       

      Hezron [was] the father of Ram.29

       

      Ram is interpreted “their vision” or “their vexation” or “exalted” or “their light.” As the meaning of those names indicates, so I hazard to guess that in the time of that Ram the children of Israel multiplied, were exalted and glorious. Their multiplication had been very enviable in the eyes of the Egyptians, who vexed them, as is written in Exodus: “Behold, the people of Israel are too many and too mighty for us. Come, let us deal shrewdly with them.”30 And perhaps in Ram’s day the Lord saw the Israelites groaning beneath the oppression of the Egyptians, as it is written: “I have seen the affliction of my people who are in Egypt and have heard their cry.”31 Therefore, owing to the providence of God Ram was given such a name—either because the Israelites vexed the Egyptians as they grew mightily and were exalted or because God saw the Israelites groaning and toiling. And the whole matter is credible, when one considers that time period. In three ways the Egyptians dealt shrewdly with the children of Israel: first, by forcing them to make bricks; second, through the midwives; and third, by making them expose their infants. Moses was born during the last phase of their oppression. At last Moses32 took the daughter of Amminadab, son of Aram, the sister of Nahshon, as his wife. Between the first and the last shrewd dealing of the Egyptians some years must have transpired. Consequently, we come to understand that the children of Israel multiplied in an enviable manner in the days of Ram, and that affliction came upon them unexpectedly and that God visited his people. Quite appropriately, however, Ram, who meant “the vexing of the Egyptians” or “their visitation” or “their light,” begot his son Amminadab, whose name means “desired nation” or “my willing people.” God would not have visited his people unless the nation had been desired and his people had been willing. And even now, those who are desirable and eager for God are envied and make the people of darkness jealous of them. Besides, being a willing people and being a desired nation amount to the same thing. Whoever is eager for God and says, “With a freewill offering I will sacrifice to you,”33 is desirable before God; and whoever is desirable to God without doubt is eager for him, for God does not love altogether the subjection of people or their servitude, but rather he loves a voluntary subjection and a voluntary servitude. By nature all people are under God, because they have been created by him, but according to their will not all people belong to God, because they yield themselves to the devil as far as their works go.

       

      4Amminadab34 [was] the father of Nahshon.

       

      Nahshon means “restoration,” that is, “rest.” Indeed, whoever is willing for God produces restoration and rest for himself. Most appropriately, then, Nahshon, in whose lifetime the children of Israel left Egypt, and who himself was made prince over the tribe of Judah, was called “restoration and rest,” because in his days the Israelites enjoyed rest when they were freed
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