
Financial contributions we re made by indiv i d u a l s, churc h e s,
and organizations to underwrite the cost of three years of research
and preparation. The Publishers helped this preparatory work by
matching all contributions with equal funds of their own. Father
Peter Gillquist was project director.

The book fin a l ly produced has a handsome dust cover with a
miniature icon of our Lord, the Saviour of all the world, and the
navy blue binding with gold trim and gold cross embossed on the
front is eye-catching. Th e re are seve ral color plates of icons
throughout. The text presented for study is clearly printed and the
footnote commentary is large enough to be easily read.

The New King James Version of the Scriptures is used. It is mis-
leadingly titled, for it is not a simple correction or updating of the
King James but a new modern translation — having the attendant
flaws of most modern attempts but retaining a few time-honored
words and phrases. It is disappointing that the King James Version
was not used, a version which is a literary monument, for it is very
direct and strong in expression, while being faithful to the Greek.
The King James translators were men trained in rhetoric or accus-
tomed to public reading and speaking, not simply bookish schol-
ars; therefore they were aware of how a passage would sound. On
the other hand, they had hostile Protestant and Roman Catholic
s c h o l a rs scrutinizing their work, so they could not affo rd to be
f ree in their translation, but we re compelled to be as fa i t h ful as
p o s s i ble. Th ey have been adjudged by posterity to have struck a
favo ra ble balance between accura cy and euphony. Furt h e rm o re ,
they were reverent, fearful of doing violence to the word of God;
they respected the authors of the Scriptures and held them to be
truthful and sound of mind and inspired of God.

The main objection heard to the King James Version is that it is
d ifficult to understand, especially with the “thee’s” and “thou’s. ”
F i rst, the second person singular is not unfamiliar even to com-
p l e t e ly modern audiences, and it can quickly become fa m i l i a r.
Th e re are, we must admit, some places wh e re wo rds or phra s e s
have shifted their meaning so much that they are incomprehensi-
ble or — worse — misunderstood. No one would cavil, I’m sure, if
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The Ort h o d ox Study Bible: New Testament and Psalms. P r o j e c t
D i re c t o r: Fr. Peter Gillquist. Managing Editor: Mr. Alan Wa l l e r-
stedt. Thomas Nelson Publishers, 3.  x .  pages. Hardcov-
er.

Thomas Nelson Publishers of Nashville, Tennessee, originators
and patrons of the New King James Version of the Scriptures, have
p u blished The Ort h o d ox Study Bible: New Testament and Psalms,

using their translation of the Scripture s. The notes, introductory
material, appendices, and commentary were prepared by the Aca-
demic Community of St. Athanasius Academy of Santa Barbara ,
California. Father Jack N. Sparks is dean of the Academy and was
one of the four general editors who “rev i ewed, corrected, and
expanded” the original material. The three other editors we re
Joseph Allen, fo rmer professor of Pa s t o ral Th e o l ogy at St.
V l a d i m i r ’s Seminary, at Cre s t wood, New York; Michael Najim,
fo rmer Dean of Balamand Seminary in Lebanon; and Th e o d o re
Stylianopoulos, professor of New Testament at Holy Cross Semi-
nary in Brookline, Massachusetts. (We are not told whether they
a re clergymen.) Father Thomas Hopko, Dean of St. Vladimir’s
S e m i n a ry, is listed as a special consultant and contributor in the
editorial task of preparing the final manuscript. Mr. Alan Waller-
stedt was managing editor. Others are listed as helping and mak-
ing special contributions in certain areas.
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The only recommendation — and the greatest commendation
— for the New King James Version is that it was based on the tex-

tus receptus, the received text¹ of the Gospel Scriptures, as was the
King James. There are no substantial differences between this text
and those accepted and read throughout the Ort h o d ox Churc h .
We must congratulate the Editors for using this text, although in
their introductory article, “How to Use the Ort h o d ox Study
Bible,” they do not explain why they chose it instead of the self-
proclaimed critical text of Nestle-Aland, which the preva i l i n g
school of Biblical criticism proclaims as being the most historically
a c c u rate ve rsion of the original Scripture s. Th ey are also non-
committal about modern Biblical scholars h i p, mere ly stating,
“Today, scholars agree that the science of New Testament textual
criticism is in a state of flux.”² Since the Editors do not apparently
question the use and validity of modern Biblical criticism, we
should discuss the principles and methods it uses in examining the
Church’s sacred texts and the Church’s methods.

The Apostles preached Christ and the Kingdom of God, and
m a ny believed. The Holy Gospels, the memoirs of these firs t
A p o s t l e s, we re used to witness to and confirm the preaching of
the Apostles’ successors, and many more believed. This is a histor-
ical fact which cannot be gainsayed, for it is verifiable by human
criteria. The world can know the fact of the preaching, but only
the Church can truly know the meaning of the preaching.

Saint Isaac the Syrian in Homilies LII and LIII has best summa-
r i zed the teaching of the Saints of the Church on how man per-
c e ives and is able to know the Th ree Degrees of Know l e d g e ,
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t h e re we re a few corre c t i o n s, as, indeed, there have been some
made over the centuries. Nonetheless, millions of ill-educated peo-
ple in our country have read and well understood the King James
B i ble, which was the only book in their home, aside from the
Sears and “Monkey” Ward catalogs.

The Editor’s conjoint publication of the Masoretic text of the
Psalms with accompanying commentary, however, is not simply a
question of picking a translation. Their excuse for using the
Masoretic text was that an appropriate modern translation of the
S e p t u a gint could not be found. Some of the money spent on
research and preparation should have been allocated for a transla-
tion; if not, it would have been better to print nothing, rather than
the Masoretic text under an apparently Orthodox cover.

The Masoretic text of the Old Testament was compiled by Jew-
ish scholars during the ten centuries after Christ. They used inferi-
or texts or edited them in order that as many as possible of the
messianic prophecies or types which referred to Christ would be
deleted. The Septuagint, a Greek translation from the Heb rew
done by rabbis about one hundred and fifty ye a rs befo re Christ,
b e a rs witness to this distortion. The findings from the Dead Sea
Scrolls support the Septuagint readings.

Hebrew had been a dead language for some time before Christ
(Aramaic was the common language in Palestine, and Greek else-
where); and the fact that vowels were not indicated in the script,
but only consonants (vowel signs were introduced in the seventh
c e n t u ry after Christ), produced difficulties in ascertaining the
meaning and pronunciation of many Heb rew wo rd s. W. O. E.
Oesterly in his critical edition of the Psalter, The Psalms, states that
in a countless number of verses the Masoretic text is “unintelligi-
ble.”¹ The Septuagint has greatly helped scholars in the “restora-
tion of doubtful passages”² in the Hebrew text. Leaving aside the
textual merits, it behooves the Church not to use as a primary text
one which has been biased against our Saviour by men who reject-
ed Him.
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¹ The term “received text” is taken from the preface to the  Elzevir
edition of the Scripture s, which states that this edition presents “the tex t
now received by all.” It is practically identical to Stephanus’ folio edition of
. These editions were based upon the comparison of about fifteen Greek
manuscripts, including the first printed New Testament, the Complutensian

Polyglot of , published by Cardinal Ximenes, and Erasmus’ editions, the
first published in   . Most of the manuscripts we re of the so-called
“Byzantine type,” that is, the text in use in the Orthodox Church. This was
the text used for the early translations into other languages.

² P. .¹ P. . ² P. .



through the Mystery of the Church, conveyed by the words of its
i n s t ruction — “faith cometh by hearing”¹ — especially by the
instruction contained in the history of God’s dispensation towards
man, the Holy Scriptures.

The Third Degree transcends knowledge; it is called supernat-
ural and unknowing. It is not manifested by means external to the
soul, but it is manifested within; it comes unmediated and without
observation, for “the Kingdom of the Heavens is within you.”² It is
the revelation of God, without ex t e rnal cause, through God’s
grace. It is cessation of labor and repose of the soul in communion
with God.

Saint Isaac describes the progression of the Degrees and how
they are acquired:

The first knowledge comes from constant study and dili-
gence in learning; the second comes from a good manner of life
and the intellect’s faith; and the third is now allotted to fa i t h
alone. For by faith knowledge is abolished, wo r ks come to an
end, and the employment of the senses becomes superfluous.³

Wo r king to hone the mind and senses by learning about and
manipulating the material creation through the arts and sciences
grants experience and knowledge of the First Degree. Striving in
the virtues to purify the soul while trusting in God’s words grants
the soul experience and knowledge of spiritual verities which com-
prise the Second Degree. The Th i rd Degree is without labor on
our part, for its experience does not result from our effo rts and
ability but is entirely God’s operation within us.

Knowledge — that is, the knowledge of God and of His will —
has been the formative concern of the Church from earliest times.
Moses spoke to God saying, “They will ask me, What is His name?
What shall I say to them?”⁴ for the people desired some identify-
ing name with which to call upon God. This knowledge, as in the
case of Moses, is given by God’s revelation to His friends, to the
Saints who bring it down to our level, lowering that ineffable com-
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which are a necessary lesson for eve ry Christian, not only in
s a c red studies but in his daily life of stru g gle to be fa i t h ful to
Christ.

The First Degree of Knowledge is the employment of the physi-
cal senses in the perceptions and reasonings of this material cre-
ation. Saint Isaac calls it contra n a t u ral or naked know l e d g e
because it limits itself to the arts and sciences and the things of this
wo rld. A true and valid knowledge of God’s material creation is
obtained insofar as the observations are accurate and the conclu-
sions do not transgress the limits of the material universe and of
what can be ve r ified with our physical senses. He observes that
a ny knowledge which remains in the First Degree will become
opposed to faith and become atheistic, because “it excludes all
concern for God” and “limits all its concerns to this world alone. It
values what it has by eart h ly standards and does not know that
there is something better than itself.”¹ This is the knowledge Saint
Paul calls “carnal” knowledge.

The Second Degree of Knowledge which Saint Isaac calls natur-
al, i.e., according to our nature, is opposed to the First Degre e
because its foundation is faith and trust in God, not in human per-
ceptions. In other words, faith is the way of coming to know the
things of God. It is a spiritual or noetic knowledge, perceiving spir-
itual things through the spirit, in distinction to the First Degree,
which perceives material things through the senses.

