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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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his defence of the plaey’s authenticity, almost exclusively
call upon arguments of internal criticism to support their

position.

Furthermore, if the distinction between internal and external
evidence were respected, the issue would still not have been
zsolved immediately; for the arguments pertaining to external
criticism as defined by Tuilier, rest upon the interpretation
of evidence which is not self-explanatory. Indeed the reviews
contain some examples of evidence interpreted 1n a way which
contradicts the interpretation by Tuilier. Conseguently, 1t
is not surpricsing that the latter, for all his eloguence, did

rnot convince evervbody that the play belong to Greogory.

Ome major pitfall which Tuilier has not successfully avoided,
though, is the confusion of the play’s (inlauthenticity with
its literary significance. in his defence of the attribution

of the play to Gregory of Nazianzus, he repestedly likens it

to classical tragedy - <f. such expressions as "la tragedie
chretienne par excellence", "1’auteur utilise les themes et
la mise en scéne du thé3tre grec”, "la piéce reproduit tous
les aspects scenigques du drame antique" (p.1%9), "le drame est

une trilogie ... trois épisodes successifs ... maintiennent
17unité de la tragedie chretienne dans la tradition bibligue
et dans la tradition classigue" {(p.20). Indeed, the play does
exhibit many parallels to the classical theatre; but Tuilier

surely invites criticism and dissent when asserting (p.70):

(L’ )auteur montre a cet egard une singuliere
connaissance du théatre antique pour le fond et
pour la forme,. C’est pourguoil cet auteur est
certainement Gregoire de Nazianze gui lisait les
poetes antigues, et qui cite & maintes reprises

Euripide dans ses oeuvres les plus authentigues.

With this remark, Tuilier seems to ignore his own distinction
between internal and external criticism, and his premise that
the arguments of internal criticism are subordinate to - and
accordingly can only lend support to — the evidence belonging
to external criticism; but worse still, he confuses his ocwn

literary appreciation of the Christus patiens with the issue
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The Christus patiens, on the other hand, concentrates much
more sharply on a smaller selection of scenes, whereas the
remainder of the events are Introduced by means of messenger
speeches, or merely alluded to in the course of the dialogue.
Moreover, the successive scenes in this play exhibit such
continulty as lends to the whole an almost indivisible unity.
Each transition from one sceng to the next is marked simply
by the introduction of a new character, while the locality

remains basically unchanged.

In the Christus patiens the different character roles seem to
be very sparsely distributed, when compared to other Passion
plays. The characters involved in the dialogue at any given
moment are limited with an almost Aeschylean severity. In the
first part (lines 1-1133}, for instance, there never occurs a
moment when more than one character {(excluding the xopdg) is
conversing with the BsoTdxog. In the second part (1134-1905)
the dialogue is more lively, involving at times the Beotdrog,
the 8cordyog, Joseph of Arimathea, amd (a mute) Nicodemus:
but then the xopdg of Galilean women have receded into the
background (cf. the phrase and uexkpdbev Bzwpovoar -~ Mt 27.53
and Mk 15.40). The single line (wiz. 1433) which the yopdg
speaks in the course of this triangular dialogue, represents
the type of interjection which can easily be understood as a
remark by some interested bystanders overhearing a report not

primarily addressed to them.

A othird feature of the Christus patiens which is underlined
by comparison to the Cyprus Passion Cycle, 1s 1ts consistent
use of poetic phraseoclogy. In this respect, the assertion of
C. A, Trypanis (1981, p. 490), wiz. that the "author draws an
Scripture and the Apocryphal Gospels for both his subject and

his diction', seems somewhat misleading. Indeed, the author
draws on Scripture for his subject -~ a point to which we will
presently return - but very seldom does his diction reproduce

the exact wording of his scriptural sources. A few examples

may serve to i1llustrate this statement:

