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Thomas C. Schmidt: Hippolytus of Rome’s Commentary on Dantel. Pis-
cataway, NJ: Gorgias Press 2022 (Gorgias Studies in Early Christianity
and Patristics 79). IX, 207 p. § 37.00. ISBN: 978-1-4632-44306-1.

This second edition of Thomas C. Schmidt’s English translation of Hippo-
Iytus’ Commentary on Daniel (CPG 1873) does not seem to have been revised
in comparison with the first (2017)," but the Commentary on Daniel is here
published alone, without the Chronicon. The translation (pp. 25-194) is fol-
lowed by a short bibliography (pp. 195-200) and a biblical index (pp. 201—
207). The text translated is that of the critical edition by Marcel Richard (),
published some 25 years after Richard’s death.” The shortt introduction
(pp. 1-24) is dealing with the authorship of the Hippolytan Corpus;’ the life
of Hippolytus (identified as Hippolytus of Rome); the themes in Hippoly-
tus’s Commentary on Daniel: persecution, eschatology, typology, the life of the
Church and Logos theology; the reception of the commentary. The intro-
duction does not bring anything new, but is a short summary of extant schol-
arship.

The translation is, as the author states, “purposefully quite literal” in order
“to encourage cross-referencing with the Greek text” (p. 26). The few notes
to the translation mostly provide the sources of the quotations present in
the Greek text, rarely explanations to the wording, which is, however, not
always easy to understand, not the least because the Greek tradition is fragile
and often deficient (the Greek text is regularly reconstructed through the
Slavonic translation).* The author does not engage with this tradition (with
one single exception, see below), and simply follows Richard’s text, indicat-

1 T. C. Schmidt: Hippolytus of Rome. Commentary on Daniel and ‘Chronicon’. With
Contributions by N. Nicholas. Piscataway, NJ 2017 (Gorgias Studies in Eatly Chris-
tianity and Patristics 67).

2 G. N. Bonwetsch (ed.): Hippolyt Wetke. Vol. I/1: Kommentar zu Daniel. 2nd edi-
tion by M. Richard. Berlin 2000 (Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ers-
ten Jahrhunderte, N.F. 7). For a translation in German, see Hippolyt von Rom:

Danielkommentar. Eingeleitet, ibersetzt und kommentiert v. K. Bracht. Stuttgart
2016 (Bibliothek der griechischen Literatur 80).

3 See E. Norelli: Hippolyte et le Corpus Hippolytéen. In: B. Pouderon (ed.): Histoire
de la littérature grecque chrétienne des origines a 451. Vol. 3: De Clément d’Alexan-
drie a Eusebe de Césarée. Paris 2017, pp. 415-482.

4 See M. Richard: Les difficultés d’une édition du commentaire de S. Hippolyte sur
Daniel. In: RHT 2, 1972, pp. 1-10.
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ing the lacunae, but not the many places where the text constitution is un-
certain.

As an example, I will take Book 1, Chapter 15, aligning Richard’s edition (as
in the TLLG) with Schmidt’s English translation (pp. 42—43). I am also repro-
ducing Schmidt’s notes.

Book 1.15
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Schmidt, n. 66: “Susannah 7-8”.

1.15.1. In regards to this, Scripture
says, “There was a garden adjoining his
house and it happened as the people departed
in the middle of the day, that Susannah
would enter and walk around in the garden
of her busband, and the two elders wonld
watch ber every day and they became lustful
Sor ber?>

1.15.2. Therefore the chiefs of the
Jews now want to mutilate these
things from the book, claiming that
these things did not happen in Baby-
lon, because they are ashamed at what
happened under the elders at that
time,S failing to recognize the dispen-
sation of the Spirit.

1.15.3. As the divine writings are not
respecters of persons and with open-
ness display all things, not only the
righteous works of men, through
which after they did them they were
justified, but also the terrible things
which occurred under them, upon
which they ...7 were associated, they
died, so that those who have the fear

6 Schmidt, n. 67: “Hippolytus is likely referring to how the canonicity of the book of
Susannah was disputed in his day and not admitted in circles of Hebrew speaking
Jews, see Origen Epistle to Africanus 5”.

7 Schmidt, n. 68: “Richard says that there is a lacuna in the manuscript tradition here”.
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of God may imitate the righteous and
in this way walk in righteousness, but
those who do the opposite may have
before their eyes what is destined for
them: vengeance before the presence

of God.

1.15.4. For those things which befell
Susannah due to the elders are now
likewise accomplished by the chiefs in
Babylon.

1.15.5. For Susannah foreshadows the
church, Jehoiakim her husband fore-
shadows Christ. The garden is the
calling of the saints just as fruit bear-
ing trees are planted in the church.
Babylon is the world.

