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support the Pope's primacy as heir to the Apostle Peter are the following: Matthew
® Canon Law 16.13-19 ; Luke 22.32 and John 21. 15-17 (1). In this present short study we shall
deal mainly with the verse 16. 18 (2) from the section of St Matthew's Gospel (I 6.
® Art 13-19) mentioned above, following the synoptic process of canonical methodology
3).
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Culture el ITé€Tpog, Ko eni TadTn TN IETPA 01KOBOUNOW pHoL TNY eKKANoiav, Kot
® Modern Greek moAat &Bov 0L KATLOYDOOLOY CVUTHG.
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The objector to the views concerning Roman primacy contend, however, that the
® Greek Lord in this verse does not mean Peter as the rock (T€Tpa) of the Church's entire
Literature structure, but rather his confession, or otherwise the contents of his confession (that

is Jesus Christ) which he had given shortly before on answering the question which
® Christian

Europe




® Interchristian
Dialogue

® Bibliographies

CONTACT

Internet Dept.

SEARCH

the Lord posed to his disciples, «Yueig 8e tiva pe Aéyete elvan;» (Matt. 16.15).
Peter's confession was the following: «Z0 €1 0 Xp1014G, 0 U16C TOL 0D TOL
CwvTtog» (vs. 16).

So the contention between the opposing factions is thus summarised(4). We shall
endeavour here to view the above verse in a new light with the help of other passages
of Holy Scripture; to examine, that is to say, whether both sides possibly are right, or
at least meet each other at a certain point. We think that this will help in the
revelation of the actual, or at least the more precise, meaning of the verse in question.

L. The Rock (métpa) : Jesus Christ.

At first, we cannot exclude the interpretation that the "TT£Tpa" named by the Lord is
the confession about Christ «w¢ Y16 Tov @00 Tov {WYTOC», or rather Jesus
Christ Himself. This very formulation of the passage allows for just such an
interpretation. The passage, as is known. runs, «Kayw 6g oot Aéyw 6T 00 €1
ITéTpog, Kat el TaOTN TN METPA 0LKOBOUNoW nov TNY EKKANoiav» and not
«ob el [Tétpog Ko eni o 01k0BouNow pov TN eKKANoiav». Thus we can say
that this change in the term (IT€TpoG - [TETPQ) in the two sentences, in conjunction
with the existence of the preceeding confession «Z0 €1 0 Xp10T1G, 0 L1OG TOL
Bg00 ToL TWVTOC», not only provides us with a possibility but also a reason to
render this passage in the above mentioned interpretation.

Let us, however, look at the matter more analytically. We claim that it is possible to
impart this interpretation to the passage in question because apart from the above
reason something more supports the fact. This is that the God-inspired writer used
the conjunction "Ko1" and not the opposite particle "6€". That is to say, he says
with great care and not without sufficient reason, «Zv €1 [TETpog, Kat €1l TaOTN
™ IETPA, 0lKoBouNow uov Ty EkKAnoiav» and not, «Xv 1 I[TETpog, el
TN 64 T ITETPa, olKobounow pov Ty EXKKANoiav». This specific use of
"Koi"(5) does not oblige us to confine ourselves to one single interpretation, to one
single actual "rock" (ITETpa). Only if it was written «£mi TadTn e TN ITETPAQ,
oltko8ounow pov T EKKAnoioawv» would we be obliged to comprehend one
explicit TIETpa and consequently accept one definition. As things stand, however,
nobody and nothing compels us to emphasize the «ToOTN TN IETPA» thus obliging
us to bind ourselves to one exclusive definition. On the contrary, we are free to
restore the suitable position and strength to the "Kat" of the clause.

This means that even if we adopted another view, for example, that "TIETpa" refers
to Peter, the above interpretation would still not be excluded. Indeed, even if the text
read «ko e11 o€ (ITETPE) 01K0BOUNOW pov THY EKKANoiaw», it still would not
detract from the interpretation in question; for it would simply mean that besides
from the others «I will also bild on you, Peter, as a rock». The conjunction "Ka"
does not give exclucivity to the rock of Peter (IT£Tpa Tov IT£TPOVL) and even if Peter
were the rock the existance of other rocks would not be excluded.

