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guards yvet insisted on telling the council of their
experience at the tomb.

At this point, the chief priests and the guards are
introduced directly: The priests use threats in
order to secure the silence of the guards, but they
insist on the truth of the resurrection.

Now Pilate is also introduced. He wants to know why
the guards are so frightened. When they say 1t is
because the body has been stolen, he is furious,
suspecting that the guards are lying to him.

The messenger concludes his report, saving that the
guards are proclaiming everything they have seen.
The fcoTdxkog welcomes the news, although it implies
inevitable doom for the Jewish council. She calls
on her companions to return once more to the tomb.
From the ensuing dialogue we learn that Peter and
John ran to the tomb to see for themselves, after
Mary Magdalene had told them about the empty tomb.
The events as witnessed by Magdalene, are described
again (cf. Jn 20,1-18). She also reports that Jesus
appeared to two others, who were walking along a
country road {(cf. Mk 1&.127 Lk 24.13-35).

The women reach the house of Mary, where Cleopas is
telling how Jesus has appeared to him on the road.
At that moment the Lord appears among them, though
the doors have been locked.

Christ greets them, and assures them that it is not
a ghost appearing to them, but He himself. He sends
them into the world to proclaim the Gospel, and

bestows on them the presence of the Holy Spirit.
Epilogues

The play is concluded by a prayer to the Saviour,
followed by an invocation to the Virgin, in which
she is begged - as npéofig evnpdodextoc to her Son

(2589) - for protection against evil.
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factual observation of the stylistic differences between two
different poetic types, perhaps implying a censure of Gregory
for composing in a literary type in which his personal style
did not find 1ts free expression? Both Tuilier and Trisoglio
hint at the first possibility, but the quotation from Perkins

contains no explicit clues.)

The first alternative to be proposed as a more likely author
than Gregory Nazianzen, was Apollinaris of Lacdicea. This
possibility was suggested by €. Baronius in 1588, and seems
to have been considered acceptable by R. Bellarminus, who
expressed his opinion about the play in the following words
(1613, p.77): "Tragoedia, Christus patiens, non videtur
habere gravitatem solitam Nazianzeno, praesertim cum
describitur eiulatus matris Christi, gquae prudentissima et
constantissima erat.” (In fact, the assocciation of gravitias
with an acceptable characterization of the mother of Christ
indicates to me that cardinal Bellarminus, when using this
term, was probably confusing poetic or rhetorical style with
seemliness — decorum — as regarded from his own religious
perspective. The phrase in which Caillau (1840) uses the term
- gravitas sermonis - seems to support this suspicion, unless
the term i1tself has undergone a change of meaning between the

17th and the 19th centuries.}

G. J. Vossius (1647, vol.2, p.72) defines proper tragic
diction as speech which matches the sclemnity of the matters
it describes; he then states that in the Christus patiens
Gregory Nazianzen errs in this respect. "Elus dictio tragica
subinde in orationibus; comica magis in tragoedia: nisi
tragoediae eius, ut aliguibus visum, auctor potius sit
Apollinaris” -~ thus accepting the possibility of Apollinarian
instead of Gregorian authorship, by virtue of the stylistic
differences which he notices between the Christus patiens and
the speeches of the Nazianzen. This opinion of Vossius
regarding the diction of the Christus patiens is shared by
A.Balllet (14685-6, vol.4.2, p.457), the only difference being
that Baillet seems more reluctant to accept the notion of

Apollinarian authorship.
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This type of argumentation, however, is not common to all
scholars of the 17th century. It is rejected by P. Lambecius
(1671, pp. 22-3), who states that the gravitas argument
against Gregorian authorship is of no or of very little
value; if this argument by itself would suffice to settle the
authorship controversy, the authenticity of many of Gregory’s

genuine poems would also be suspect.

L. 8. le Nain de Tillemont (1703, veol.9, p.539) mentions that
there are scholars, both catholic and "heretic”, who do not

recognize In the Christus patiens the style nor the gravitas
of Gregorys; but he denies seeing any reason for attributing

the play to Apollinaris.

Most of the terms 1n which arguments concerning stylistic
aspects are stated, are reflected in the opinion of R.
Ceillier (1738, vol.7, pp. 196-8), who maintains that this
tragedy lacks the nebilitas, the graovitas and the varietas of
Gregory’s poetry; nor 1s the expression of thoughits so exact
and elevated; and almost totally absent are the comparisons

which occur quite freguently in Gregory’s poetry.