Christus patirens 161-163 & 172 (In 17.1-2 & 263
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Consider, for instance, Jesus’ prayer shortly before the
betrayal. According to Jn 17.1-2, He said: Hatep, EAAAVBeV
f Gpar  SSEacdv cov TOV vidv, lve O vidg SofacTh of, m&éég
Edwkae avTd dfovoiav ndong capxkde, itvae ndv O 3édwxac aOTH
oo méTof@ Lwhv atdviov. This request is repeated in 17.95: .
cal viv 882acdv pe o, ndtep, napd ceovtd TH SSEN T etxov
npd ToL TOV xoOoHOV etvat napd cot. In the Christus patiens
{lines 1&61-143) the praver commences as follows:

Nétep, HEFLOTOV VOV NEPEOYE HMOL KAEOGQ:

TO Map& SOl yEP MY AMAOV NOTE KAEOS,

slc peifov NEw, Suvouevi xKTavoOv BpoTiv:
The concluding words of the prayer — according to Jn 17.26 ~
are: kol €yvopLooe oOTOLEe TO OVOopd Cov Kol yVwplow, Lva
In the Christus patiens (172) these words of Jesus become:

- - L4 f e 4 Ed
Kot nipLv xheiocasg, VOV KASLOW CE TTAEOV.

Note: Tuilier (19469, p.l143 n.l) sees line 172 as an allusion
to In 12.28-29. Although there are some apparent parallels
between that passage and the line in guestion - wviz. the

repetition of the verb, first in the aorist and then in the
future tense, as well as references to the sound of thunder
(In 12.29 &reyov BpovINV rerovéver / line 170 bc Bpovidv) -
the scriptural scource of 172 is without doubt Jn 17.246. This
is confirmed by the exact parallelism 1in context: In both
passages Jesus is the speaker, the end of his praver is
indicated (Jn 18.1 TovTte elndv / line 173 drnel TabT' avnynen)
and his departure to the garden is mentioned. Accordingly, it
is clear that Christus patiens 161-172, as a whole, is based
on the prayer recorded in In 17.

It seems that the content aof the praver is guite faithfully
represented, while the phraseclogy 1s notably different. The
more usual terms, like Sof&€w and yvwplfw (16 Svouw), are
replaced by poetic phrases like xAéoc napéyw and m%afﬁw. The
meaning of &{8wut Lwhv alGviov is paraphrased as &xToevov
Svousvn RpoTdv. These changes are not due merely to the
requirements of metre; nor do they simply represent verbatim
borrowings from Euripides. Even though lines 1461 and 162-1463
partly reproduce lines 1233 and 1236~12837, respectively, of
the Bacchae, the words and phrases discussed above do not
occur in those lines of the Euripidean play. Thus it seems
that the author’s use of poetic phraseology is a function of

his own choice and preference.
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without much use of subordination and often with the omission
of connectives. In the process of interpreting these lines,
however, close attention should be paid to the semantic

structuring of the passage as a whole.

The central theme of these lines 1s the miraculous birth of

Christ and the virginity of the mother Mary; but this is set
within the frame of her present suffering, the nature of

which 1t serves to explain. Consider, firstly, the frame:

- In lines 99-60 she states that '"the poor woman” has not

ceased from wailing; the one, that is, who gave birth and yet
did not give birth, or rather, who escaped the pangs of

childbirth, This paradox is to be explained in the following
lines, by yet ancother paradox.

- The rhetorical question and exclamation of line 68 refer to
the second paradox: that the virgin had a child, is reason

for astonishment. But how is she now to bear seeing him being
insul ted? Thig‘ second rhetorical question (69) focuses

attention on her present suffering, which i1s psychological,

not physical. The contrast is confirmed in line 70, in an

exclamation consisting of two phrases, the first recalling

line &8, the second, line &9.

Note: It seems the phrase ndc OdS8uvvduol xdap (line 70) is to
be taken as an exclamation, not as a guestion. Otherwise it
would indicate the present suffering of the virgin as being
paradoxical, which obviously does not suit the context.

Furthermore, the repetition of ndg in four consecutive lines
(&8, 69, 70, and 719 should in itself be an indication that
a difference in usage 15 to be expected. Thus, after the

questions rxal neida ndg &TikTov; - suggesting a paradox - and
c. . TG Olow BREnelv; - suggesting precisely that to see her
son being insulted is unbearable — the phrase in 70 serves

to emphasize her mental agony.