This possibility, orin other words the use of "Ka"(6) is reinforced by the passage's
following clause, «Kal TOAL 60OV OV KATLOYOOOLOD AVTTG (= the Church)».
Our argument is strengthened here because nobody, we think, would contend this
clause discerns that only the gates of Hades would not prevail against the Church.
On the contrary, it evidently means that apart from all other likely enemies of the
Church, even the gates of Hades (i.e. «the mortal dangers»(7) or «death and organised
power of evil»(8)) in addition would not prevail against it. Consequently the
possibility exists for us to accept the above interpretation.



Now we must come to the heart of the matter which impels us to accept the view that
the rock (ITETpa) is the confession of faith in Christ, or rather Christ himself. Apart
from the play on words (Petros-Petra) other passages of Holy Scripture give us the
opportunnity to characterize Christ in this manner. Thus the interpretation given
above of the passage Matt.16. 18 harmonizes with these other passages.

For instance in Romans 9.33 we have the prophetic passage from Isaiah (28.16 and
8.14) which says of Jesus Christ, «I800 T{Onut £v 21wV A1O0V IPOCK OUPATOC
KOl TETPAY OKADEGA0L, KO 0 IMOTEDWD ETI' LT OV KATALGYLVONTETAL».
A passage in Corinthians I of St Paul supports this view to a greater extent, saying,
«0UL BEAW Yop LUAC ayvoeiv abeA@ol, 0Tl o1 HATEPEG NUWD . . . EIILVOD EK
IIPELPATIKNG akoAovbodong métpag, nITETpa 6 nv o Xpiotog» (10. 1-4).
This passage explicitly states that Christ is the spiritual rock (N IT€Tpan
meLpatikn). Thus, the term [TETpa is clearly used in conjunction with Christ in
Holy Scripture. Likewise, St. Peter repeats in his First Epistle General, «A10TU
mepléyet v ypa@n. 1600 Tibnut v Z1Hw (9) A{Bov EKAEKTOD, aKpoywvLioD,
£vTiuop, Kal 0 MoTebwD EM' ALTW 0L puN KataoyLYOn. Yuiv ovv ntiur totg
M oTEOOLOLY. Ao TOVOY 8 A1B0C OV arreSoKiua oo o1 0LK0BOpOOVTEC,
00T0C £yeVNON £1¢ KEQAATY Yywpiag Kot AT100¢ IPooKOupotog Kail metpa
okavB&Aov» (Peter I, 2. 6-8). Elsewhere, St Paul, addressing the Christians, speaks
of Cltrist as the pre-eminent foundation or corner-stone : « ... @00 otk0doun
£ote. Katd tnp yapiv tov @00 T 600l adv not wg co@dc apyt TEKTwY
OepéAov £Onka, GAdog 6e emotkobouei. "Exaotog 6 BAEIETW WG
emoltkodopgi. OspuéA1ov yap dAdov ovdeig 6ovatot Osivat mapd tov
kelpevov, og €0tV Inoodg Xptatdg» (Corl, 3.9-11).(10)

Other passages of Holy Scripture indirectly support the view that Jesus Christ is the
foundation stone by characterising the words of the Lord, i.e. the Gospels, as arock.
When we speak of the word of the Lord, we mean the word of God which also means
Jesus Christ, the incarnate Word of God, and vice-versa.(11) In this way our
argument is reinforced as the Gospels can represent Christ. This principle is
confirmed by other passages as well, foremost amongst which is, in our opinion,
John 8.25 where the Lord, answering the Jews' question «00 T{C €1 ;», spoke the
renown phrase, « TN apyfv 0,Tt Kat AaAw vuiv», which is explained: «That
which I have said unto you from the beginning (or generally, already)(12)». To wit,
«I am that which I tell you, that which I teach you». We have used this passage from
John here not only because we consider it a foundational principle of the first rank
concerning the nature of Christ, but also because the problems and subjects of the
passage are almost the same with Matt. 16. 13ff from whence comes the passage under
study here. In both cases questions and answers revolve around the same person and
problem of Christ, with the difference that in the first case he is asking while in the
second he is answering.