Saint Paul describes the Second Degree of Knowledge, compar-
ing it to the First, when he declares, “we speak the wisdom of God
in a mystery . . . which none . . . of this world knew,”² “Now we
have received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of
God; that we might know the things that are freely given to us of
God.”³ “But the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit
of God: for they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know
them, because they are spiritually discerned.”⁴ The “things of the
Spirit of God” are the knowledge and presence of Christ, give n
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¹ Rom. :. ² Cf. Luke :.
³ Homily LIII. ⁴ Ex. :.

¹ Homily LII. ²  Cor. :,.
³  Cor. :. ⁴  Cor. :.



and the conviction that it is inferior; or to Reason, which can only
exclude the premises of Christianity. This ignorance of the
C h u rc h ’s epistemology, of the understanding that Faith and Re a-
son did not function on the same level or degree, could only lead
to the unresolvable conflict and fanatical absolutism which history
has shown us. Father George Florovsky is reported to have com-
mented on this problem by saying that in the Fathers no conflict is
o b s e rved or ex p ressed between Faith and Reason; ra t h e r, the
conflict is between Faith and stupidity.

This conflict of Faith and Reason cannot be resolved until it is
lifted to another plane by the Church’s understanding of the dis-
tinctions and Degrees of Knowledge. In history we have seen this
c o nflict result either in an irrational re l i gious fanaticism, wh i c h
winks its eyes at the inconsistencies of its position, or in a no less
i rrational atheistic fanaticism, which closes its eyes to ev i d e n t
intervention of the divinity. Psychologically and emotionally, they
a re pra c t i c a l ly identical, which accounts for the not infre q u e n t
alternations of the states. We have all heard of scientists who find
God, or of churchmen who lose their faith; in effect, they are
keeping the same frame of mind, shifting positions from one end
of the pole to the other: just the incidentals diffe r. Th ey are not
t ranscending their human nature, but “stand in the wisdom of
men”;¹ yet “the world by wisdom knew not God.”²

As Orthodox, we cannot believe that the text of the Scriptures is
arbitrary and governed only by human considerations. We see the
p resence of God and His providence in our daily live s. How can
they be denied to exist in the Church and in the canon and text of
the Holy Scriptures? The human element cannot be ignored or
denied, but neither can the divine. Yet most Biblical scholars and
textual critics wish to disregard any form of divine intervention or
revelation in order to make their study “scientific.” To deny,
ignore, or reject facts or to approach a study with pre-conceived
positions, however, hardly seems compatible with the definition of
science. Nonetheless, modern Biblical textual criticism, wh i c h
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munication of God with the Saints to the level of verbal communi-
cation.

The Saints have always distinguished between sacred know l-
edge, the divine knowledge from revelation, inner know l e d g e ,
knowledge arising from the holy witness of the Church’s history
within the bounds of the Church, and knowledge from without,
secular knowledge, the wisdom of this world, ≤ YÊrayen sof¤a.

The distinction between secular and sacred knowledge, togeth-
er with the discernment of how man perceives and understands as
expressed in the Three Degrees of Knowledge, has protected the
Church from error and deception. Early on in the West, however,
these distinctions began to be obscured. The Westerners began to
give an absolute value to the power of reason, to logic and to
Greek philosophy; they introduced them into the temple of theol-
ogy and believed that they could lead to the knowledge of God.
Th ey fo l l owed Augustinian principles in which blind faith mu s t
become knowledge; but the heritage of Augustine identified this
k n owledge with rational knowledge, there fo re implicitly maki n g
it superior to faith. Faith, instead of being a higher degree of
k n owledge as the Fa t h e rs taught, became a subject of ra t i o n a l
i n q u i ry, a supplier of axioms and premises to be manipulated by
rationalism, and was invoked when necessary to mantle and
excuse the inconsistencies and flaws of rationalism.

In consequence, since this philosophy of the First Degree of
Knowledge was believed by Anselm and all the Scholastics to be
universally comprehensible and sufficient proof in itself, that great
intellectual problem of the West developed: the spiritual dichoto-
my of the conflict between Faith and Reason. When the flaws and
weaknesses in their rationalistic underpinning of the Faith became
evident, then they said one must believe blindly and reject reason,
since it is God’s arbitra ry command. Howeve r, this contra d i c t e d
their axiom that faith is supposed to develop into knowledge, i.e.,
knowledge conformable to reason. When their rationalistic Chris-
tian Faith was so obv i o u s ly contra ry to what their observa t i o n s
and reasonings proved, one had to choose to which pole one
would cling: the Faith, in spite of one’s intellectual perc e p t i o n s
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this dogmatic pre fe rence for the above-mentioned tex t s. Th ey
maintained that these manuscripts we re pre s e rved pre c i s e ly
because they we re set aside and unused since they we re infe r i o r
copies; indeed, they had been obv i o u s ly copied by inept hands,
with many misspellings. It was hardly logical, they argued, to pre-
fer these inferior texts of one family (that is, texts having common
c h a racteristics indicating that they we re copied from the same
prototype) — and thus only one text — over the re c e ived tex t
which was found throughout the world in many families of texts
which were in agreement. They also rejected the assumption that
uncials were older and more primitive than the cursive or minus-
cule manuscripts but maintained that they we re characteristic of
manuscripts produced in Caesarea. Even if the oldest manuscript
of the received text is younger than Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, that
fact has less weight since that manuscript evidences good and
c a re ful copying and agrees with other families of manu s c r i p t s
from other regions.

F u rt h e rm o re, they observed, the re c e ived text has older wit-
ness, since we have translations (versions) from the second centu-
ry which agree more with the received text, notably the Peshitto
(the Old Syriac Ve rsion), the Old Latin, and the Sahidic and
Bohairic Versions. Further witness is available from quotations in
the writings of the Fathers of the Church and other writers. The
overwhelming weight of witness, they conclude, is for the received
t ext, since it has seve ral sources and witnesses, while the Va t i-
canus, Sinaiticus, and Bezae Codices have only one.

With the many discoveries of papyrus fragments from the first
centuries, the critics of the Nestle text have been vindicated. The
m i nuscule texts are as ancient as the uncial and did not deve l o p
from them. This discovery of paleography forces a re-evaluation of
the antiquity and importance of the manuscripts which deter-
mined the Nestle text. The uncial parc h m e n t s, there fo re, cannot
be determinative; they are not a direct, purer text and so superior
to the “debased” traditional text; they can err. The Sinaiticus
Codex is no longer the authoritative text by which all others must
be judged. Indeed, the introduction to the twenty-sixth rev i s e d
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functions only on the First Degree of Knowledge, consistently
does so. Not only is the fact of any miracle or revelation disbe-
l i eved, explained away, or rejected, but any other historical and
objective witness which might indicate or corroborate the work-
ing of the Divinity is considered suspect, or contaminated, or
u n t ru s t wo rt hy. Anything can be proved if one disallows all wit-
nesses to the contrary; if any fact contradicts their conjecture or
t h e o ry, it is automatic proof that it is adventitious or err o n e o u s
and can safe ly be ignored. Here is the triumph of ideology and
theory over fact.

M o d e rn criticism of the Scriptures began about the middle of
the last century. Among its founding scholars were K. Lachmann
( wh o, howeve r, concerned himself more with the Lower Criti-
cism, i.e., with comparison of texts through manuscript wo r k ) ,
Treg e l l e s, Welhausen, Westcott, Hort, Nestle, and Tischendorf,
who gave great impetus to the whole school with his discovery of
the Sinaiticus Codex of the Scriptures at Mt. Sinai in the middle of
the last century. All of these scholars maintained that the uncial¹
texts Vaticanus and Sinaiticus (assigned to the fourth century), the
Alexandrian Codex and Codex Ephraemi rescriptus (assigned to the
fifth), and Codex Bezae (assigned to the sixth), must have deter-
mining authority in establishing what was the original text of the
Gospels with the very words of our Lord. The Lower Criticism at
that time believed that uncials on parchment were the older form
of manuscript. Nestle, when preparing his critical Greek text of
the New Testament, always pre fe rred the above texts when they
differed from the received text.

On the other hand, J. W. B u rgon, S. W. Whitney, E. M i l l e r,
P. Schaff, F. H. Scrivener, and other scholars hastened to question
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¹ Uncials are the forms of letters resembling modern printed capitals, but
more rounded or blocky, which were used in ancient manuscripts. The let-
t e rs are separate and usually large. Minuscules re fer to the curs ive script
used in ancient manuscripts from which modern lowe r-case letters we re
d eveloped; the letters are smaller and somewhat connected. Manu s c r i p t s
a re re fe rred to as uncials or minuscules depending on the type of letters
used in their inditing.



their conjectures and theories. Metzger, at the end of his intro-
duction, admits as much: “Textual criticism is an art as well as a
s c i e n c e . ”¹ The dogmatic certainty of their supposedly objective
science is without foundation. Their preference for Vaticanus and
Sinaiticus as being more primitive because they are rougher and
s h o rter is based upon a philosophical opinion that evolution is
from simplicity to complexity. However, it is certainly sounder to
consider first the historical circumstances of bad copying or a
decline in civilization and culture as an explanation, rather than
re s o rting to a theoretical and abstract principle. Cert a i n ly in the
case of language, the evolution is from the complex to the simple.

An example of the prejudice of modern Biblical criticism is
found in the first chapter, first verse of Saint Mark’s Gospel, where
the words “the Son of God” are dropped. According to the critics,
these are an obvious interpolation because they are absent from
Sinaiticus and the minuscules 8 and  ; yet they appear in all
other copies and ve rsions and in many of the Fa t h e rs. Th ey are
rejected by modern critics against all textual evidence simply
because they probably agree with the bias of Sinaiticus and Vati-
canus, which habitually obscures the divinity of Christ.² Saint Ire-
naeus in the second century witnesses to the existence of the
passage and to the fact that Saint Mark’s Gospel was written to
d i s p r ove the gnostics and other heretics who did not wish to
acknowledge Christ as the Son of God.