1.15.6. But the two elders represent
the example of two peoples who
scheme against the church, one who is
of the circumcision and one who is of
the gentiles. For the statement “They
were appointed as chiefs of the people and
Jjudges’ ® indicates that in this age they
have authority and rule, unrighteously
judging the righteous.
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As is clear from the use of angle brackets in the Greek text (preserved in the
TLG), several words or parts of words could not be read by Richard in the
Greek manuscript (Athos, Moné Batopediou 290; Diktyon 18434) but were
either inferred from the Slavonic translation (German translation by
Georg N. Bonwetsch edited synoptically in Richard’s edition) or conjectured
by Richard. This uncertainty is not reflected in Schmidt’s translation (except
for the lacuna). Schmidt notes that he is using “chevrons ‘< >’ to “indicate
Greek text that is in the manuscript tradition but that is suspected of not
being original” (p. 20); for this Richard uses square brackets. In Schmidt’s
translation, by contrast, square “brackets ‘| |’ indicate text that is implied but

8 Schmidt, n. 69: “Susannah 5.



564 Caroline Macé

not explicit in the Greek text” (p. 26). Angle brackets to indicate an interpo-
lation are rare in Schmidt’s translation,” and once they are used to indicate a
restitution of the text (thus contradicting Schmidt’s own ‘key’): “Richard sus-
pects that Greek text has dropped out and conjectures the bracketed
phrase”,"’

At the beginning of 1.15.1, “Scripture says” is not in the Greek text; in other

whereas there are very many such instances in Richard’s edition.

cases Schmidt would have put “Scripture says” between square brackets."

The translation “as the divine writings are not respecters of persons and with
openness display all things” (1.15.3) is not very fortunate. I would rather
write: “So the divine Scriptures reveal everything impartially'* and plainly”.
In the same paragraph, for the words matotvres év 8onctocd<wg> (Schmidt:
“walk in righteousness”), Richard notes in the apparatus “auller Sixonos?
zweifelhaft”; and the Slavonic translation has “gerettet werde”. Indeed, the
verb matéw is difficult to understand here, as it means, according to Geof-
frey W. H. Lampe, “tread”, “treat with contempt”, “confute”, “do away
with”; perhaps mepimarolvres should be conjectured (cf. Prov. 8.20: év odoic
Suxatostvie meprmotd). The translation “what is destined for them: vengeance
before the presence of God” is perhaps not the best way of rendering iy
uélhousay Eseclon adrote mape <Oedy> dtxny (“the future penalty which they will
receive from God”). Translating t6v dpydvrwy tav & i viv Bafulew by “now
[...] the chiefs in Babylon” (1.15.4) is missing the point that what is meant
are “the leaders in present Babylon”.

A slightly better translation of 1.15.5 would be, I think, “for Susannah served
as a type for the Church, Joakim, her husband, for Christ”. I am not sure
how to understand 6 82 mapadesoc Ay 1 xAfiots tv aytwyv. The Slavonic transla-
tor understood it as “der Garten [...] [wat] die Versammlung der Heiligen”.
Perhaps xAfstc is indeed to be understood as “enclosure” (from xletw) and
not as “calling” (Schmidt: “The garden is the calling of the saints”). So, 1
would rather translate: ““The garden was the enclosure of the saints, who are
like fruit-bearing trees planted in a church”.

9 See 3.8.4, 3.8.6-7, and 3.9.2 and Schmidt’s notes 346 and 349.
10 Schmidt’s note 250 at 2.25.1.

11 See e.g. 3.17.6: “And so [Scripture] says” for Aéyet odv, 4.21.5: “For [Scripture] says”
for ydp, natv.

12 Cf. Barnabae epistula 4.12: ‘O mﬁptog &ﬂpocwﬂo)\vﬁwrwg xpuLvel TV xécuov (R. A. Kraft/
P. Prigent [eds.]: Epitre de Barnabé. Paris 1971 [Sources chrétiennes 172]).
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There is only one place in the whole translation where Schmidt has lengthy
notes explaining a passage of the text and engaging with the manuscript tra-
dition (notes 512519 at 4.23.3), because it is the question of the date of
Christmas, dealt with by the author in a former article.”” Here again the use

of brackets plays a major role.

Book 4.23
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4.23.3. For the first advent of our Lord
in the flesh, when he was born in Beth-
lehem,'* was [April/Match]'> Decem-
ber 25th,'® Wednesday,!” while Augus-
tus was reigning in his forty-second
year, but in the five thousand and five
hundredth year from Adam.

~ 9
00TQ ETer

13 T. C. Schmidt: Calculating December 25 as the Birth of Jesus in Hippolytus’ Canon
and Chronicon. In: VChr 69, 2015, pp. 542-563.