But the importance of John 8.25, which gives particular weight to the confession
therein, is the fact that He who is answering is the person (Christ) about whom the
problemis posed «Who are you ?» (00 T1G €1;). Consequently, we have an authentic
self-confession and at the same time confirmation of what we have said above, that
by the word of the Lord we mean Jesus Christ.

With the above observation we may now indicate the passages of Holy Scripture
which liken the Word of God, the words of the Lord (i.e. Christ) with a rock
(TTéTpa). Thus we have an excerpt from the Gospel according to St Matthew with
the Lord's distinctive words : «ITag ovv 60TLG AKOVEL noL TOLVG AGYOLG TODTOLC
Kot moltel autoig, ouotwonoetat avdpl ppovipw, 60TIC WKOBOUNTEDY aLTOD
™y olkiow emt TN métpav. Ko KatéPn n Ppoyn Kat NABov ol moTauol Kat
£IVELOAD O AVEUOL KA1 TIPOCEIIECND TN OLKIx EKE{VT), KL OVK EITECED



tebepeAiwTto yop emi tny mETPav» (Matt. 7.24-25). A similar passage is
recognisable in St Luke's Gospel: «ITag 0 epyOpEVOC TIPOC HE KA1 XKODWY LoV
TwY AGYWD KA IIOLWD AUTOLC ... OpoLdg 0TIV avOPWIIW 01K06ouodYTL
olkiaw, o¢ £0KayeD Kol efaBuvep Kot £Onkev OspuéAtov el tn [TETpav»
(Luke 6.47-48). In these passages, then, we have the testimony that Christ, the Son
and Word AGyog of God, is the rock (ITETpa) upon which it is possible to build His
house safely, so as it stands unshaken.

The passages contemplated above not only call to mind but also reinforce the given
interpretation of Matt. 16. 18 that the rock (ITETpa) upon which the Church of God
would be built so as to withstand Hell, is Christ, the Son and Word of God.(13)

I1. The Rock: Peter and the other Disciples of Christ.

One may come to the acceptance of the view that the passage in question represents
the confession in Christ, or rather Christ, the Word of God, Himself, but this does
not mean that it is impossible for it to mean St Peter as well.(14)

From the beginning the expression of this passage presents the possibility of this
interpretation, the reasons for which we shall state here as before: on one side the
alliterative form of ITéTpa-IT£TPog while on the other the existence, as we noted
above, of the manifold uses and functions of "Ka1" in the Greek language. It is
possible, then, for the Lord to build His Church on other rocks besides His Own, and
explicitly also on the rock of St Peter.

The above view is significantly strengthened by the fact that we have other passages
of Holy Scripture which liken the Apostles (and consequently St Peter) to a
foundation stone/ rock (A1Bov-méTpaw)(15). Thus our previously mentioned
interpretation satisfactorily harmonizes with biblical teaching. Firstly, we have the
passage in Ephessians 2. 19-22 where St Paul says to the Christians : «<EQTE
ovutmoAiTal Twv aylwy Kat otkeiol Tov Oeod, emTo1K06oundEVTEG £ITL TW
Bepediw TwY AMOoTOAWY KAl IIPOPNTWD, OVTOC KK POoYywvLaiov avtol Inood
Xp1oTo0, £V W TAoa 01K0G0ouN CLPAPUOAOYOLUEDT) KDEEL £1C DAY GyLOD EV
Kuplw, ev w kat vpeic ovvorkoboueiobe £1¢ KaTolkNTHPLOY TOL OO0 £V
MIVEDUATLY.