The central theme of lines 5%-70, as stated above, concerns
the birth of Christ and the virginity of Mary. The first of
these two aspects has been referred to in line &0; the
paradoxical nature thereof is explained in lines &1-3. This
"explanation", however, 1s nothing more than a series of
re—formulations of the same thought, interrupted by phrases
which indicate the impossibility of explaining this miracle
in terms of logic. Thus the oxymoron of line &0 is echoed 1in

line &2, followed by the phrase wg unép Adyov. The next line
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- The adverb wbv is balanced against ndhor (line 71), to
support the contrast between this line and the foregoing.

- The metaphor oTpofel ... oAAEyxYVE ... Spuud Bérog recalls
that of lines 28-9 (... Sovel xéap xol kapdlav Sleiolv bg
pdntpov péye), which marked the first moment when attention

was sharply focused upon the suffering of Mary.

In this way line B7 completes the main patﬁern of the
prologue, viz, successive expositions of different themes,
each of which culminates in a sharp focus on the suffering of
the virgin mother. This pattern suggests that her involvement
in the Passion is to provide the principal perspective from

which the further events of the play will be regarded.

Lines 88-90, though spoken by the same character as the
previous lines, do not form part of the rhetorical structure
of the prologue. Their function is to provide a transition
from the contemplative to the dramatic; that is, from a

discussion of events to a representation thereof.

Note: Even in a play meant to be read rather than performed,
there exists a marked difference between these two aspects;
for in a play which is meant to be read, the printed form 1is
a code calling upon the reader to imagine himself "watching
a performance’ . In other words, the printed code instructs
the reader to pretend that the text he is reading, is a play
in actual performance. The difference between a play being
performed and a play being read, then, is only that the code
of pretence which applies to the former situstion, is in the
latter casefsupplemented by an additional layer of pretence.

Thus in these lines the time of day —~ just before dawn — is
indicated, and the entry of a second character is announced,
marking the point where the dialogue commences. (The chorus
in this play has a function much more closely resembling that
of a third actor, than that of the xyopo! of classical
tragedy. Although in classical tragedy the chorus -~ or an
individual acting as thelr mouthpiece -~ freguently sntered
into the dialogue in the same manner as the other actors,
here the function of the chorus is strictly limited to that
type of participation in the action. Afoccordingly, they are
presented as a corporative personality, whose speech 1s not

distinguished from that of the individual characters by any
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metrical or dialectal means.)

¥ ¥ ¥

At the beginning of this chapter, the passage to be discussed
was called the "proper dramatic prologue” of the play. This

definition may still need some explanation.

Note: Tuillier (1949, p.£0) describes this passage as a "long
monologue qui sert d’introduction dramatique a la piece’,
while he uses the term "prologue’ in referring to the passage
of 30 lines preceding this one.

Firstly, by wvirtue of 1its being spoken by one of the
characters — 1n this case the protagonist - this passage 1s
not a preface or introduction, but an integral part of the

play. On the other hand, it does not form part of the

dialogue, since 1t is a monoclogue in the stricter sense of
that term, being addressed directly to the reader (or to the
audience), while no other characters are present - or, at

least, none of the characters is referred to as 1f being
addressed. Bearing these facts in mind, lines 1~B7 of the

play may be compared to the opening lines of classical

tragedies. In that context, the term '"prologus” is used
when referring to the part of a play - whether monologue or
dialogue — preceding the "parodos” or introductory lines of

the chorus. In this play, which lacks any part comparable to
the lyrical "parodos®” of ancient tragedy, the term “prologues”
is applicable to the opening lines in as far as the dramatic
function of these lines resemble that of the ‘'"prologes" of

classical tragedy.

An  examination of the dramatic function of the prologue in

some Euripidean plays may alsco be of value for the proper
interpretation of lines 1-%0 of the Christus patiens,

Therefore, the following series of gquestions will now be

asked, and answers be attempted, with reference to some of

the plays which the author used as his poetic sources:

- What form does the prologue take, and why?