14 Schmidt, n. 512: “The manuscripts containing the following passage are quite diver-
gent and the original reading is difficult to ascertain. If the original reading did in
fact specify December 25, then it would be the earliest explicit reference to that date
as the day of Jesus’s birth. For further evidence that the community of Hippolytus
did consider December 25 to be the birthday of Jesus see Chronicon §686—688 (and
related footnotes); Schmidt, ‘Calculating December 25%; and p. 20-21 of the intro-
duction to this volume”.

15 Schmidt, n. 513: “The bracketed fragmentary phrase is taken from the oldest man-
uscript witness of the passage. This manuscript contains a strange fragmentary dou-
ble date at this point which references a date sometime before the Kalends, Nones
or Ides of April, but does not state exactly when. It reads literally: ‘four days before
[the Kalends, Nones or Ides?] of April, eight days before the Kalends of January,
while Augustus was ...” Richard believes that the original reading was ‘Nones’ (April
2) because the Canon places the yévestic of Jesus on this date, yet this conjecture likely
confuses yéveste (conception) with yévwnots (birth) and other related terms. For more
information see Chronicon §686—688 (and footnotes); Bonwetsch, ‘Die Datierung’;
Bonwetsch and Achelis, Hippolytus Werke: exegetische und homiletische Schriften, 240—42;
Richard, Dihle, and Bonwetsch, Hippolytus Werke: Kommentar 3u Daniel, 244—46”.

16 Schmidt, n. 514: “Lit: eight days before the Kalends of January”.
17 Schmidt, n. 515: “Lit: the fourth day”.
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gmafev 8¢ tpaxosty [tpitw] Erer mpd He suffered in the thirty-third year,!
6xTW xUAVOBY AToLAWY, Huépa wapa- March 25th,!° Friday,? the eighteenth
GXEUT, <11:swe>xou3€xo’crq> el Ttﬁspiou year of Tiberius Caesar, while Rufus
Kafcapoq, Omatedovtoc cPotﬁcpou xot and Roubellion were Consuls [and
PouPeldiwvos [xoi T'atou Kaisopos w6 Gaius Caesar, for the fourth time, and
téraprov <xoi> [atou Keotiou Zarop-  Gaius Cestius Saturninus].?!

vivou].

For once the translation is not so literal, because it serves Schmidt’s purpose
to claim that Hippolytus considered the 25th December as the date of Jesus’s
birth (Schmidt, n. 512: “If the original reading did in fact specify December
25, then it would be the earliest explicit reference to that date as the day of
Jesus’s birth”). The use of brackets here is at odds with Schmidt’s own ‘key’
(p. 26: “Brackets ‘| |’ indicate text that is implied but not explicit in the Greek
text”) and with Richard’s usage as well, making everything even more con-
fusing (Richard’s apparatus is indeed complicated).

Richard edited: mpd teoodpwy <vewviv> ampthwy éyéveto [mpd oxtw xohovd®v
tovouoplwy,], explaining in his apparatus that mpo tesodpwy <vwviv> ampthiwy is
found only in A (Batopediou 290), not only the oldest, but also the only
complete (albeit damaged and difficult to read) Greek manuscript of Hip-
polytus, In Danielem, and in the Easter computus; he had to restore vwvav, omit-
ted in A, but necessary to make sense of the date. On the other hand, Richard
considered mpd dxto xahavddy tavovapley, which is, according to him, “erased”
(“erloschen”) in A, to be a later interpolation, already present in the Slavonic
translation. So, “[April/March]” in Schmidt’s translation is not ‘implicit’, but
Schmidt considers it, against Richard, spurious (as one understands from his
notes), whereas “December 25th” is considered an interpolation by Richard,
but not by Schmidt. Similarly, “[and Gaius Caesar, for the fourth time, and

18 Schmidt, n. 516. “Richard believes that the original reading was ‘in the thirtieth year’
because the Canon states as much, but all manuscripts of the Commentary on Daniel
read ‘in the thirty-third year,” although, see Jerome Commentary on Daniel 689 who
seems to indicate that Hippolytus credited 30 years to the life of Christ”.

19 Schmidt, n. 517: “Lit: eight days before the Kalends of March”.
20 Schmidt, n. 518: “Lit: the day of Preparation”.

21 Schmidt, n. 519: “The oldest manuscript and the Slavonic translation contain the
names of the two additional consuls, making four names present in these witnesses.
See Ogg, George. Is A.D. 41 the Date of the Crucifixion?’”.
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Gaius Cestius Saturninus]” (4.23.3) in the translation should not be between
square brackets. It should have been made clearer what in the translation is
a deviation from Richard’s text.

In conclusion, the translation is simple and faithful to the text, but not really
helpful for scholars looking for a deeper analysis of this work, which is one
of the oldest preserved pieces of Christian exegesis, and it can by no means
substitute a direct access to the critical edition.
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