Yet again we ascertain here that Jesus Christ is the corner-stone upon which «every
structure» (T&oa oltK0bou™) of the Church is assembled, thus producing an
«augmentation» (ac0ENo1Y) in the Lord. At the same time, however, we are informed
that the Christian community is also built upon «the foundation of the Apostles»
(emi Tw Bepedriw TWY AmooTOAWY), in other words, the Apostles, including, of
course, St Peter, constitute the foundation stones of the Church. This is more
explicitly formulated and phrased in another section of Holy Scripture, Revelation
21.14, where we read :

«Koa to teiyog ™g méAewg (Holy Jerusalem; i.e. the Church)(16) £yov
Bepediong 6wbeka, Kat £’ aALTWY BWOEK A OVOPATA TwY BWEEK X
Qoo TOAWY TOL apviovs.(17)

Following from this, we may accept the Roman Catholic view that the rock (TT€TPQ)
is not only the confession in Christ but also the origin of the confession, St Peter. At
the same time, however, we are obliged -as they are- to accept the fact that the Church
has as its foundation stone not only St Peter but the other Apostles as well.

It is important to note that the disputed passage (Matt. 16.18) under examination



does not exclude the other Apostles. Indeed, the use of the multi-meaninged "Kai"
makes it possible for us to understand that the Lord was able to use other "rocks" as
well as Peter's earlier or later. Because the Lord said He would build His Church
«ko eni tnITéTpa Tov ITETPOL» it does not follow that it is not possible to build
it «ko et ToL G METPOLG TWY AAAWD ATTOTTOAWD» (18) (On the stones of the
other Apostles as well).

Not only the Lord's disciples but also all the believers in Christ and confessors in
His word and work constitute the rock of the Church's structure. Peter's words take
on particular importance in this respect when he says: «E1 £ye00000e 0Tl
xpPNoTog o Kdprog mpog ov mpoaepyouevot, Albov TWuTa, ... KAt autol wg
AlBot Cwvteg otkoboueiobe 0lKOC TYeLUATIKOC» (Peter, I, 2.4-5). Worthy of
note in this respect is that which Origen says:

«If we also, like Peter, say "Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God", ... we
become Peter to the extent that the Word says to us "You are Peter”" (Zv €1 [TE€TpoQ)
etc. For every disciple of Christ is arock after drinking of "that spiritual rock which
followed", and on each such rock is built every ecclesiastical "AOyoc" (principle),
and in agreement with this the life of the Church.(19)

The "Shepherd of Hermas" also speaks revealingly about the Apostles and other true
Christians as "square stones", saying, «The square, white stones fitting at their
joints ; these are the apostles, bishops, teachers and deacons marching in accordance
with the holiness of God, having acted virtuously and decently as bishops, teachers,
and ministers on behalf of the chosen of God».(20)

Since the passage Matt. 16. 18 has the conjunction "Ko1" («Kot €11{ ToOTN TN
METP») we are able to apply both the first and the second interpretations. That is to
say that both our Lord and .St Peter can be rocks. If the opposite particle "6e" were
used («emi TadTN 68 TN TETPA») then we would be obliged, as was said above, to
choose between the two, either the one or the other. Now we can freely accept both of
them, the one and the other.

Upon this conclusion the following arguments are vindicated:

1) Since we accept that the divine guidance accorded the writing of Holy Scripture, it
is reasonable to ask ourselves whether, if only one interpretation were right, God
would have allowed the passage to read thus so as to appear ambiguous and cause
discord? St Paul proclaims: «IT1aTO¢ 0 @€0¢ 6Tl 0 AGY0C NUWY 0 TIPOG LUAC OLK
£oiv van Kot ov. O Tov 00 yap V16 XpLoTtdg Inoode 0 ev vuiv &' LuwWY
KNPLYDELC ... OUK EYEVETO VAL KAl OL» (Corinthians 11, 1. 18-19). Should not,
then, the writer- Evangelist inspired by the Holy Spirit (21) render himself most
explicitly and not place his readers in confusion?

2) The very existence of two views, both with their host of supporters, makes us ask
ourselves whether both sides have aright to insist in the validity of their views.

3) We are able to add to the above observation the fact that Origen, one of the men
most involved in the interpretation of Holy Scripture intertwines the two
interpretations, as is clear in his extended commentary above On the passage in

question.(22)

All this promts us to the conclusion that both interpretations have their ownreasons
and supports.



II1. A Combination of Both Interpretations.