- What information is given on the mythological background to

the events of the play?
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which has more immediate relevance to the events of the plavy.
In Hecabe it is the story of how Priam’s vyoungest son
Polvydorus was treacherously murdered by his father’s
guest~friend Folymestor; while in the Treoades 1t is the
episode of the wooden horse, relevant both because of
Athene’s part in the victory of the Greeks and because the
sacking of Troy immediately precedes the situation at the
beginning of that play. In the prologues of both the Bacchae
and Medea, the very beginnings of the underlying myths are
recalled, though for different reasons. The neqgation by
Semele’s sisters of the supernatural birth of Dionysus
provides the main reason for that god’s conduct as dramatized
in the Bacchae; whereas 1n Medea the reference to the
Argonauts’ expedition as ¢the first source of Medea’'s
troubles, serves to elicit pity for the protagonist on the

part of the audience.

In Christus patiens the myths are replaced by the history of
mankind as 1t is portraved in Scripture. Accordingly, from a
dramaturgical viewpoint, scriptural svents are to the author
of the Christus patiens what the corpus of Greek myths was to

Euripides.

When the prologus of the Christus patiens is regarded from
this perspective, it reveals how closely the poet followed
the example of Euripides™ Medea; but it also reveals in what
respects he went beyond that example, to produce an original
work of art. The opening lines recall the very begirmning of
the underlyling "myth’™, wiz, the events in the garden of Eden.
Those events are then portrayved as initiating an endless
series of troubles, which culminates in the present suffering
of the protagonist. Thus the reader {(or audience) is led to
feel pity for the protagonist, and to be interested in the
events of the play, primarily considering the effect these
have upon her. Up to this point, the method and result of the
author of Xprotde naoyov closely resemble those of Euripides
in his Medea; but the prologues of both these plays go bevond

this point, and that is where they differ most conspiciocusly.

In the Medea the second emotion which the prologue is meant
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The classical dramatic convention of a prologue referring to
the mythological background of the play - either recalling
the very beginning of the underlying myth, or recounting a
particular episode, or both - resulted in another convention,
viz. that of erxplicitly indicating the precise moment in the
course of events at which the dramatic action commences. This
necessary item of the prologue is not always introduced with
the same measure of success. From a dramaturgical viewpoint,
it can be regarded as most acceptable when least conspicious;
that is to say, when the audience is almost unaware of being
given this necessary bit of information. Thus 1in Nippolytus
the audience learns from the goddess Aphrodite that i1t i1s the
day of the hero’s impending death, at the very moment when
his entry is annocunced. In similar fashion, Dionysus in the
Bacrchae introduces the chorus of Oriental women, inviting
them, as it were, to invade the city of Thebes with their
MUS1C, directly after sketching the probable reaction of
Pentheus to the bacchants. In Medea 1t is revealed esarly in
the prologue that the‘scene is set in Corinth, where Medea
has learned of her husband Jason’s treason, without any more
specific indication being given; for the audience is to
hecome well acguainted with Medea’s character before the
moment when she is struck by the final blow, the order of

banishment pronounced by Creon.

Note: In both the Trojan plays from which the author of the

Christus patien also drew some poetic inspiration — though
much less than from the plays discussed above, if this can be
measured by counting lines ~ the description of the sacked

city which is given early in the prologue is soon amplified
by @ more specific indication of time and circumstance. In
the Troades the audience is told that Hecabe does not vet
know of her daughter Polyxena’'s death. In Hecabe the ghost
of FPolydorus explains his mother’s distress as resulting from
the vision of him she has seen in a dream, after revealing to
the audience that his body is scoon to be found and brought to
her for burial.)

In the prologue of Christus patiens the first indication of
gpecific time and circumstance occurs in line 24, immediately
after the identity of the speaking character is made known.
Some more indications, though less specific, occur in lines
56-8, 69, and 87. Then, in lines 88-%0, the precise time of

day 1s indicated. Note how every one of these indications
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coincide with a focusing of attenticn upon the suffering of
the virgin mother, in such a way that their being consciously

inserted by the poet goes unnoticed.