A sharply critical opinion is expressed by L. C, Valckenaer
(1768, p.x1i). He denies that bGregory deserves the insult of
being considered the father of such a monstrous offspring,
with its numerocus metrical irreqularities and its disgusting
lack of pigquancy. Valckenaer refrained from naming any other
candidate; and so did C. D. Beck (1788, p.4&é&), who only
mentioned that this tragedy was published under the name of

the Nazianzen, of whom, he said, 1t was really unworthy.

I. A. Fabricius (1802, vol.8, p.600) expresses himself more
in favour of the manuscript attribution than of scholarly
conjecture, though he observes in the Christus patiens a
lesser degree of elegantia and of ludicium et acumen than in

other poems of Gregory.
Directly opposed to Valckenaer’s views are those of J. C. W.

fugusti (18146, pp. 10-7), who - among other arguments -

asserts that differences between the Christus patiens and
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the speeches of Gregory should be expected, because of the
difference in literary genre. This argument in itself seems
obvious, but it surely did not prevent H. C. A. Eichstadt
(1816, pp. 21-33) from observing that the play from beginning
to end is dominated by a "molestissimus ... languor’”, and
that the diction lacks warmth and is '"expers omnis succli et
nervorum'., (In every respect Eichstadt was echoing the
opinion of Valckenaer. In fact, his contribution to the
debate is nothing but a3 defence of the latter agasinst the

criticisms of Augusti.)

The observations of Villemain (1845, p.395) serve to place
this issue in a slightly different perépective. He describes
the differences between the Christus patiens and other poetry
of Gregory Nazianzen as "evident inferiority” on the part of
the former, but he considers this inferiority to be an
inevitable result of the diversity of genre, and therefore
not constituting a decisive argument against Gregorian

authorship. (It is difficult to interpret the remark which

Villemain adds: "... ajoutons gu’a tout considérer, ce drame
n‘est pas une production indigne de saint Grégoire." Does
this indicate that he regards the "evident inferiority” as

excusable in this particular case, or does it betray the fact
that he uses the expression '"inferiority" to appease the
apponents of his views, without really regarding the play as

inferior to the rest of bBregory’s poetry?)

Regarding stylistic aspects of the Christus patiens, J. A.
Lalanne (1852, pp. xxvili-xxx1) simply stated that many other
poems of the Nazianzen — of undisputed authenticity - would
also seem inferior to his gravitas, 1f the particular motives
for their composition were not taken into account. In other
words, even 1f the Chrisius patiens were inferior to the
stylistic standards expected from a poet like Bregory, this

would still be irrelevant as an cbjiection to its origin.

Lalanne is positively in favour of the attribution to Gregory
Nazianzen, whereas Ellissen (18359), who judges the arguments
of Lalanme (mentioned above) as valid, has a more objective

approach. He declares his intent to demonstrate, not the
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which verifies what he regards as the stylistic and metrical
indications that the play belongs to the 11th or the 12th

century.

The impetus given to the dispute by Cottas soon diminished,

however, and — as far as stylistic arguments especially are
concerned - during the following years, nothing worth
mentioning was published. At the VIe Congres International

d’études Byzantines in 1948, A. Tuilier expressed his opinion
that the objections against the authenticity of the play -
among which those dissociating the cento from the noble
personality of Gregory of Nazianzus ~ lacked scientific
fourndation. It would take two more decades, though, before
these preliminary statements of Tuilier finally assumed the
form in which they were published in the introduction to his

edition of the Christus patiens (196%).

Buring this interval, the only detailed study of the play to
be published was that of C. del Grande. In fnciclopedia dello
Spettacolo, vol.3 (19846, co0ll.712-3) he says that the largest
obstacle to the attributiorn of the play to Gregory is the
stylistic confrontation between the diction of the play and
that of bGregory’s hymns. He believes this obstacle may be
overcome by supposing that interpolations to an original
lyrical nucleus, which waszs probably the work of Gregory, have
resulted in the text as we have it from Byzantine philology
between the 9th and the 11th centuries. An elaboration of
this view is to be found in Del Grande (1962), where lines
1656-62 are cited as a particular instance of a passage not

corresponding to the "gusto” of the Nazianzen.

G. Cataudella (1949} is in favour of the view that the play
belongs to the 4th century, but does not regard Gregory of
Nazianzus as the original author. He says the arguments
concerning style and metre are the strongest objections
against the attribution of the play to Gregory, but he does
not see in them any objection against attributing it to
another 4th century author. {Only one aspect of style, via.
the absence of comparisons, 1s explicitly mentioned by

Cataudella:; he simply asserts that this results from the


































































K. N. Sathas (1878) mentions ~ as an argument against the
attribution of the Christus patiens to Gregory - that none of

the scholiasts affirms his authorship of this play.

J. B. Brambs (1883) does not consider the testimony of
Parisinus 2873 to be of much value, because this codex is
mutilated at the beginning. Brambs supposes that the name of

the author may have been imagined by a later scribe.