Let us dwell for alittle while yet on these two views, firstly, that the "rock" is Jesus
Christ and secondly, that it represents St Peter and the other Apostles. In this way we
may get to the core of the passage's meaning and thus complete the picture of the
Church's structure.(23) As we saw above, it is possible for both interpreted views to
be valid. The validity of these views, however, is not the only thing which must be
proved; we must also show that it is possible for them to co-exist and harmonize
with each other, to complete the full meaning of what is said. In other words, it is
possible on the one hand for the Apostles to constitute the foundation stones
(A1B01) upon which the whole structure of the Church is built, while on the other the
Lord may constitute the rock-ground (ITETpa-£6apog) upon which the Church's
structure rests. We are able to have the Apostles as foundation-stones, but at the
same time we are also able to have the rock, Christ, as the base of the whole structure.
The one does not cancel the other. On the contrary the above double interpretation
enables us to derive a more complete picture of the structure of the Church.

As we move towards the consolidation of this picture it is possible to observe the
following: It is possible for the foundation stones to cO-exist, or rather exist, as there
also exists the rock upon which they are placed, such as those found in arocky
terrain On a large rock (Bpd0c). Otherwise they are not able to constitute the
foundation -the foundation stones- of the structure. For the foundation stones, to
exist and constitute the actual foundation, however, there must exist first and
foremost the rock (ITETpa). This rock, the rocky ground, is the presupposition of the
foundation-stones, existence.

We consider that this view is expressed or otherwise that this observation is
strengthened by the following excerpt from St Luke's Gospel : «ITag 0 epyouevog
IIPOG UE KAl AKODWD HOL TWD AGYWD Kol ITOLWDY aLTOVG ... GuoloG E0TLY
avOPWIIW 01K0B0podYTL O1Kiaw, 0G E0KaWeD Kal efABLveD Ko £ONKeD
Bgpédrov el TN mETPOW. TANUUOPNG B YeVOUEVNG ITPOTEPPNEED O TTOTOUOG
motkia ekeivn, Ko ovk {oyvoev cadeboal LT, TebepeAiwTto yop el
v métpaw. O 8¢ akoDOAG KAl un motnoag 6puotog 0TIV avbpwiiw
oltkoBounoavtt otkiaw et TN yn ywpic Bepediov, nmpooéppnéev o
MOTOUOG, Kol 000G CUVETIETED, KO EYEVETO TO PNYua TNG OlK{aG ekeivNg
uéyo» (Luke, 6.47-49).

It is worthy of note that while Luke in the first case states that the foundation
(BepéA1ov) was placed on the rock (ITETP), in other words, he refers to and uses
both elements, in the second case, where he does not refer to the rock, he distinctly
says that the non-believer builds absolutely without («ywpig») a foundation. He
does not state that he at least placed a foundation on rocky ground but emphasises
that he built without foundation, evidently because he did not build on solid
ground, but on un-sound, sandy ground. We can confirm this idea better if we
correlate the above passage from Luke with its counterpart in Matthew.7. 26 which
says: «Kol TG 0 AKODWD poL TOLG AGY0UG TODTOUC KO uT ITOLWD AUTOVG
ouotwBnoeTal awdpl pwpw, 60T WKOEOUNTED aLTOD TNV OlK{aw 1l TNV
(,X}JMOI)».

If one does not place the foundation on solid ground, on rocks, but places it on
sandy ground, it is as if he does not place a foundation at all, even if he did place
foundation stones. In other words, wherever the rock exists, there also exists the
foundation. Where the rock does not exist, there will be no foundation. We confirm
this view from a corresponding verse in Matthew (7. 24ff). In this passage we
indirectly ascertain the main role of the rock in relation with the foundation stones.
We see that the main weight rests on the rock, on the rocky ground, upon which the



structure is built, whereas the foundation stones play the secondery role. Thus the
word foundation is not mentioned explicitly. These verses run as follows: «ITag
oLp 60 TLC AKOVEL poL TOLE AGYoUuC TODTOLE KAl ITOoLEl ovTODC,
ouotwOnoeTat avbpl povipw, 6oTI¢ WKOEOUNTEY ALTOL TN olKiay el TNV
nétpav. Kat KatéPn n Bpoyr Kot NABov ot motapol Kol EIVELOAD 01 AVEPOL
KOl IIPOCEIIECAD TN OLK{t EKETVN, KAl OUK £HE0ED. TeOepeAlwTO yap eIl
TNY TETPAD».