Another aspect of these indications, which is important for
the characterization of the protagonist, is this: never once
in the prologue does she mention that death is part of what
her son is to suffer. The content of line 24 is amplified by
the parallel Selv T’ &ppirrrTov Tévde rkabufpioudévov in £6.
The same thought is expressed in line &9: UBpiopdvov &8 Tovidv
noe olow PAEmeLv; - note the verbal repetition. In line 89 -
{Selv te Nuiddc Tv kakwodvnv ndBoL - different words are

used, but the meaning is essentially the same.

Note: Tullier translates this line "pour voir la Passion de

mon Fils" — showing more pilety than accuracy. It should not

be forgotten that the supposed time is the morning of the day
on which Christ is to be crucified, or rather, of the day on
which his mother 1s to witness his death by crucifixion. Thus
the term "FPassion’ (sig) 18 anachronistic, apart from being

much more comprehensive 1in meaning than what the immediate
context requires.

This prepares the way for her rebuke of the chorus in lines
111-9, while together with that passage 1t serves to explain
her reaction to the news that her son 1s sentenced to death -
a reaction which is at first equally perplexing to the chorus
and to the reader or audience. The important point to note,
however , 1s  that part of the virgin’s suffering, and also
part of her tragic interest, is her struggle towards a full
understanding of the events which she 1s to witness, and with

which she 1s so deeply involved.

The next question by which a comparison between the plays of
Euripides and the Christus patiens can be approached, is:
who speaks the prologue, and why? This guestion has already
partially been answered regarding the latter play, with
reference to the central position of interest which  the
protagonist is to occupy. However, if the comparison with
Euripides 1s further pursued, it may reveal some more aspects

of the poet’s method and intent.

In the plavyse of Euripides, the prologues may be spoken by
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by which 1t was provoked. The author of the Christus patiens
created a similar pattern, also eliciting pity at the
begirmming of the play and then causing 1t to be replaced;
though the reaction by which pity is replaced differs sharply
fraom that produced in the Euripidean plavys. In the Christus
patiens the protagonist 1s also the victim of treason; but
she prays for divine retribution, not personal revenge. GShe
earns admiration by her concern for others -~ for the
descendants of the Jews, and for Peter, on behalf of whom she

begs for pardon - even In the midst of her own grief.

In sum, then, the point of this section is to demonstrate
that a better comprehension and evaluation of the prologue -
and, by implication, of the whole - of the Christus patiens
can be attalined by a comparison with the works of BEuripides.
When regarded from this perspective, the prologue of the
Christus patiens reveals the extent of the poet’s knowledge
of Euripides - knowledge not only of his poetical and lexical
means of expression, but also of his dramatic method; of the
ways in which he combined theme and structure, content and
form, into a dramatic work of art. It also reveals with what
remarkable messure of success the author copied these methods

of the famous tragic poet.
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CHAPTER &

EXPOSITION OF LINES 267-357

In these lines the Beotdxoec reacts to the news of Judas?
treason. The speech has much 1n common with the structure of
dyoveg (formal judicial debates) in classical Greek tragedy.
In fact, 1t is an imaglinary address of the traitor, who 1s
absent {(and indeed never appears on stage 1in this play). That
Judas does not enter the scene to speak in his own defernce,
is due probably to the intention of the author thereby to
suggest that his guilt 1s bevond questioning. It must be
admitted that in this way the author missed the opportunity
to create a thrilling dramatic clash of opposing forces; but
rather than lamenting this loss, one may study the structure
and the poetic technigus of this speech, in order to discern

its own effect and function within the play.

The speech 1s framed by two short passages (lines 267-8 and
352-7) which serve as reference to the immediate dramatic
context in which it is set. The first of these expresses the
harror which the mother of Jesus feels upon hearing the news
of Judas’ treason. The second terminates her address of the
traitor, and expresses the hope she has of seeing her son
still alive. The use of vocatives, exclamations, and the
repetition of verbs {imperatives and optatives) OCCuUrring
elsewhere in the speech, provides cohesion between this frame

and the content of the speech.