After 1883, nearly half a century elapsed before historical
arguments were again introduced into the debate, this time by
a supporter of the traditional attribution of the play. It
was V. Cottas (19313, who asserted that in the 9th century,
George of Nicomedia wrote a commentary on the three parts of
the play, confirming its origimnality and naming the author as
"the Theologian". (Cf. PG 100, 1457 Ff.; 1489 ff.)

Cottas interprets a passage in Oratico 22 (PG 35, 1140) -
where coupdla is contrasted to Tporedix - as an allusion of
Gregory himself to the play. {This interpretation is rightly
rejected in a review by G. Cataudella (1932}, as well as by
la Piana (193&6).) A

After comparing the kontakicon “0On Mary at the Cross" of
Romanos to a parallel passage in the Christus patiens, Cottas

infers the anteriority of the play from the force with which

the play communicates a dogma which, in Romanos, has the
security of something established long since. Regarding the
kRontakion "On the Resurrection”, she mentions the following

arguments in favour of the authenticity of the play:

1) the citetion by Romanocs of "the Theologian” as bis source;
2) confusion between the episodes of the resurrection, which
occurs in Romanos, but not in the play.

Finmally, she asserts that Gregory has been imitated also by
John Chrysostom, by Epiphanius of Cyprus, by Germanus of
Constantinople (7th century), by Simon Metaphrastes (10th
century’), by the monk Epiphanius (i1l1th century), as well as
by George of Nicomedia, especially in presenting Mary as the

first to see the resurrected Jesus.

In her dissertation which was also published in 1931, Cottas

declared that all literary works of the oriental Church
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pour la réalité diphysite de 1’Homme-Dieu. ‘Plus loin, i1
formule sa thése d’aprés laquelle l’attribution a Gregoire de
Nazianze de ce drame-centon euripidien est ‘incontestable &
tous points de vue’ (p.72)." The arguments opposed by de
Mendieta are those pertaining to internal criticism, which -
though rnecessarily following from the arguments pertaining to
external criticism - TJuilier explicitly defines as being

subordinate in significance. (CFf. p.27 of his fntroduction.)

With regard to the age of the extant manuscripts, de Mendieta
remarks that, whereas the majority of the authentic works of
Gregary of Nazianzus are attested in manuscripts of the Fth
and 10th centuries, the most ancient manuscript containing
this Euripidean cento belongs to the second half of the 13th
century. This, says De Mendieta, is something to think about:

“C’est 1a un fait qui donne & réflechir."

{One should add, however, that the most ancient of the extant
manuscripts of EBEuripides date from the 12th century; and that

proves nothing for the dating of any Euripidean play.)

R. Henry (12&9) says the publication of Tuilier’sg edition is
Justified on two counts: It is the first critical edition of
the text since 1886, and it contains the first translation in
French ever to be published.

Note: Henry seems to be unaware of the French translations
by Lalarne, Douhet, and de la Rousseliere — ¢f. chapter 1.

The introduction, Henry says, offers the reader an entirely
new examination of the problem of attribution to Gregory -
entirely new because, in spite of all the discussion which 1t
has caused since the l&th century, this problem of the play’s
authenticity has never hefore been clearly expounded in all
its aspects. Henry regards Tuilier’s treatment of the problem
as an objective examination of the case; he adds that he is
quite certain that any reader in good faith could only find
Tuilier’s argumentation convincing.

As "indices de 1’anciennete de la piece” Henry considers the
allusions to the trinitariamn heresies of the 4th century, and
the textual parallels which demonstrate the anteriority of

this play in relation to the recension B of the dcta Pilati.
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to a relatively recent era, when compared to the abundance of
10th and 11th century manuscripts containing the works of the
Church Fathers. However, among the argumehts which he finds
"possible to appreciate’, Malingrey mentions the attribution
of the Christus patiens to Bregory of Nazianzus by one of the
earliest witnesses, the manuscript Parisinus gr. 2875, as
well as by Neapolitanus Borbonicus 11 A 25 (14th century) and
Vaticanus gr. 481, dated at 1438; also the contribution made
by the Christus patiens to the restoration of the text of
certain Euripidean passages. JTo this he remarks: "Ce serait
un  argument pour faire remonter le centon avant la fin de
17antiquité, en tout cas avant 1l epogue byzantine proprement
dite.” (p.a253) Another argument which he finds credible, 1s
Tuilier’s interpretation of the biographical note by Gregory
the Presbyter (cf. Tuilier, p.3&). He adds that -~ contrary
to the opinion of certain critics of the Renaissance - it
seems to him that the art of the cento was not unworthy of

the fine man of letters who was Gregory of Nazianzus. (p.294)

About the historical situation to which Tuillisr relates the
Christus patiens, Malingrey remarks that the expression by
which the play 1s designated in some of the manuscripts, and
which occcurs also in the explicit of Matlritensis 4649, visz.
Lrndlecig SpauoTikT, seems to suggest that one should envisage
this work as an apologetical demonstration in the form of an
antique play. This, he says, 1s also how Tuilier interprets

it in his introduction, at p. 57.