We said that a foundation (BguéA10v) is not explicitly written here as in Luke, not,
however, that it is not at all mentioned therefore cannot exist. On the contrary, we
discern its existence in the word "te0gpeAlwT0".(24) Consequently, the foundation
exists, but its existence is obscured by the existence of the rock (IT€Tpa) and thus
we verify the main and decisive role of the rock, that of arocky ground.

The rock, then, is the indispensable presupposition of the foundation stones'
existence. In this way the Apostles (including St Peter, of course) are not a
foundation without the rock, without Christ; it would not be possible to use them as
foundation stones upon which would be built the structure of the Church.

Even if the role of foundation stone is secondary, however, it does not cease to be
essential. It is easily understood that even should we wish to build a house on rocks,
upon Bpdyot, but without foundations, without foundation stones, then the whole
structure would still have flaws. With the first flood and gales it would be in danger
of falling. The role of the Apostles is, then, a necessary, decisive foundation in the
structure of the Church of Christ.(25)

All this concerns the combination of the two interpretations.

Concluding, then, at the end of this section and after the presentation of all the above
verses, we venture to say that it is not only possible to accept both of the above
mentioned interpretations, but it is also obligatory to do so.

CONCLUSION

In retrospect, one may say that the clearest interpretation of «Kol £mi TadTN TN
METPA 0LK060uow uov T EKKAnoiavs» is the following: «I will build my
Church also on this rock, in which you confessed, that Jesus Christ, as upon solid
ground and On you, Peter, as confessing in Him and constituting thus a foundation
stone on this ground, without excluding but rather understanding that I will also
build on other foundation stones, namely the rest of the Apostles, who will proclaim
the same truth in Christ upon whom will rest the teachings of the Church concerning
me».(26

It is therefore possible for all the above mentioned interpretations to co-exist and,
indeed, to harmonize and complete the meaning of the verse. Since we place these
things on solid ground, On rock, as it were, we can thrust aside the incidental
dissentions which are rarely absent from personal or dogmatic suppositions and

presuppositions.(27)
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1. See, Ed. Eichmann-K1. Morsdort, Lehrbuch des Kirchenrechts (auf Grund des
Codex Juris Canonici), 1. Band, 11. Aufl., Munchen- Paderborn-Wien 1964, p. 343 ;
M. Schmaus, Katholische Dogmatik, Band III, 1: Die Lehre von der Kirche, 5 Aufl.,
Munchen 1958, p. 156 ff.; M. Kaiser, Die Einheit der Kirchengewalt nach dem
Zeugnis des Neuen Testaments und der Apostolischen Vater, Munchen 1956, p.45
ff.; Iw. Kapuipn, Opbd60€oc EkkAnotodoyia, Aoyuatikfg Tufua E', Athens
1973, p.555 ffand O. Gullmann, Petrus, Jung e r- Apostel-Martyrer, 2. Aufl., Zurich-
Stuttgart 1960.

2. Furthermore, we think it neither advisable nor advantageous to deal with this
passage by scrutinizing the interpretation given from time to time by the supporters
of Papal Primacy or their opponents, and to allign ourselves either with one or the
other factions and interpretations. On the related "options" and refutations it is
possible to find arich bibliography in the following studies: Xpuo0ooTéuOL
IMamadomovdAov, To ITpwteiov Tov Emokdmov Pwung, Athens 1930; second
ed. Athens 1964; M. Schmaus, op. cit., p. 157ff. and 852ff ; Acwv. drAimmidov,
ITétpa-TTETpog (= A1Oog) Kad N TTETpa (= 0 Bpdy0G), Athens, Archim. X11.