Another instance is the suppression of ve rse four in the fif t h
chapter of Saint John, i.e., the Angel descending into the pool and
troubling the waters, which is omitted in the Vaticanus, Sinaiticus,
C and D manu s c r i p t s, while the re c e ived tex t s, most other tex t s,
all versions (translations), and many Fathers include the verse. It is
seldom mentioned that the preceding and succeeding wo rds in
those manuscripts which omit mention of the Angel differ widely
among themselve s. Th ey cannot agree whether there was a
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edition ( 8) of the Nestle-Aland Greek text of the New Te s t a-
ment (known as the critical text) triumphantly states on page five,
“The age of Wescott-Hort and Tischendorf is definitely over!”

Nevertheless, in the introduction to his Textual Commentary on

the Greek New Te s t a m e n t , B ruce Metzger — one of the five - m a n
Editorial Committee of the Nestle-Aland critical text — exhibits a
marked prejudice, since he calls the re c e ived text: “The deb a s e d
Byzantine text” or “corrupted Byzantine text.” He states, “Th e
Alexandrian text [Vaticanus and Sinaiticus] is usually considered to
be the best text and the most fa i t h ful in pre s e rving the origi n a l .
C h a racteristics of the Alexandrian Text are brevity and auster-
i t y . . . it is genera l ly short e r. . . . ”¹ “ The Byzantine tex t [ t h e
received text] . . . is characterized chiefly by lucidity and complete-
ness.”²

E ven though the methods of Wescott, Hort, and Tischendorf
are supposedly superseded (since their criteria have been shown to
be mistaken), yet the conclusions reached using these faulty crite-
ria remain and are still accepted. Metzger, because of his pre j u-
dice, ignores the fact that in the transcription of manuscripts, it is
m o re likely that a scribe omit a phrase or wo rd rather than add
one; especially when one considers that the copies of Va t i c a nu s
and Sinaiticus and Bezae are badly done, full of err o rs and mis-
spellings. So much so, that the opposing school of critics has been
able to reverse the others’ own precept against them: “witnesses
[to a reading] are to be weighed, not counted,” that is, the quality
of the testimony is more important than antiquity and frequency
of occurrence. Furt h e rm o re, when the Alexandrian texts diffe r
from the received text, they often also disagree among themselves;
a good indication that the received text is being changed or delet-
ed by individual copyists.

The reason for this prejudice shown by Metzger, representative
of all his colleagues, must be found not in “scientific” principles,
but in the beliefs and opinions of the critics, in the critics’ under-
standing of the Church’s early history and doctrine, expressed in
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² The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels by Burgon and Miller (now newly

reprinted) has a long listing in Appendix V of passages omitted or changed
in the manuscripts as proof of this bias.¹ P. . ² P. .



ing to S. Mark by John Burgon. First, the proposition that some
early texts lacked these twelve verses is mainly based upon a sup-
posed statement by Euseb i u s, who himself considered that opin-
ion erroneous. Secondly, most minuscules verify the twelve verses
to be ancient and genuine, though the above authors mention that
some texts lack them. The manuscript evidence is discussed and it
is demonstrated that since the omission by Va t i c a nu s, Sinaiticus,
and the Lewis Codex is a result of tampering with the text, the
genuineness of the verses is vindicated. The scribe of Vaticanus —
who according to Tischendorf is the corrector (d i o rt h o t a) of
Sinaiticus — when he corrected the sheet on which Saint Mark
ended, re-wrote the whole sheet, spreading out the writing inordi-
n a t e ly to cover the omission. As for Va t i c a nu s, it is at this point
that there is the only blank space in the manuscript. The Lew i s
Codex also lacks the last twelve verses, but it is replete with hereti-
cal blemishes and peculiarities, so much so, that it had been torn
ap a rt and put to other use. Much more modern work has been
done on this matter, but the basic question remains: Why should
the witness of two or three manuscripts of the same fa m i ly —
manuscripts which indicate tampering at this point — or an argu-
ment from silence outweigh the general witness of history?

Critics try to argue that the style differs. That it differs sharply is
not obvious; and the fact that it uses a wo rd not used by Saint
Mark befo re is hard ly proof, since our sample of his writing is
small. There are many words which appear only once in any one
Gospel. Wr i t e rs cannot be kept to such a narr ow definition of
their style as these critics would like. In any case, C. S. Lewis in an
a rticle “Modern Th e o l ogy and Biblical Criticism,” demonstra t e s
quite well the lack of literary sensibility of many illustrious Biblical
critics and their ignorance of philology when they make state-
ments of literary criticism; statements which are clean contrary to
the evidence of scholarship in wo rld philology. As Lewis points
out, their ideology blinds them to their material.¹
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“sheep-pool” or “a pool at the sheep-gate”; was it named or sur-
named Bethesda, Bethsaida, Bethzatha or Belzetha, whether the
crowd was great or if any were paralytics and so on. The witnesses
that include the verses, although from far more differing sources,
have a less troubled text and are more uniform; hence they should
be more trustworthy as evincing less tampering. Yet because mod-
ern Biblical scholarship has proved to its own satisfaction that the
teachings concerning Angels is a Babylonian influence on the faith
of the Jews during their cap t iv i t y, any excuse must be found to
remove such superstitious accretions in order to find the unadul-
terated word of God. 

This entire digression is made to indicate the sham of scientific
methods behind which pre s e n t - d ay Biblical scholarship hides its
fundamental unbelief from believers and even from itself. It uses a
t h e o retical and philosophical principle of progress and deve l o p-
ment from simple to complex to deny historical witness and the
fact that human institutions — indeed humanity itself — and all
their activity have never been reduced to or comprehended by any
t h e o retical system. Unfo rt u n a t e ly, the compilers of the O rt h o d ox

S t u dy Bibl e h ave been heav i ly influenced by this scholars h i p,
despite their use of the re c e ived text and their claim of patristic
inspiration.

One example is the last twelve verses of the Gospel according to
Saint Mark. The footnote to chapter sixteen, verses nine to twenty
says, “Some manuscripts do not include this longer ending. Later
t raditions testify to seve ral endings. The Church, howeve r, has
always regarded this ending as inspired.” There are some notes in
the center of the columns indicating that Vaticanus and Sinaiticus
lack this ending. Also, in the introductory notes to the Gospel of
Saint Mark, there is a sub-heading entitled “() endings”, wh i c h
refers to the matter.

The defense of the last twelve verses of Saint Mark and the refu-
tation of the Biblical critics has been done quite well by Burg o n
and Miller, The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels, Appendix VII,
and in the companion volume, Causes of Corruption in the Tradition-

al Text, and especially in The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel Accord-
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Matthew must have been written later, since there is no such thing
as prophecy. The priority of Saint Mark’s is affirmed even though
the historical witness of all the Church, beginning with Papias (a
direct disciple of the Apostles) in the second century, is unanimous
in stating that Saint Matthew’s was written first.

Accepting that Saint Mark was written first necessitates accept-
ing the premises upon which modern Biblical critics based their
judgement. Their most important premise is that all prophetic
utterances must have been written after the fact since prophecy, a
result of divine intervention, cannot be accepted in scientific
study since it surpasses the limits of human perceptions and rea-
son; that is, it is not of the First Degree of knowledge, which is
the limit of Biblical Criticism. The textual implications are many
and profound. One implication is that all prophecies are interpo-
lations; but a piecemeal assembly of the Gospels, like a mosaic, is
not an acceptable explanation when the litera ry unity of the
Gospels is considered. Also, critics of ancient secular litera t u re
have abandoned such explanations for many years as being unten-
a ble. The other explanation is that the Evangelists put these
prophecies into the Saviour’s mouth after the fact. In other words,
the Evangelists must have been either misera bly deluded or dis-
honest men, with the consequence that the Scriptures become a
fraud, an untrue fabrication lacking any authority. Yet the prophe-
cy of the fall of Jerusalem was known to its Christian inhabitants.
When Vespasian and Titus came to besiege the city    , the
Christians fled to Pella of Pe rea because of Christ’s prophecy :
“When ye shall see Jerusalem compassed with armies, then know
that the desolation thereof is nigh.”¹ The Jews of the time we re
w ra t h ful against the Christians who re fused to take part in this
national fight for independence from Rome, because the words of
Christ were known and believed by them.² The witnesses to the
integrity of the Evangelists are not one or two but the whole col-
l ege of the Twe l ve Apostles, of the seventy Apostles, and the
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As far as the question of style goes, it would have been unlikely
to end the Gospel at ve rse eight, “neither said they anything to
any man; for they were afraid.” This was hardly the Good News
p reached to the wo rld. The last statement cries for a re s o l u t i o n .
The women heard the Angel, yet they disbelieved and told no one.
How did the Apostles learn of it? Did Christ confirm the Resurrec-
tion, etc.? If one wishes to speak of style or use litera ry criteria,
there is no way the Gospel could have ended there.

Another example of an undiscerning transmittal by the Editors
of the O rt h o d ox Study Bibl e of the theories of  higher criticism is
this statement in the introduction to the Gospel of Saint Mark:
“ The Gospel of Mark may be dated short ly befo re the fall of
Jerusalem   . Many believe that this was the first of the four
Gospels to be written.” The “many” are not the Church Fathers or
h i s t o r i a n s, who have a diffe rent opinion, but are the scholars of
the Higher Criticism (which deals with the purposes of the author
of the manuscript, his time, place, beliefs, by whom or what he
was influenced; the relation of the work to other scripture, its his-
t o ry and its significance), who maintain this belief because the
style of Saint Mark’s Gospel is simpler and more terse, thus primi-
tive: a hypothesis based on the familiar philosophical doctrine that
p r ogress equals complex i t y. Again, it is demonstrated that these
scholars have no literary or philological judgement at all, as C. S.
Lewis shows (as if their own convolute and prolix work were not
proof enough), since it is impossible for them not to have heard of
or seen an abridgement, précis, or summary of a written composi-
tion. The abridgement will be more simple and limited than the
original, because it is concentrated, concise, and usually directed
to a definite purpose. The argument from style can easily be refut-
ed simply with this counter argument. (We are speaking of style,
not of the theory that Saint Mark is an abridgement of Saint
M a t t h ew: a position that is historically and critically untenabl e . )
However, the clinching argument the critics have, which motivates
the search for supporting evidence, is that Saint Matthew records
our Saviour’s prophecies of the fall of Jerusalem, while Saint Mark
does not (Mark : is ignored); there fo re the Gospel of Saint
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Isaac the Syrian declares — that the First Degree of Know l e d g e
rejects the things of God, for it cannot discern them, since it trusts
in its own criteria and strength. The Editors of the Orthodox Study

Bible have apparently accepted the validity of this scholarship, not
recognizing that it is only of the First Degree of Knowledge and
not discerning that it is motivated by atheism rather than enlight-
ened reason.