Malingrey praises Tuilier’s edition as ‘"une bonne éditian
critique". He adds:
Sur cette question particuli®rement épineuse, il
aligne un ensemble d’arguments gqui permettent de
concevoir comme vraisembable l1’attribution
traditionelle. Désormais on souhaiterait que les
adversaires de l’authenticité fournissent des
preuves positives en faveur de leur theése.
He concludes by mentioning that much research still has to be
done before the matter will be settled - e.g. a comparison of
the mariology and christology of the Christus patiens, fTirst

to the works of the Nazianzen, secondly to the canons of the
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councils of the 4th and 5th centuries; alsc the compilation
of an exhaustive index of its vocabulary, as a prerequisite
to studying the evolution of the words in their usage by
Euripides and by the author of the Christus patiens, and then
comparing this usage to the way Gregory of Nazianzus employs

the same words.

In the light of his own definition of a cento - "La technigue
de centon consiste 3 assembler des citations plus ou moins
fidéles, vers, fractiorms de vers ou simples formules, avec
plus ou moins de liberte ou de fantaisie” - J. Mossay (1971)
states that the borrowings from the text of Euripides are so
free as not to appear artificlialj; but the general structure
of the play 1s evidently conventional, and 1t pertains to
ancient aesthetics, which have become totally ocoutdated by the
time of Gregory of Nazianzus, and — a fortiori — at any more
recent date. Nonetheless, the play has some literary appeal:

"1’oeuvre garde néanmoins son charme littéraire".

About Tuilier’s defence of the authenticity of this cento,
Mossay says that 1t will not leave indifferent even those who

still reject the idea of bregorian authorship.

The review of T. 8pidlik (1970) consists mainly of guotations
from Tuilier™s introduction -~ perhaps not an indication of
thorough study on his part. However, he states that Tuilier
convinces his readers, by means of an erudite demonstration
ranging from the history of the Greek manuscripts to that of
the Byzantine literature and the mediaeval mystery plays,
that the work should be attributed to Gregory of Nazianzus.
He repeats Tuilier’s arguments that all manuscripts recognize
the Nazianzen as the author, that the citations in Byzantine
authors confirm the anteriority of the Christus patiens, and
that the doctrinal perspective of our text, which places it
within the anti-apcllinarist polemic, lends support to its

attribution to the Nazianzen.

D. A. Sykes (1970} is cautiously ambivalent in his verdict:
Clearly M. Tuilier is right in suggesting that not

all who have pronounced the work spuriocus have
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Referring to a remark of Gustave Cohen - "l7authenticite du

drame &tait certaine si Bregoire citait couramment Euripide
dans le reste de son ceuvre’” - OR, the author of an anonymous
review published in Irenitkon 44 (1971) 130, leaves open the
guestion whether Tuilier has succeeded in reestablishing the

attribution of the play to Gregory of Nazianzus.

In a study titled La itragedia “Christus patiens” v la
doctrina mariana en la Capadocia del sigle IV, J.A. de Aldama
(1972 aims at comparing the conceptual world of the Christus
patiens with that of Gregory of Nazianzus and his cultural
environment. De Aldama expresses the opinion that from this
perspective, the association of the play with mediaeval
byzantine literature seems definitive. He recognizes the
difficulties caused by the diversity in literary genre, but
affirms the originality of the Mary figure, which poscesses a

degree of moderation in suffering foreign to Euripides.
His verdicts concerning the Mary figure are:

1) The prime position which Mary has in the play, does not
correspond to 4th century Cappadocia, in which the veneration
of Mary was closely united with, and subordinate to, that of

the Saviour. (p. 418)

2) The titles currently referring to Mary in the text of the
play express her regality, and differ from the normal image

of the Mother of God in 4th century Cappadocia. (p. 418)

3) The Christus patiens places extraordinary emphasis on the
virginal birth, which seems foreign to Bregory of Nazianzus.

{pp. 418-9)

4) According to St.Basil and to Amphilochius of Iconium, the

sword which Simeon prophesied for Mary was doubt and scandal,
whereas in the tragedy it is intense grief - which, however,

is mitigated by a faith which brings hope and fortitude.

(pp. 419-21)
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