M AdAn, OpbodoEia kat ITarmoudg, 2 vols., Athens 1969 and Iw. Kapuipn,
op.cit., p. 548 ff., 555ff. With the help of the above works a host of other works can
be found.

3. We dealt with the interpretation of John 21.15-17 in an earlier work : Zvvémetat
™G Gpoewg Twv avadepdtwr Pwung-Kwvotavtivovnddewd, Athens 1976,
p.176 ff. In this present work we shall deal, God willing, with other relevant
passages ot Holy Scripture and the Holy Law of our Church which are relevant to the
topicin question.

4. Aewv. rAomidng (op cit., p. 57) speaks Of the "many intricate and much
seasoned antibiblical, wrongly-interpreted babble".

5. Asis well known, the use and function of "Ka" in the Greek language is
extremely broad. See J. Humbert-I". KovpuoOAT, ZUVTAKTIKOD TNG opyoiag
EAAnuknc I'Awoong, Athens, p. 354 ff. and 394 ff.

6. See footnote 5 above.
7. See John Chrysostom, PG. 51.77 and Agwv. ®1Atnmidov, op. cit., p. 63.

8. See ITaw. Tpepméda, Yduvnua €1¢ to Katd, MatBaiov EvayyéAiov, Athens
1951, p.315.

9. From this passage, in combination, of course, with the above confession of St Peter
concerning Jesus, it is possible for one to say that the episcopate of Jerusalem, where
on one hand «this stone was dissalowed by all men» (x1E60K1u&aON LIIO TWDV
avOpwnwv) (1. Peter, 2.4), while on the other hand it «was made the head of the
corner (€YEVNON £1¢ KEPXAND ywviag) (1. Peter, 2.7), can claim also the primacy of
the Church.

10.See John 1.1 : «<Ev apyn nv 0 Adyog Kot 0 Adyog np 1Ipog tov @b Kat
©e6G Y 0 AGYoG» and John 1.14 : «Kal 0 AOyog oap€ £YEVETO».

11. As concerns the above excerpt (Corinthians I, 3.9-11). Prof. Trebelas remarks are
worthy of note : «Christ is the stone, the corner-stone (the one that is rejected as
being impossiblc to build into the structure of Israel) upon which we are called to be
built. When we speak ot Jesus Christ as the foundation we mean all the dogmatical
teachings of the Gospels» (ITaw. TpeuméAa, YIIOuvnua £1G TG EMOTOAAG TNG



Kovic AtaBAKNG, vol. 1,2nd ed., Athens 1954, p. 261).

12. The varied views on the meaning of the term «Tnv apyTv» are well known, See
IToaw. Tpepméda, Yduvnua £1¢ 1o Katd Iwdvvny EvayyéAiov, Athens 1954, p.
301. More generally concerning the interpretation of the passage in question, see
2T.ZAKKOUL, Iwdvvov 8.25. ZuuBoAn £1¢ TN YAwoolknp e€&taotv tng Kovng
AlaONKNG, Thessalonica 1969.

13. Certainly this implication is given especially by the above passage of Matthew
7.24-25 since it is of the same author (the same who wrote the contested passage,
Matt. 16.18). Thus one has right, after analysis, to say that the author speaks about
this rock.

14.In an earlier work of ours (Tat EKKANOLXOTIKE 0QP@IK1X WG TX KATE KOTUOD
a€ropata - ZouPoAn erg T epunpeiap tod ' Kav. tng ITevBékTng O1K. Zow.
Athens 1970, p.20) stimulated by other motives, we wrote «In this passage it is
possible to accept two or more interpretations, since the formulation permits it». We
followed this principle in another explanatory work of ours : «ITepl Tnv
EMKOLVWVT 0D NUWY PETA TWD £TEPOBOEWD» - ZLPBOAN £1¢ TNV epunveiav
ToL Ywplov B' Iw.10, Athens 1972, p. 22, where we wrote, «From all that we have
studied we come to the conclusion... that we are not obliged to confine ourselves to
one interpretation, so much so that the Holy Scripture helps us and encourages us to
do so». As is logical, the two interpretations should not collide, but neither sbould
they come into conflict with other passages of Holy Scripture.