The danger lies in that their acceptance may not be fully con-
scious; for sure ly, when the argument is elucidated, they wo u l d
affirm vehemently that they believe in God’s intervention, in mira-
cles and prophecy; but they would likely say — and quite rightly
— that we cannot ignore facts which scholarship discove rs. We
have tried to indicate in a small way, however, that most modern
Biblical scholarship and criticism is not informed by belief in God
— rather, by atheism — and that most of its conclusions rest on
theory and conjecture; worse, on a structure of linked hypotheses
and conjectures whose probability falls drastically with each new
linkage. Nonetheless, these conclusions are presented, against all
tenets of probability theory, as being certain; and we see these
conclusions and observations being used by the Editors without
any refutation.

A re futation is possible by using history and incontrove rt i bl e
facts and by questioning the logical and epistemological fo u n d a-
tions upon which the conclusions of Biblical criticism are ground-
ed. Their conjectures can be refuted by First Degree Knowledge;
n eve rt h e l e s s, our conviction is founded upon the fact that the
axioms and underlying principles of the Church’s scholarship are
of the Second Degree of Knowledge, which the First cannot con-
tradict because they pass outside its realm of experience and inves-
tigation.

It is a disservice to the unsuspecting Orthodox faithful to pre-
sent them with the poisoned fruits of this so-called science
unmarked and unrefuted. Perhaps the Editors could say that there
is not enough space to adequately refute all the claims; yet that is
our contention: why bring up the matter in the first place? There
was no need to mention the doubt critics have, for example, about
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thousands of the faithful in Jerusalem at the time of our Saviour’s
Economy in the flesh.

The primacy of the historical witness over the theories of the
Biblical critics must be affirmed, especially when countering their
“ s c i e n t ific” arguments which they limit to the First Degree of
K n owledge. The factual and definite historical witness is coun-
tered only by their atheistic theorizing that denies the existence of
prophecy. The witness of history is not a matter of belief or disbe-
lief in God; that does not enter into the matter, for it is simply a
re p o rt of what came first, a judgement that even an illitera t e
p a gan of the time could have given if he we re possessed of the
fa c t s. It is as simple a historical fact as the question, who came
first, Julius or Augustus Caesar? The wa t e rs are muddied by the
critics who wish to justify their theories, so they backtrack and try
to rearrange the matter under study to their satisfaction, through
an a posteriori determination, what is commonly called “cooking”
the data.

This also has resulted in doubting or removing references to the
divinity of the Lord Jesus in the Gospel of Saint Mark. They then
produce the circular reasoning that the critical text proves Saint
M a r k ’s Gospel to be earlier because it is primitive, lacking the
m o re developed theology or kerygma of Christ’s divinity; then,
because it is more primitive, the references to His divinity must be
interpolations.

In eve ry case, all the theories and hypotheses of the modern
Biblical critics — they have prevailed in all centers of theological
instruction and influence, even those few which ostensibly oppose
them — when reduced to their starting point, are based on the
belief that there can be no divine intervention, hence no prophecy
or miracle. Their god has no operations or energi e s. Here the
patristic dictum takes hold: “Whatever has no energies has no
essence,” i.e., it does not exist. Most also believe that our Saviour
was not considered to be divine by the early Church. Such beliefs
can only be called atheistic. The “natural man,” the “carnal man,”
according to Saint Paul, cannot discern or understand the action
of God in history. Here again is the demonstration of what Saint

  

36



an authoritarian decree, similar to an ex cathedra Papal decision.
Such tactics do not work: the present state of the Papal churc h
p resents a compelling argument against the use of such tactics.
For decades they nu rt u red this Godless fo rm of scholars h i p, bu t
because of the doctrine of Papal Infa l l i b i l i t y, they always had to
tack on at the end the disclaimer that the Church’s official position
was contrary or different. This intellectual schizophrenia has cul-
minated in the present-day dogmatic fracturing and dissolution of
the Papal church.

The commentary on Saint Matthew :  ( “And Jacob beg o t
Joseph the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus who is
called Christ”) is a good example of how valuable a help a com-
mentary can be: “Of whom is a feminine form in Greek, referring
o n ly to Mary, not Joseph. Thus Matthew affirms that Jesus wa s
b o rn only of Mary. Joseph acted as Jesus’ fa t h e r, but he was not
His begetter.” An ambiguity of the English which would obscure
the virgin birth of our Saviour is clarified by a re fe rence to the
Greek original which clearly expresses the Evangelist’s meaning.

Such high points in the commentary, however, are unfortunate-
ly few. The comment at Saint John :8 – : “The betrayal by
Judas is a moral low point in the Gospel of John” is more represen-
t a t ive of the whole commentary. When it is not misguided or
wrong — we will give some examples below — the commentary
often merely paraphrases the text, which hardly seems necessary;
after all, the purpose for choosing a modern translation was to
h ave an unobscure, intelligi ble text whose surface meaning is
clear. A commentary should give the deeper significance, explicate
a ny ambiguities, re s o l ve seeming contra d i c t i o n s, re fer to re l a t e d
portions of Scripture, or provide historical and scientific and other
i n fo rmation to help in understanding. The O rt h o d ox Study Bibl e

rather hinders understanding because the commentary resembles
the foregoing example and cloaks and obscures the words of Scrip-
ture with its trite insights and insipid moralizing.

The commentary on Matthew :, on the star of Bethlehem,
presents a form of a posteriori conjectured history beloved of the
Higher Critics. “In ancient times a star signified a god, a deifie d
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the last twelve verses of Saint Mark’s Gospel; it certainly brings no
increase in compunction or in devotion or in an Orthodox under-
standing of the Gospels. Since it was mentioned, howeve r, an
intelligent re futation, compre h e n s i ble to a layman, should have
been made.

Space allows us to indicate only a few of the flaws of modern
Biblical scholarship, but enough to understand the danger. These
self-anointed judges of our Holy Scriptures are not truly scientific,
but use outmoded and biased methods to reach their conclusions.
Th ey are propagandists of an ideology which they affirm with a
d ogmatism disguised as science in order to silence objections.
They call themselves Christians, while only “having a form of god-
liness, but denying the power thereof.”¹ Their usual answer to any
criticism of their intellectual foundation is a condescending smile,
because they have no other answe r; they demand that they be
accepted at their own evaluation, that is, on faith. The danger of
using their “conclusions,” “facts,” and “scientific findings” without
a thorough examination and evaluation of each from the ground
u p, is evident to any believe r. Two recent books by Eta Linne-
mann, Historical Criticism of the Bible: Methodology or Ideology? and Is
There a Synoptic Problem? published by Baker House Books, Grand
Rap i d s, Michigan, examine the whole question intelligently,
although with an Evangelical pre j u d i c e .² This Protestant scholar
perceived the treachery of the Biblical scholars and rejected it, yet
their conclusions and supposed facts are being foisted upon an
unsuspecting Orthodox laity.

The only refutation made in the Orthodox Study Bible is that the
C h u rch accepts these passages as being inspired; in other wo rd s,
not a refutation at all, but a single, peremptory pronouncement,
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dation of the Synoptic Problem are The Synoptic Problem: A Critical Analysis,

by William R. Farmer (New York: Macmillan, ), reprinted in  by the
Western North Carolina Press in Hillsboro, North Carolina, and History and

Criticism of the Marcan Hypothesis, by Hans-Herber Stoldt (Macon, Georgia:
Mercer University Press, ).
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king,” and then as proof they quote Numbers :, the prophecy
of Balaam: “There shall come a star out of Jacob.” First of all, in
ancient times a star did not necessarily or even principally signify a
god or a deified king. Secondly, the prophecy refers, of course, to
Christ; but did the Hebrews understand it as referring to a divine
being or to a king, a man anointed of the Lord? At least the com-
mentary does not discuss novas or other astronomical phenome-
na, but neither does it refer to the pages of commentary written
by the Fathers on the Star, again notably by Saint John Chrysos-
tom,¹ who proved from the Scriptures that it was not a material
star but the grace of God, since it was not seen by eve ryone, its
movements were impossible for one of the heavenly bodies, and it
would appear and disappear arbitrarily.

“Moses’ seat was a special chair in the synagogue assigned to
the most famous rabbi of the town” is the only interp re t a t i o n
given for Matthew : and is an example how scholars of Biblical
criticism will give an historical explanation, presenting as fact their
own conjecture, without any historical referent. This reductionist
t r ivialization does not correspond to the historical facts and the
witness of the Scripture s. Teaching and doctrine we re import a n t
to the Hebrews. The archaeology of Palestine has discovered that
the construction of many synagogues re s e m bles that of Cap e r-
naum. On the wall which looked towa rds Je rusalem, a window
was in the middle, and on one side was the ark which held the
Scriptures and other writings, and on the other was the seat upon
which — as we learn from Luke : and other sources — would
sit any who would preach or expound upon the Scriptures after
they had been read. This arrangement of the synagogue, different
from the modern one, indicated that the Jews held teaching or
preaching in equal honor with the Scriptures, similar to what we
might call Tradition and Scripture. Although that chair might have
been called Moses’ seat, our Lord is speaking fig u ra t ive ly of the
succession of teachers in the tradition of Moses and the prophets.
He is obviously not referring to a physical chair, but is speaking in
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believed that the Kingdom was earthly and material. They did not
care to hear Christ saying, “The Kingdom of God cometh not with
observation . . . the Kingdom of God is within you.”¹

We s t e rn Christianity fell into the same trap as the Jew s, by
interpreting the growth of the mustard seed as the outward suc-
c e s s, prosperity, authority, and expansion of the Church in the
world. This is a judgement based upon external marks of accom-
plishment, thus debasing the Kingdom to the material and earthly;
and this confusion is reflected in the commentaries given above .
The Ort h o d ox interp re t e rs re fer the para ble to a man’s spiritual
progress and growth “within,” so that the virtues and angels will
“lodge in the branches thereof.” Christ did not promise us success
and prosperity, but trials and tribulations.