The phrase & yole ufitep ... (2&67) is the first in a series of
vocatives which lends unity to the speech, but which also
demarcates the different themes constituting its structure.
The others occur at lines 249, 272, 274, 278, 83, 291, 302,
314, 330, 333, 340, 344, 347, and finally, 333. Of these, all
but two refer to the traitor; the exceptions are Mot (269,
and & Mot (347). Both of these occur in passages referring to
Christ’s foreknowledge of the treason, which is contrasted to
the i1gnorance of the other disciples (in the first passage),
and of mankind generally (lamented in the second passage!}.
Thus these passages form an inner frame arcund the charges

against the traitor.
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The body of the speech, consisting of accusations against
Judas, has a twofold structure: the first part (272-300) 1is
emotionally more vehement, while the second part (301-346&)

commences 1n a calmer, more reasoned tone,

This structure is comparable to that of Medea’'s speech (lines
465-519) in the &ydv scene of the Euripidean Medea. There a
traitor - Jason ~ i1s also being accused by the woman who is
most deeply affected by his treason. Like Medea, the Bsordxog
opens her address to the traitor with the words
O MaykEKLoTe, TOVTo y&p o simeiv éyw (272).
The calmer second part of her speech 1s introduced also, like
that of Medea, by the formula
g TOWSe MPphTwv MPOTov Epfoupar AdysLyv (3013 of. Medea 475).

This is followed, in both works, by a full account of the
benefits which the traltor has received from the person whom
he has betrayed {(Medea herself in the Euripidean play: Jesus
in the Christus patiens). This account serves to emphasize
the audacious nature of the act of treason - the theme being
re-introduced in the Christus patiens by the formula

cat TaeUl  Lrnl abTeV, neykakioT avapdv, mabdv,

npoudwkac avtdv (316-7)
which is also taken from the Medseae of EBEuripides:

kol Tavd’ e’ Nudv, © xdcwot dvSpov, nabov

npovdukas Nuic (4B8-9) .

# O

Before entering into a more detasiled discussion of the
structure of this speech, attention should be focused on some
poetic fTeatures which serve to enhance 1ts emotive effect.
Firstly, the horror which the virgin mother feels at the nesws
of Judas’ treason - expressed in the adjective &ponTtoc — is
confirmed by her reluctance to define the crime.’ThuS she
refers to it vaguely at first, using words like Spapa (2697,
TdWwSe xakdv (271), and Tavr Edpocac (R73a), before defining

it in the phrase cov npodovg evepyétny (273b).

On the semantic level, lines 269-71 form a chiastic pattern:
The crime (8pdrwx) was committed by the disciple whom Jesus
had indicated (Sv ... &8erfaqg); for He was not unaware (0U

yap g’ Ernabe) of the identity of the criminal i&&mog KoKov) .,
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By means of its a-b-b-a arrangement, this passage concerning
the foreknowledge of Jesus naturally introduces the address

to Judas: nayxdxiote (272) reflects kaxkdv (271) - a type of
epanastrophe — while €8pacag (273), as well as ESpacev (275)

and & Spdoog (276), is prefigured by Spduc (269).

Note the reiteration of o0 ... ¢dv ... o0& ... in lines P73-4,
It is reinforced by the 1nitial position which each of these
words occupy within their respective phrases, and by the
omission of conjunctions. The resulting combination of the
figures of anaphora and asyndeton serve to focus attention on
the person of the accused. This 1s alsc the function of the

rhetorical guestion in lines 274-5.

The alliteration of.g sounds which 1s present in this passage

from line 273 onwards, reaches a crescende in line 277:
xioypdc Te pvotne @Elav Tioer Siknw.

In addition to the six occurrences of ¢ sounds in this line,

the T sound occurs three times. This sound pattern is

typically assoclated with the expression of disdain.