15 . Concerning the alteration of the tcrms "A{00G-ETPA" see the passages in
Romans 9.33 and I. Peter 2.7.

16. See ITaw. Mupatolwtov, H Aok dAvyig Tov Iwdvvov, Athens 1949, p. 300
: «The new and eternal city, holy Jerusalem, the symbol of the kingdom of God, His
true Church». Also p.308 : «The introductory verse nine shows the topic of the
"holy city" Jerusalem, i.e. the Church».

17. See Hebrews 11.10 : «EEeb&yeT0 Yap (ABpadu) Ty To0g Oepediong
£xovoav mOAY, N TexVITNG Kol dnuiovpydc o Ocde».

18. The Apostle Peter speaks (confesses) at that time and for that reason Christ
addresses Himself to him. If another Apostle had been speaking (confessing) then
would not the Lord have addressed him?

19. Origen, The Explanation of St Matthew's Gospel, PG 13.997.

20. Vision 3 (V,1) Publish. Ministry of the Apostolic Library of the Hellenic fathers
and Church authors, 3rd Vol., p. 45. col. 5ff. See [Taw. Miiooun, H otko6our| tng
otwriag TOAEwC, 1) 0 TETPAYWVLOUOC TOL KDKAOUL (offprint from « Kotvwvio),
2nd Ed., Athens 1976, p. 14.

21.See PeterII, 1.21.

22.Likewise it is also worth adding this: Prof. Agwv. ®1A1mmidng (op. cit. p. 51ff)
having previously supplied various extracts from Origen's interpretations and
scholia dealing with the above passage, says «The interpretive fluctuations leading
even to contradictions On this subject are obvious in the above passages».
Continuing, on the other hand, after having added other passages from different
interpretations, he says «that these as a sampling of the oldest most distinguished
clarifications, throw light upon the fluctuations concerning the subject of



Hermeneutics» (p. 56). See the observations of Arch. Zrrop. MmA&An (op. cit., Vol.
I,p. 100) concerning the holy Augustin.

23. That the term TETPX can take on the meaning of rocky ground or of a large rock
(Bpdyoc) which can hold other stones (A1001), can be seen from the following
Scriptural passages: A) «EENAOe 0 omei pwv TOL OTIE{ pat TOV OTIOPOY AVTOD,
KO €D Tw oneipelv...£TePoD KATEMETED el TNY METPAY KAl UED £ENP&VON
61a toun éyelv ikudba» (Luke 8: 5-6). See Matt. 13:15 and 13:20 and Mark 4-5
and 4.16 : «emi Ta meTPWON». B) « Kot AaBdv 1o odpa 0 Iwong...£€6nNkeD autd
£V TW KOV 0LTOD uvnueiw 0 eAatOunoey £v TN IETPO» (Matt. 27:59-60) and
See Mark 15.46 and Revelation 6:15-16.

24.If this did not exist, at all one might perhaps yield to the temptation to say that
there exists a contradiction between Matthew and Luke and thus a refutation of the
above conclusion. Everything in Holy Scripture, however, is wTitten in wisdom.

25. Suffice it here to note that the role of the Apostolic tradition and succession
(«ammooToAKwWY Blaboywv» according to Prof. ['ep. Kovidapn, ITepi to
MPOPANUA TNG EPWOEWCG TwY EKKANO1WY, Athens 1978.P. 9, 15ff. is basic and
most important.

26. For that reason this is named «IIOOTOALKT) TP&B0a1C» (apostolic tradition)
and not «IT&€tperog mapadooic» (Peter's tradition).

27. On the other hand, however, a disagreement may lead us to search better and
interpret things in a clearer light, that is to re-examine the relevant passage for better
comprehension. We think that necessary when the proposed interpretation agrees
with Holy Scripture and the whole spirit harmonises with the holy canons and best
responds to the demands of modern times. This improvement is (or, at least, should
be) aside of a certain part in the Church congregation's search for and pursual of
renewal. See the contents of another work of ours: «ITepi TNV emKolVWVLIAY NUWD
HETA TV £TEPOBOEWL», p. 22-3.
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