Another example in which the Editors debase the words of our
Saviour to an earthly and carnal sense is found in the commentary
on the passage in Saint Mark  :– , when the Lord promises,
“There is no man that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters, or
father, or mother, or wife, or children, or lands for My sake, and
the Gospel’s, but he shall re c e ive an hundre d fold now in this
time.” The commentary with equanimity contradicts the Lord :
“That the disciples will receive earthly rewards a hundredfold now
in this time is not an absolute promise: countless saints and mar-
tyrs were not so rewarded.” The Fathers interpret this passage to
mean that they who give up their possessions (and re l a t i o n s h i p s
a re also considered a possession in the Bible and in patristic
thought) for the Lord Jesus will find a hundre d fold new fa t h e rs,
mothers, brothers, sisters, and homes in the Church. The materi-
alistic understanding and interp retation of the Editors betray s
them to disagree openly with the Lord and to disavow His
promise.

The interpretation of the passage Matthew :, “. . . but also if
you say to the mountain, ‘Be removed and be cast into the sea,’ it
will be done” states: “Jesus does not expect His disciples literally to
m ove mountains, but this ex t rava gant image accura t e ly depicts
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a metap h o r, one familiar and unders t a n d a ble to His audience; a
fact which the Fa t h e rs understood in their commentaries, wh e n
t h ey ex p ress the importance of tradition and discernment to dif-
ferentiate between the teachings according to the Law of God and
the personal failings of the teachers. The Protestant NIV Study Bible

understood the passage well enough — even without reading the
Fa t h e rs — as shown in its interp retation: “Mat  : sit in Moses’

seat, the authorized successors of Moses as teachers of the law.”
The parable of the mustard seed, the smallest of all seeds which

yet becomes greater than all the herbs, and the birds of the air
lodge in its bra n c h e s, ap p e a rs in Saints Matthew,¹ M a r k ,² a n d
Luke.³ The commentary on Saint Luke is minimal “The mustard
s e e d is tiny, but the plant gr ows to a height of about   feet in
Palestine.” The commentaries on the passages in the other two
Gospels become interp re t ive. In Saint Matthew we read: “Th e s e
two short parables signify the startling success of God’s Kingdom.
A few weak fis h e rmen will conve rt the whole wo rld because of
the divine power of the gospel.” The commentary on the parable
in Saint Mark is more extensive: “The parable of the mustard seed
c o n t rasts humble beginnings with a bountiful crop. Jesus begi n s
with poor fis h e rmen, but in a few ye a rs the Christian faith will
spread throughout the Roman Empire and beyond. The work of
God may invo l ve ap p a re n t ly insignificant people and circ u m-
stances, but the possibilities are limitless because of God’s power.
That being said, Jesus’ followers must always be prepared for the
“long haul.” Jewish expectations in Jesus’ day we re for the King-
dom to appear suddenly and fully. But God’s Kingdom takes time
to grow and mature through adversity, and when it is fully formed
it will be even greater than expected.”

Jewish ex p e c t a t i o n s, based upon the prophets, we re right; the
Kingdom did appear suddenly and fully with the advent of Christ
in the flesh, in His divine Economy and the revelation of His glory.
The Jew s, howeve r, in the grossness of their unders t a n d i n g
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The related passage in Saint Mark, :–, “But Jesus said, ‘Do
not forbid him, for no one who works a miracle in My name can
soon afterward speak evil of Me. For he who is not against us is on
our side.’” has a commentary on page , which aside from not
being patristic, raises many questions. “:8–. This discussion is
the aftermath of the argument as to who would be the greatest.
Sectarianism and triumphalism (the attitude that one creed is
superior to all others) are forbidden, for God’s working transcends
our limited perceptions. One is either for or against (v.) Christ,
but it is not always ours to know who is on which side.” Does this
mean that a man may believe what he likes as long as he says that
he is not against Christ? Even a Moslem could say that he is not
a gainst Christ, let alone the plethora of heretics who call them-
s e l ves Christians. Does this mean that God has abandoned His
flock to confusion, showing no clear way to walk? This smells very
s t r o n gly of the Protestant belief in the inv i s i ble Church, wh i c h
belief ignores the Apostolic Council in Je ru s a l e m ,¹ which deter-
mined visible limits for the Church, that must be accepted if one
wishes to be of the Brotherhood of Christ, in which alone is our
salvation. The Church in council with the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit clarifies the deposit of Faith which becomes a “creed” differ-
ent from other creeds; and since it is true, it is superior. Other-
wise, if what the commentary states is true, we are left
unanchored in the winds of every contrary doctrine.

In the footnote commentary on Saint Matthew :–, the
m i racle of mu l t i p lying the loaves and feeding the five thousand,
we read: “In  : –  and Mark 8:–  another miracle is men-
tioned, in which Jesus feeds four thousand people with seve n
loaves and a few small fish. This miracle is probably not a dupli-
cate report of the first miracle, but another performed in a differ-
ent place.” This commentator, with the use of the wo rd
“probably” declares that in his heart, whether he knows it or not,
he has rejected the truth of Christ and of the Gospels and accepted
the rationalism of Biblical criticism. The two miracles are
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the astonishing power of undoubting faith.” As we shall see later
in this review, when we discuss the article appended to the Ortho-

dox Study Bible, “Interpreting the Scriptures”, the Editors consider
the allegorical method of interpretation to be aberrant and warn
us that the Church avoids it, even though some writers have suc-
cumbed. Yet here, a passage which all the Holy Fa t h e rs have
explicitly and at length interpreted literally, the Editors dismissive-
ly interpret allegorically.

The commentary on Luke :, “But Jesus said to him, ‘Do not
forbid him, for he who is not against us is on our side,’” is an inap-
propriately applied moralization: “It is a temptation for us to want
everyone to have a spiritual practice like ours, to do things the way
we do, and to be in our group. How many schisms have occurred
in Church history because people missed Jesus’ lesson here!” The
Fa t h e rs interp reting this passage adhere strictly to the historical
meaning by explaining that there were some people who used the
name of Jesus — since it demonstratedly had power — to perform
miracles, to cast out demons. The disciples wished to forbid them
because they were unworthy, but our Saviour, in His mercy, hin-
dered the disciples because demons were being driven out and the
preaching was being spread, even though by unworthy men. Cer-
t a i n ly these men would not be able to blaspheme the Name in
which they wrought wo n d e rs. So also must we see the grace of
God working in the Church, even though through unworthy men.
The Mysteries are Christ’s, even though the priest may be unwor-
thy.

H oweve r, the wo rst part of the commentary is the first sen-
tence: “This is an example of Jesus’ tolerance and breadth of
v i s i o n . . .” So one might describe any man. Minor as it may
appear, it is the coloring and frame of mind of most of the com-
m e n t a ry. It is another example of unconscious assimilation of
modern Biblical scholarship which insists on speaking of our Sav-
iour as a simple man, indicative at best of a Nestorian or Adop-
tionist viewpoint. Any Orthodox who has not been corrupted by
this blasphemous mentality would have phrased the commentary:
“Our Lord here teaches us and gives us an example . . .”
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8 of the divine inspiration of the Scripture s. Although there is
some ambiguity, the impression it leaves — confirmed later on in
his article, as we shall see — is that God revealed Himself by
speaking to man in words.

The Scriptures are the Word of God in human language. . . .
When God spoke to man, the communication had to be in a
form we could hear and understand. . . . We must not think that
human language degrades or darkens the gl o ry of reve l a t i o n
nor that it restricts the power of the Wo rd of God. We mu s t
b e l i eve this: Human wo rds can be used to adequately convey
the Word of God to us. His Word does not become tarnished or
cloudy when it is expressed in human language. . . . That God
s p e a ks to us in the fo rms which are our own thought and
speech makes our language something gre a t e r, for now the
Holy Spirit enables us to speak of God. . . . And, yes, theology,
( t ru ly defined) is our response to God Who first spoke to us,
whom we have heard, and of whose words we have a record.

But in the Divine Names and Mystical Theology of Saint Dionysius
the Areopagite, in the Second Theological Oration of Saint Gregory
the Theologian, in chapters  and  of The Life of Moses by Saint
Gregory of Nyssa, in Book One, chapters one and two of the Exact

Exposition of the Orthodox Faith by Saint John Damascene, in fact,
in all the Fathers who speak on this matter, we find that they teach
that one must come to knowledge of God by laying aside all men-
tal conceptions and words by entering into the dark cloud; indeed,
all the Fa t h e rs declare that full knowledge of God is impossibl e ,
that it is impossible for man to see and know God in Himself. “No
man hath seen God at any time.”¹ “He made darkness His hiding
place.”² All the Fathers and inspired teachers of the Church with-
out exception render honor of place to this apophatic theology
for, as Saint Gregory of Nyssa writes, God “forbids that the Divine
be likened to any of the things known by men, since every concept
which comes from some compre h e n s i ble image by an ap p r ox i-
mate understanding and by guessing at the divine nature consti-
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described separately by Saint Matthew; and the details of the feed-
ing of the five thousand as described in Saints Matthew, Mark,
Luke and Jo h n¹ d iffer signific a n t ly from the description given of
the feeding of the four thousand in Saints Matthew and Mark.²
Furthermore, in Saint Matthew :–, the Lord Himself refers to
them as two separate eve n t s. If anyone should doubt the Scrip-
tures on this point, he has already undercut the foundations of his
trust in them and in the Saviour; and his faith is built on sand.