The syntactic elements of line 276 are arranged in a chiastic
pattern (verb-noun-noun—-verb), while containing a striking
antit thesis: the death-wish (dxoito) implies the opposite of
éniocTatelr, as the offender (& Spdoog) is opposed to the
principle of justice (ﬁ Slen ). The contrast between Spdoag

and 8fcn is further emphasized by alliteration.

In line 277 the parallel arrangement of syntactic elements
{adjective-rnoun~adjiective-noun! also supports the antithesis
between the offender and the retribution. This results Iin a
parallel arrangement of elements 1n these two lines, viz.
offender—-justice-offender—-punishment. Note, however, that the
same person 1s referred to by two different phrases (6 Spdoac
and aloypds pootne), while the term 8ikn refers first to the
general principle of justice, then (in 277) to the particular

punishment awaiting the traitor.

In line 278 the phrase ouvvndn o6 83Aw is given emphasis by

the parallel arrangemernt of alliterating scunds {(o-8-c-~-5),
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The main theme of both the kontakion and the third part of
the play is the victory of Christ over the power of death.
Of course, this theme is explicitly formulated in the first
npooLtiov of the kontakion. It is repeated in the second
npoolptov, in the climactic formula ~AANBGg dvéorn Xpiotde.
In the play, this theme is expressed in various ways. it
occurs during the course of the deliberation of the feotdxog
(1920-9), as part of the expression of her hope and longing
to see her Son resurrected (2025-30), and in her reaction to
the announcement by the first angel (2070-8). The text of

these three passages is given here, for convenient reference:

on yie LAY ¥iic Ldpow 1920
ePopd rkaTackfNwer Tig ele Séuac Adyouv,
o¥t’ oBv kabdfer yuydv ESne nopedroc-
Exdv y&p &TAN ndTuov, ouk Seinu’ Evewv,
{ve xotepydn cat' 2¢@eltAfv sic Ldgov.
"EE agbltov y&p EeBilrtov mepuLKdTH C1925
noc viv @lepel Toulog X3NC VELTEPWY:
Ov kol Adeup  dreiBev &rxdoatr Soxkd
Socove BpoTdv kabeipfev, oLc Euviipnooe

k&8Sncev év Secuolol mavidpov cTéyne.

i - - -
0 Téxwvowv, =i8s TaYOC E?\QOLC; HOL paowg: 20ES
3 e A - Fd ra
eABOoLE VEKPLWOV KELBUWwVE KoL OKOTOoW TTVAXC
- £ - 24 -
ALV, v ESNC yYwplc OKLOTXL pFovs,

e * “F P rd ¥ s -
viov 8 ewde @lg MEyLoTOV v of xabfddy.

YEne ' énBE, pdvnBiL, mpoieBdv Move oéhac.
Qsdv Bsdv o ANOumiov T ndvt’ éyer. 2030
we @povdog ¥8ng, Xpiotde dvésTn TEPoV, 2070

Tapov 8& AlBog evoBeviic dnnAEen-

ppovpotl T &iBoc 6lpetp’ dvelcav @dRw

rervpevonL, vekpol S€ npdc pdovg yBdvo

ORLPTWOL, oWKkoVv éxkaloLuevor Bedv-

TH ¥ edbrduete Scopd ndvt’ dneppdyn. 2075
SEOTOKOXY

"0 warripeyyéc MAlov cdhae TSSe-

nePhaKeV, O MANLOTO, Tépua PPOVILSwv.

I * kd -« - >
Méntwxey ex6pde., Xpiotdg &véoan Tdeowv.
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Jn 20.2 -~ were addressed to Peter and John only. The synoptic
Gospels have no record of such a report, but mention only the
report commissioned byvthe angel. (CF. Mt 28.7 and Mk 16.7.0
Thus it appears that the Christus patiens aimg at harmonizing
the different Gospel narratives, by mentioning that Magdalene
(Jn 20.1~-2) upon noticing that the guards have deserted their
posts (Mt 28B.4) and that the stone has been removed (Lk 24.2)
reports that someone has taken the body of Jesus (Jn 20.2).
Exactly these same elements occur in the third strophe of the
kontakion. This i1s evidence of the interdependence sxisting

between the Christus patiens and this kontakion of Romanos.