These and other similar commentaries in the O rt h o d ox Study

Bible perplexed us about the Editors’ methodology of interpreta-
tion. We turned to the article by Father Jack N. Sparks entitled
“Interpreting the Scriptures,” which is in an appendix of the Ortho-

dox Study Bible. In the preliminary remarks in this article, he men-
tions the formation of the Canon of Scriptures. He is rather vague
about the fo rmation and ap p e a rs to say the Canon was fin a l ly
confirmed and set in the eighth century by Saint John Damascene.
However, the books of the Scriptures we have today had been list-
ed long before by many writers, but most especially in the fourth
century in the Thirty-ninth Festal Epistle of Saint Athanasius the
G reat. This Epistle, along with two others which together are
k n own as the Th ree Canonical Epistles of Saint Athanasius,
became definitive for the Orthodox and were confirmed by Ecu-
menical Councils, most explicitly by Canon II of the Sixth.

Certainly, this is a minor point, one which Fr. Jack Sparks appar-
ently does not examine, but again indicative of an attitude and ten-
dency in modern Biblical scholarship to attribute as late a date as
p o s s i ble to fo rmation of the Scripture, in order to subtly under-
mine the authority of the sacred texts and to leave room for con-
jecture and flights of the imagination.

The above slight error of historical fact, undoubtedly uncon-
scious and easily remedied, was recorded in some short, introduc-
t o ry re m a r ks to his main theme, the interp retation of the
Scriptures. Central to his article, however, is his discussion on page
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and to teach the people wh a t ever doctrine he might learn
through instruction from above. This is also a mark of the
Church’s order: not all thrust themselves towards the apprehen-
sion of the mysteries, but choosing from among themselve s
someone who is able to hear things divine, they give ear grate-
fully to him, considering trustworthy whatever they might hear
from someone initiated into the divine mysteries.¹

G o d ’s true revelation is of His gl o ry, of His Kingdom or pre s-
ence; that is, of Himself, not of wo rd s, which the Saints use to
bring revelation to our level. Words are false and incapable by their
very nature, for created words only fashion a more refined idol of
the uncreated than does a statue of stone. The prophet Job said, “I
have heard of Thee by the hearing of the ear, but now mine eye
hath seen Thee. Wherefore, I abhorred myself and have fainted: I
reckon myself dust and ashes.”² The Psalmist David, after he had
beheld that ineffa ble beauty, proclaims, “I said in mine ecstasy:
eve ry man is a liar, ”³ i.e., eve ry man who tries to explain those
ineffable good things will find that his explanation falls short.⁴ If
this were not so, in the Gospels, for example, at the theophanies of
C h r i s t’s Baptism and Tra n sfig u ration, the wo rds spoken by God
the Father would not be recorded differently by each Evangelist. If
words were revealed, they would have been the same; but it was
God’s glory that was revealed; therefore the sense is the same, but
the words differ. Similarly, when the Father spoke from Heaven to
our Lord, saying, “I have both glorified it, and will glorify it again,”
the people who we re unwo rt hy said they heard thunder or an
Angel speak. Even the example of the delivery of the Mystery of
the Eucharist indicates the relation of wo rds to revelation. Our
Saviour accompanied this dread Mystery with His own words in
conjunction with the secret action of grace on this one day of Holy
Thursday; yet the words vary in each Gospel, and the Divine Litur-
gy varies from them. Perhaps this was a dispensation of our Lord
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tutes an idol of God and does not proclaim God.”¹ Saint Jo h n
Chrysostom, in his On the Incomprehensible Nature of God, expounds
this doctrine clearly, as does the Apostle Paul when, describing the
subject of his preaching, he proclaims, “But we speak the wisdom
of God in a mystery, even the hidden wisdom”² and “Eye hath not
seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man.”³

In another place, the Apostle say s, “And I knew such a man
( whether in the body, or out of the body, I cannot tell: God
k n oweth;) how that he was caught up into paradise and heard
unspeakable words which it is not lawful for a man to utter.”⁴ The
uncreated God surpasses all vision, thought, concept, or word, is
beyond any grasp or circumscription, is absolutely transcendent in
His nature; such is the proclamation of the Old and New Te s t a-
ments.

This proclamation of God’s transcendence, however, is accom-
panied by the declaration in the Scriptures of God’s immanence,
that He has condescended to our weakness and revealed Himself
to us. The theologies of the Fathers have preserved and explicated
this antinomy in the dictum: God is unknown (unknowa ble) in
His essence, but is known (knowable) in His energies. God’s ener-
gies are His glory, grace, love, majesty, life, providence, foreknowl-
edge, will — in short, all His operations which are omnipre s e n t
and sustain all creation but are known only when He lifts this veil
which is upon our eyes, thus revealing Himself to us. Said another
way, the energies of God are the knowledge of God’s nature which
is accessible to us or any other cre a t u re. Wo rd s, howeve r, are
human and infe r i o r, giving only an indirect knowledge of God’s
will and glory, of His energies, but they are the means with which
the initiates into God’s mysteries, they who have direct knowledge
of God, reveal His will to us. Saint Gregory of Nyssa, in The Life of

Moses, states,

The multitude was not cap a ble of understanding the vo i c e
from above, but allowed Moses to learn by himself the secrets
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¹ Chapter . ² Job :,.
³ Psalm :.
⁴ Vide Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, PG , .

¹ Life of Moses, . ²  Cor. :.
³  Cor. :. ⁴  Cor. :,.
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in His Economy to preserve us from idolatrous and superstitious
attachment to words by attributing magic power to them.

The saintly Elder Hieronymos of Aegina would use this simple
parable to strike home the difference in knowing God from experi-
ence or from hearsay: “There are two men sitting at a table. One
is eating, the other is watching him. Who is filled?”

The holy Fa t h e rs understood this Scriptural doctrine, that the
revelation of wo rds is through an interm e d i a ry, but the actual
experience of revelation is without words, for it surpasses words.
In the Divine Names by Saint Dionysius the Areopagite, we read:

Let no one imagine that we celeb rate the Divine Name of
Love without Scriptural authority, for it is, I consider, unreason-
able and foolish to pay attention to the letter rather than to the
spirit, nor is this the method of those who wish for insight into
D ivine things, but rather of those who re c e ive empty sounds
and prevent them from passing beyond their ears, not wishing
to know the inner significance, nor how to explain them more
clearly in terms of similar meaning, but they confine themselves
to meaningless ar rangements of letters, uncomprehended sylla-
bles and words which do not penetrate into the intelligence of
their souls, but buzz outside, around their lips and ears, just as
though it we re not permitted to explain the number four by
calling it twice two, or a straight line by calling it a direct line,
or the motherland by calling it the fa t h e rland, or any other
name which has the same significance, using many diffe re n t
wo rd s. It is necessary to know, according to right reason, that
we use sounds and syllables and phrases on account of our sens-
e s, since when our soul is moved by noetic energies to that
which is noetically perc e ived, both the senses and that wh i c h
they perceive are surpassed, just as in turn are the noetic pow-
ers of the soul, which having become Godlike, casts itself, in the
union of unknowing, upon the Rays of the Ineffa ble Light, in
sightless vision of the Divine.¹

Saint Basil the Great in the Hexaemeron describes the dispensa-
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itself is the bearer of God’s revelation as Saint Paul ex p l i c i t ly
d e c l a res: “Ye are our epistle, written in our heart s, known and
read of all men: forasmuch as ye are manifestly declared to be the
epistle of Christ ministered by us, written not with ink, but with
the Spirit of the living God; not in tables of stone, but in fle s hy
t a bles of the heart . ”¹ Saint John the Th e o l ogian declare s, “A n d
m a ny other signs tru ly did Jesus in the presence of His disciples
which are not written in this book.”²

There is a plethora of witnesses also from the Fathers concern-
ing the oral tradition. Saint Basil the Great writes in his treatise on
the Holy Spirit:

Of the ordinances and beliefs which are pre s e rved in the
C h u rch, some we possess from written ‘teaching,’ and others
we have received from the tradition of the Apostles delivered to
us ‘in a mystery’;³ and both of these have the same force as con-
cerns true religion. And no one will gainsay this, no one, cer-
t a i n ly, who is even somewhat ve rsed in the institutions of the
Church. For were we to attempt to reject such customs as have
no written authority on the ground that they possess no great
importance, we should unintentionally injure the Gospel vital-
ly; rather, preaching would become a mere term.⁴

Saint Epiphanius of Cyprus says much the same:

We must needs use tradition; for not all things can be
re c e ived from the divine Scripture s, because the holy Apostles
d e l ive red some things by writing and others by tradition. Fo r
the holy Apostle say s, “And keep the ordinances as I delive re d
them unto yo u . ”⁵ And at another time he say s, “So have I
taught and so have I delivered to the Churches”⁶ and “If ye keep
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tion of words as used in Scripture, that the words are human, not
directly God’s words.

It must be well understood that when we speak of the voice,
of the word, of the command of God, this divine language does
not mean to us a sound which escapes from the organs of
speech, a collision of air struck by the tongue; it is a simple sign
of the will of God, and, if we give it the form of an order, it is
only the better to impress the souls whom we instruct.¹

Fr. Sparks, however, on page 8 of his article declares: “God’s
Word, the Holy Scriptures, which is His revelation. Through the
creeds, the doctrines of the Church, the Eucharistic liturgy and the
various prayer liturgies, and other sacred signs and symbols, theol-
ogy (and, indeed, true philosophy) witnesses to the meaning of
that revelation.” Further on, he says, “Having received the revela-
tion in the fo rm of the Scripture s, the Church . . . ” From these
words and others that we quoted before, and from his silence on
the relativity of words in God’s revelation, he apparently believes
that the revelation of God is only in the Holy Scriptures, which is
the Protestant doctrine of sola scriptura. Furthermore, it is a revela-
tion of definite wo rds in human speech. One can only conclude
that little separates his thinking from that of the Fundamentalists:
God descended to earth and gave mankind a book, which is His
whole revelation to us. The Moslems also believe much the same
about the Koran. 

This Protestant insistence on the Bible, and the Bible only, being
the full revelation of God ignores the fact that the Church’s teach-
ing for decades was an oral tradition, as was the Old Testament.
Saint Paul ex h o rts us, “Th e re fo re, bre t h ren, stand fast and hold
the traditions which ye have been taught, whether by word or our
epistle.”² In another place he says, “Hold fast the form of sound
words which thou hast heard of me, in faith and love which is in
Christ Je s u s. That good thing which was committed unto thee
keep by the Holy Spirit which dwelleth in us.”³ The living Church
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¹  Cor. :–. ² John :; cf. :.
³  Cor. :.
⁴ PG ,  ; The Rudder, Canon  of Saint Basil.
⁵  Cor. :.
⁶ Reference not found; cf.  Cor. :. Saint Epiphanius may be quoting

loosely or summarizing Saint Paul’s position. It is possible that the phrase
was spoken by the Apostle and retained in the Churc h ’s memory since it
aptly summarizes his position.

¹ Hexaemeron, :. ²  Thess. :.
³  Tim. :.



modern Biblical scholars, who will twist and edit every sacred text
to their own meaning, which results in Scriptures with no authori -
ty whatsoever.

On pages 8 to 8, Fr. Sparks discusses methods of interpret-
ing the Scriptures. He condemns immediately the allegorical inter-
pretation of the Scriptures, especially, “various allegorical systems
of interpreting the Scriptures which have sprung up from time to
time — Philo, for example, and some of the writings of Origen as
well. And for mystics! Well, the temptation is almost unavoidable
at times.” Further on, he grudgingly admits, “We would not want
to deny the value of an occasional allegorical application of Scrip-
t u re.” Howeve r, he insists that only the typological method is
proper for interpreting Scripture.

Although the typological method is cert a i n ly re c og n i zed and
approved by the Church, it is not the only way of interpretation.
Saint Cyril of Alexandria in his C o m m e n t a ry on the Prophecy of

A bb a c u m s ay s, “One should see in himself the purpose of the
p r o p h e cy in order to give birth to a double contemplation, the
spiritual together with the historical.”¹ P r oving that he does not
refer the spiritual contemplation only to a typological interpreta-
tion, he says in another place, “Fleeing the grossness of the histo-
ry, they rise to the tropological interpretation.”² Saint Gregory of
Nyssa in the prologue to his Homilies on the Song of Songs gives a
justification for the use of other methods of interpreting the Scrip-
tures:

Because some members of the Church always think it right
to fo l l ow the letter of holy scripture and do not take into
account the symbolic and allegorical meanings, we must answer
those who accuse us of doing so [that is, of using alleg o ry ] :
there is nothing unusual in searching the divinely inspired scrip-
tures with every means at our disposal. Thus if the literal sense,
as it is called, should be of any use, we will re a d i ly have the
object of our search. But if anything in the hidden, symbolic
sense cannot be of use with regard to the literal sense, we will,
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in memory what I preached unto you, unless ye have believed
in vain.”¹

The Lord Jesus promised to be with us unto the ages and so He
is; for we are one Body with Him, branches of the one Vine, and
we are taught “in a mystery, ”² i.e., in the Church wh e re we are
i n s t ructed in the things which “the wo rld cannot re c e ive . ”³ “ B u t
the Comfo rt e r, which is the Holy Spirit, Whom the Father will
send in My Name, He shall teach you all things, and bring all
things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto you.”⁴

In another place, the Lord Jesus say s, “Howbeit, when He, the
Spirit of truth is come, He will guide you into all truth . . . and He
will show you things to come.”⁵ The continuous presence of
Christ in the Church, through the Holy Spirit, provides a continu-
ing revelation of God; wherefore the Church is an embodiment of
all the words and deeds of our Saviour — as well as of His Apos-
tles — of which the greater part we re not written down. Th e
unwritten portion is an immense deposit, a treasury which “even
the world itself could not contain.”⁶ There is one Tradition, and it
is both written and unwritten. Rather than all revelation being
comprised in the Holy Scriptures and being borne witness to by
the Church — which is what Fr. Sparks appears to believe — the
H o ly Scriptures bear witness to the revelation of God in and
through the Church. Scripture is based on revealed truth, not
revealed truth on Scripture.

Although it cannot be said that Fr. Sparks evidences the
ex t remes of Fundamentalism, yet his position and principles at
ground appear to be the same. If we have learnt anything from
history, we can conclude that such a way of thinking can develop
in two ways: either towa rds an absolute authority for the Scrip-
tures, resulting in a fanatic belief in literalism with its consequent
absurdities or evasions, which we see in many Fundamentalists or
Moslems; or towa rds the rationalism and reductionism of the
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or be a fountain; or He would hate, repent, be jealous, sorrowful,
w ra t h ful, or some other gr o s s ly material and self-contra d i c t o ry
image.

Th ree names of authors using alleg o ry for interp retation are
p r offe red by Fr. Sparks: Plato, the ancient Greek philosopher;
P h i l o, an Alexandrian Jew with Platonic influences who died  

; and Origen, a heretic condemned by Saints of the Church both
for his doctrines and for his many wrong interpretations of Scrip-
tures. The Saints of the Church, especially the Holy Fathers, some
of whom we have quoted, who used various methods of interpre-
tation including allegory — which they insisted was necessary —
and who did not abandon the historicity of the text or wander into
a r b i t ra ry and empty imagery, are ignored by Fr. Sparks; wo rs e ,
t h ey are rejected contemptuously. (“And for mystics! Well . . . ”)
We have already re fe rred to the “mystic” texts of the Prophet
David, of Saint Job, and of the Apostle Paul; but the primary the-
ologians of the Church, Saint John the Evangelist and Theologian,
Saint Greg o ry the Th e o l ogian, Saint Greg o ry of Nyssa, Saint
Symeon the New Theologian, are termed mystics by Westerners.
If the term “mystic” means a man who has attained spiritual
vision, from whose eyes the scales have fallen, who has penetrated
to the knowledge of the mysteries of God, that definition covers
most of the Saints of the Church, if not all. The Orthodox do not
call them mystics, but the friends of God, the law-givers and the-
ologians of the Church; for they have ascended the mountain and
e n t e red into the darkness of the knowledge of God; their utter-
ances and teachings are given with authority. Yet Fr. Sparks can say
on page 8, “This is not to imply that the typology used by writ-
e rs and teachers in the Church has always perfe c t ly re p re s e n t e d
these tru t h s. We know that even anciently there was some slip-
page from typology into alleg o ry and that alleg o ry especially
found its way into homilies and devotional teachings.”

Here, apparently, is the explanation of why the commentary in
the Orthodox Study Bible is lacking in patristic inspiration, with few
references to the Fathers and fewer quotations from their writings.
Since the Fathers went beyond the letter to the spirit, since they
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as the Word teaches and as Proverbs says [.], understand the
passage either as a parable, a dark saying, an utterance of wise
men, or as a riddle. With regards to anagogy, it makes no differ-
ence what we call it — tropology or allegory — as long as we
grasp the meaning of [scripture’s] words.¹

The Church Fathers have interpreted the Scriptures in various
ways, all of which are recognized and accepted: the typological (by
which a historical event or person is a type or figure of the future,
or of a spiritual truth, or of the economy of our Saviour), tropo-
logical (loosely, metaphorical, but usually applied to an interpreta-
tion relating to morals and conduct), the anagogical (the spiritual,
mystical, or “higher” meaning, from the earthly to the heavenly)
and allegorical (explanation through metaphors or symbolic repre-
sentations). Many of these ways overlap, and it is often difficult to
distinguish them. Some Fa t h e rs seem to use the wo rds almost
interchangeably, most likely because, with Gospel simplicity, they
read and interpreted Scripture in two ways: the history or literal
sense and the contemplation or spiritual sense (which includes all
the methods we have mentioned). Reading the Scriptures with
prayerful attention to the meanings, and gathering all information
from human knowledge they might need, in the sanctity of their
life, the Fathers awaited the inspiration of the Holy Spirit to make
clear the history, the bare wo rd s, and to guide them to under-
standing, but especially to infuse the wo rds with the etern a l
significance which initiates into the mysteries of God, not lawful
to be uttered by man, as Saint Paul tells.

Some passages of Scripture, the Fa t h e rs affirm, can only be
accepted if they are interp reted alleg o r i c a l ly. If we re m a i n e d
attached to a literal meaning, with no question of the typology
which is all that Fr. Sparks admits, we would, according to Saint
Basil the Great, “fall into Jewish myths and old wives’ tales”;² for
God would then be a fire, or have wings, a face, ears, seven eyes,³
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uses alleg o ry in interp reting the Old Testament Scripture s, e.g.,
his interpretation of “Thou shalt not muzzle the mouth of the ox
that treadeth out the corn , ”¹ and in many other places. Th e
prophets’ visions are full of allegory. Our Lord and Saviour Him-
self spoke in para bles and gave us allegories of the Kingdom of
God.