Note: For the discussion of a different opinion, the reader
is referred to Appendix 1 (pp. 154-15&).

An examination of the vocabulary occcurring in the kontakion -
especially the terms dxrxexuviioudvov, Tdeoc and @povpol — will

confirm this conclusion:

i3 Romanos says that Magdalene saw the stone éxxexuLALopévov
&nd The 8Vpac THg Tapfic. The terms occurring in the Gospels,
are (8T1) amoxexVAroTor (Mk 146.4), &noxexuohiopévov &md ToD
pvnuetov (Lk 24.2), and ﬁppéyov i TOV pvnuetov (Jn 20.1).
The Christus patiens has gxxkvAo8elc (2045). Accordingly, the
term used by Romanos - sxxuvAivdw - finds a closer parallel in

the Christus patiens thanrn in any of the Gospels.

Note: The guestion arises whether this correspondence could

be attributed to derivation from a common source other than

the Gospels, or perhaps to the general usage of the time. The
following facts seem to contradict both these possibilities:

Forms of the verb gxxuvAlvdw or édxxviiw occur 16 times in John
Chrysostom -~ though never in the context of the resurrectiong
once only in Basll of Caesarea — also in a different context;
never in Gregory of Nazianzus, except in the Christus patliens
tat 20435 and 22353); 4 times 1n Sozomenus - of which only one
occurrence, SxkVAloae Te Tod evedde gpdaToc TOHV ABov, nearly
matches the context in guestion. On the other hand, forms of
the verb dnoxuiivdo (or &noxuviilw) occur mostly in the context

of the resurrection (elther of Lazarus or of Jesus) — e.g&. in
John Chrysostom (12 times), in Eusebius of Caesarea (14), in
Amphilochius of Iconium (2), and in Gregory of Nyssa (7).

It may be noted, also, that &moxuviivdw is never used in Attic
tragedy; but dxxnA(VSw occurs - in Aeschylus (Prometheus 87),
and in Sophocles (Qedipus Tyrannus B1l2).
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Regarding the readings in the First Hymn on the Resurrection,
however, 1t should be noted that the "parallel” between
Romanos and the Syriac Commentary of Ephrem is not as close
as the parallel betwsen Romanos and the Christus patrens. The
notion of Magdalene "preceding” the other women, does not
necessarily imply that she has been "sent ahead", as Romanos

and the author of the Christus patiens both explicitly state.

The matter is complicated - though Petersen does not seem to
realize it - by Romanos’® statement ¢ Aéyst & Beordyog. The
"Theologian” is understood by Petersen to be the evangelist,
John, who merely says that Magdalene '"goes" (dpyeTaoi) to the
tomb. When Romanos, however, asserts that she is "sent ahead"”
to the tomb, "as the Theologian says”, the following guestion
arises: Why would the Melodist include a reference to the
author of the fourth Gospel, 1In the very passage where he
abandons this source in favour of a divergent tradition? Is
it not more reasonable to expect that the phrase &g AEyer
would introduce a reference to the source with which he
agrees? [f this source were Ephrem, the reference would be
enigmatic, since the Syrian was not generally known as "the
Theologian'" per se; and 1f Romarnosg intended not to provide an
unambiguous reference to his source, what need was there then
to include any reference at all? The Melodist was simply too
careful and sensitive a poet, to fill out the strophes of his

Rontakic with empty phrases.

A second possibillity seems to be that Romanos is referring to
the Diatessaron ~ Petersen says 1t would be attractive to
view '"precede” as a Diatessaronic reading — and identifies
the author as John, whose Gospel provided the chronological
framework of this well known harmony of the four Gospels. But

this hypothesis must also be rejected, for two reasons:

1) It i1s not likely that the Diatessaron was still in use,
especially at Constantinople, 1n the &6th century. Theodoret
of Cyrus witnesses to the existence of numerous (about 200)
copies of the Gospel harmony in bis diococese circa 430, but
these -~ and no doubt many more - were deliberately destrovyed,

because Tatian was in his later vears considered heretic.
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