If the authority of the Fa t h e rs is ignored or rejected, as it has
been done by the Editors of the Orthodox Study Bible, what authori-
ty can we have? Modern Biblical criticism and scholarship? We see
that it is ideologically atheistic and, consequently, can only lead to
Godlessness. Our own judgement and wisdom? But “no prophecy
of the Scriptures is of any private interpretation,” according to the
Apostle Peter.² Wherefore, the Orthodox have always rested their
confidence in the witness and interpretation of the friends of God,
the Saints, as Saint Peter teaches, “For the prophecy came not in
old time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as they
were moved by the Holy Spirit.”³

It is perm i s s i ble for a commentator, after consulting the
inspired interpretations of the Saints, to offer additional informa-
tion or some supplementary commentary to their interpretation,
especially on passages not dealt with by the Fathers, although he
must be awa re of the re l a t ive authority of his interp re t a t i o n s.
These insights must be in harmony with the Fathers, in the same
Spirit, and certainly not contrary. The articles inserted throughout
on “key theological issues” lacked, on the whole, patristic inspira-
tion. The article on the Tra n sfig u ra t i o n⁴ was good for the most
part, but the interpretation in paragraph three of this article gave
us pause. “Peter sees this [the Transfiguration] as a sign that the
Kingdom has come. Knowing that the Feast of Tabernacles is the
feast of the coming Kingdom, he asks to build booths (Matt. :)
as was done at that feast to serve as symbols of God’s dwe l l i n g
among the just in the Kingdom.” The patristic interp re t a t i o n
examines the whole of the passage in context, not just a portion,
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judged “not according to the ap p e a rance but judged righteous
judgement,”¹ since they led from earth to Heaven and interpreted
the allegorical and symbolic passages of Scripture allegorically and
symbolically, their interpretations are considered by the Editors to
be flawed (“slippage”), implying that they are the products of
u n s t a ble minds detached from re a l i t y, from God’s reve l a t i o n ,
which is His concrete and literal word. At least this is the only way
we can understand the absence of the Fa t h e rs’ interp re t a t i o n s
from the commentary composed by the Editors. The fact that the
Editors also printed Fr. Sparks’ article as an appendix — he is one
of the four Editors — means that they agree with his policy of dis-
regarding the Fathers and of making slighting references to them.
He does not name them openly Fa t h e rs but calls them “writers
and teachers of the Church”; and in order to belittle and denigrate
their interpretations, he holds up as examples interpreters outside
of the Church or condemned by it (Plato, Philo, and Origen).

But it is inappropriate to bring forward such writers in order to
reject allegorical interpretation, because the Church is not respon-
sible for what outsiders say or how they interpret the Scriptures. It
is the inspired teachers of the Church who interp ret the Scrip-
tures, because they speak under the enlightening guidance of the
H o ly Spirit commensurate with their progress in the know l e d g e
of God. They have ascended the holy mountain and entered into
the cloud; we are they who stand below, waiting to hear their
wo rds conveying the will of God. Th ey know how to interp re t
each Scripture appropriately, whether literally, typologically, tropo-
logically, anagogically, or allegorically. It behooves us to listen rev-
erently and seek understanding, not to judge or reject or to seek
other teachers or to speak from “our own treasury.”

The inspired teachers, the Holy Fa t h e rs, did not speak out of
their own wisdom or invent new ways of interpretation. With the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, they learned from the Apostles and
their successors and from the Scriptures themselves; and from
them all, the Fa t h e rs we re taught the use of alleg o ry. Saint Pa u l
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¹  Cor. :. ²  Peter :.
³  Peter :. ⁴ P. .¹ John :.



t o t a l ly reject the fundamental premises of such a doctrine. Saint
Gregory the Theologian in his Homily on Pascha renders the belief
in such a legalistic expiation impossible.¹ Bishop Gustaf Aulen in
his book Christus Vi c t o r,² d e m o n s t rates that the ancient Churc h
knew no such doctrine. He, a bishop in the State Church of Swe-
den, considers this a discrepancy and lack of development on the
part of the early Church; nevertheless, we accept his independent
witness that such a doctrine of the atonement was foreign to the
Fathers.

Th e re is a surprising emphasis on “justification” which is
re fe rred to in many notes throughout, usually specified as being
“ by fa i t h . ”³ “ Ju s t ification” is not a term used by the Fa t h e rs and
O rt h o d ox theology; rather it is comprehended in the term
“sanctification” and lacks the pre-eminent position it has in Protes-
tant theology. The term is not even found in some Orthodox theo-
l ogical dictionaries.⁴ The Editors appear to be trying to teach
O rt h o d ox theology to the Ort h o d ox using non-Ort h o d ox term s
and concepts.

Aside from the paucity of patristic references, the lack of patris-
tic inspiration is evident in the whole approach of the Editors in
the commentaries and the articles: calling our Lord simply “Jesus”
without any title (Saint Paul usually re fe rs to Him with a title;
after all, we are not reporting bare history, as do the Gospels, but
a re speaking of our Lord, reflecting and commenting on Je s u s
Christ and His Gospel); referring to the Saints without that title or
to the Theotokos simply as Mary (Indeed, in the appended Morn-
ing and Evening Praye rs, the Mother of God and the Saints are
n ever addressed or even mentioned, except for the solitary
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pointing out that Saint Peter did not know what he was saying in
speaking of building three tabernacles, certainly not that he want-
ed to symbolize something. Christ, the Lord of Glory, did not
need an earthly dwelling nor are Moses and Elias on an equal level
with Him; therefore, the bright cloud overshadowed Him and He
alone was borne witness to by the Father as His beloved Son. Also,
the Fa t h e rs say, Saint Peter wished to avoid the gl o r ification of
Christ, i.e., His cru c ifixion, by remaining upon the mountain.
Saint Pe t e r, “not knowing what he said,”¹ spoke with a human
u n d e rstanding and human fe e l i n g s, inappropriate to the gl o ry of
the Divinity which had been revealed; just as at another time our
Lord told him, “thou savourest not the things that be of God but
those that be of men,”² when previously Saint Peter sought to dis-
suade our Saviour from the road to the Crucifixion. 

The article “Justification by Faith”³ begins: “For most of Church
history, salvation was seen as comprehending all of life: Christians
believed in Christ, were baptized, and were nurtured in their sal-
vation in the Church. Key doctrines of the faith centered around
the Holy Trinity, the Incarnation of the Son of God, and the atone-
ment.” In a rather muddled way, it appears that the article writer
wished to say that one is saved by receiving spiritual rebirth in the
Church and with the light of the Faith and God’s help, walking in
the commandments so as to please God all the days of our life .
There can be no arguments with that; however, exception must be
taken to the words “the atonement.” For centuries now in English
“the atonement” or “the doctrine of atonement” means exclusive-
ly the theological doctrine of the appeasement or satisfaction of
God the Fa t h e r ’s wrath and justice by the sacrifice of His Son,
Who is a substitute sacrifice for us. Founded upon the barbaric
l aws of vengeance, re p a ration, blood right, and blood-guilt, this
theory, which was developed in Medieval times by Anselm and the
Scholastics, is utterly foreign to the Church of Christ. None of the
Fa t h e rs preach of a literal ransom or appeasement, but ra t h e r
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¹ Homily :, PG , .
² Trans. A. G. Herbert, Macmillan, New York, .
² E.g., Mark  : ; Acts  : ; Rom. : , :; Gal. : –: , : ; etc.
⁴ Po l ny Pravo s l av nyy Bogo s l ovskiy Entsikl o p e d i cheskiy Slova r ’ ( “ C o m p l e t e

Orthodox Theological Encyclopedic Dictionary”) reprinted in Russia in 

from a pre - revo l u t i o n a ry edition; D i c t i o n a ry of Ort h o d ox Th e o l ogy, G e o rg e
Demetrakopoulos, New York, , and in the index of Timothy Ware’s The

Orthodox Church.

¹ Luke :. ² Cf. Matt. :.
² P. .



t a r i e s, notably Saint John Chrysostom on Genesis and On the

I n c o m p re h e n s i ble Nature of God. A commentary on the Gospels,
A c t s, and Epistles was translated and is being printed now by
C h rysostom Pre s s, P. O. Box   , House Springs, Missouri,    ,
entitled The Explanation by Blessed Theophylact. The first volume
was issued in  and is reasonably priced, as is the second vol-
ume, which was just published. This verse by verse commentary
has been in use in the Ort h o d ox Church for over eight hundre d
years, a distillation of many Patristic commentaries. The Chrysos-
tom Press is to be congratulated for making this treasure available
in English. It is well worth waiting for the remaining volumes to
be published, if a verse by verse commentary is desired.

All the above are recommended because, insofar as they are
p a t r i s t i c, they speak with the voice of the Church; something
which the unsalted Orthodox Study Bible cannot claim.

—Haralampos Priestmonk
Holy Transfiguration Monastery
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“Through the prayers of our holy Fathers, O Lord Jesus Christ our
God, have mercy on us and save us. Amen.” at the end.); non-
O rt h o d ox term s, e.g., “the season of advent,” “justific a t i o n , ”
“atonement,” etc. Furt h e rm o re, the Editors, when speaking of
Orthodox doctrines and practices, continually refer to the “Ortho-
dox Church.” Usually study aids prepared specifically for members
of various denominations simply say “the Church” or “we” when
re fe rring to their beliefs and usages. This constant qualific a t i o n
gives the impression that the Orthodox Study Bible was produced in
o rder to introduce and justify Ort h o d oxy to non-Ort h o d ox; or
that it was written by people who differentiate themselves some-
how from the Orthodox Church.

The Orthodox Study Bible, as is obvious from the few representa-
t ive ex a m p l e s, is not patristic either in conception or content, in
fo rmulation or ex p ression, in its commentaries or addenda;
indeed, it is often not only unpatristic and untraditional, but anti-
patristic and anti-traditional. If it is not patristic, to call it Ortho-
dox is a misnomer verging on misrepresentation.

Orthodox commentaries, salted with the savor of the Holy Spir-
it, are available. In the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers published
o r i gi n a l ly by Eerdmans but now by Zondervan, the First Series
has the Gospels of Saints Matthew and John, the Acts, and the
Epistles interp reted by Saint John Chrysostom in six vo l u m e s.
This life-long tre a s u re is ava i l a ble from any re l i gious books t o re .
There is the Commentary of the Gospel of Saint Luke by Saint Cyril,
Patriarch of Alexandria, from Studion Publishers. Johanna Manley
has edited a commentary, The Bible and the Holy Fathers for Ortho-

dox, Monastery Press, Menlo, California, . She gives the peri-
cope for each day of the year (which comprises almost the entire
New Testament) and then places commentaries written by various
Fa t h e rs and other writers after each one. Each commentary is a
quotation and is identified; and although some would object to
calling Clement of Alexandria a Father of the Church, at least each
p o rtion is accredited to an author and the reader can make his
own evaluation. The “Fathers of the Church” series (Catholic Uni-
ve rsity Press) has many individual volumes which are commen-
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Papyrus fragment of the Gospel of Saint John, chapter eighteen, verses

31–33,  dating from the rst half of the second century. 

The discovery of this fragment dispelled theories that the Fourth Gospel was

a composition of the latter half of the second century.


