Marian Library Studies

Volume 13 Volume 13/14 (1981-1982)

Combined Volume Article 5

1-1-1981

Research on the Biblical Approach and the Method of Exegesis
Appearing in the Greek Homiletic Texts of the Late Fourth
Centuries, Emphasizing the Incarnation Especially the Nativity and
Mary's Place Within It

Bertrand Buby
University of Dayton, bbuby1@udayton.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies

0 Part of the Religion Commons

Recommended Citation

Buby, Bertrand (1981) "Research on the Biblical Approach and the Method of Exegesis Appearing in the
Greek Homiletic Texts of the Late Fourth Centuries, Emphasizing the Incarnation Especially the Nativity
and Mary's Place Within It," Marian Library Studies: Vol. 13, Article 5, Pages 223-394.

Available at: https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies/vol13/iss1/5

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Marian Library Publications at eCommons. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Marian Library Studies by an authorized editor of eCommons. For more information,
please contact frice1@udayton.edu, mschlangen1@udayton.edu.


https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies
https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies/vol13
https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies/vol13
https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies/vol13/iss1/5
https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies?utm_source=ecommons.udayton.edu%2Fml_studies%2Fvol13%2Fiss1%2F5&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/538?utm_source=ecommons.udayton.edu%2Fml_studies%2Fvol13%2Fiss1%2F5&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ecommons.udayton.edu/ml_studies/vol13/iss1/5?utm_source=ecommons.udayton.edu%2Fml_studies%2Fvol13%2Fiss1%2F5&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:frice1@udayton.edu,%20mschlangen1@udayton.edu

|

MARIAN LIBRARY
STUDIES

A NEW SERIES VOLUME 13-14 (1981-82) 223-394

Doctoral Dissertation Presented at the International Marian Research Institute
(Pontifical Theological Faculty Marianum)
I

BERTRAND BUBY, S.M.

RESEARCH ON THE BIBLICAL APPROACH
AND THE METHOD OF EXEGESIS
APPEARING IN THE GREEK HOMILETIC TEXTS
OF THE LATE FOURTH
AND EARLY FIFTH CENTURIES,
EMPHASIZING THE INCARNATION
ESPECIALLY THE NATIVITY
AND MARY’S PLACE WITHIN IT

Part of the Doctoral Dissertation in Sacred Theology
with Specialization in Marian Studies

UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON
DAYTON OHIO
1981-82




Vidimus et approbamus.

Dayton (Ohio), ex aedibus Instituti
« International Marian Research Institute,»
et Romae, ex aedibus Pontificiae
Facultatis Theologicae Marjanum.

Nomina Revisorum
March 1, 1986 Théodore A. Koehler, S.M.
March 8, 1086 Giorgio M. Francini, O.S.M.

MARIAN LIBRARY STUDIES Volume 13-14 December 1981-82

CONTENTS :

L’omelia sulla generazione di Cristo di Basilio di Cesarea. Il posto della
Vergine Maria Luigi Gambero, S.M. 1

Research on the Biblical Approach and the Method of Exegesis Appearing
in the Greek Homiletic Texts of the Late Fourth and Early Fifth Cen-
turies, Emphasizing the Incarnation Especially the Nativity and Mary’s
Place within It (Excerpts) Bertrand Buby, S.M. 223

La dévotion mariale au XVI¢ siécle 4 la lumiére des Manuels de Catéchése
en usage en Amérique Latine, en France, en Espagne et en Italie
Jean-Marie Salgado, O.M.I. 397

Exégése, tradition, catéchése
Conclusions (in English) Théodore Koehler, S.M. 633

224



TABLE OF CONTENTS

* In breparing this dissertation for publication, if was decided to omit Chaplers
I and II and parts of the intfroductory materials. The original complete Table

of Conlents is,

however, presented here.

SiTUATING THE RESEARCH: STATUS QUAESTIONIS

INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER [:

Section I:

THE BEGINNING AND DEVELOPMENT OF EXEGESIS INTO
THE LATE FourTH CENTURY

Jewish Exegesis, Midrash

Section II:  The Septuagint
Section III: Philo ,
Section IV: The Epistle of Barnabas—An Early Christian

Section V
Section V
Section V
Section V

Apologetic
:  Clement of Alexandria
I: Origen
II: Ignatius of Antioch: Eastern Beginnings
III:, Polycarp: Beginnings of Antiochene Exegesis

Section IX: Clement of Rome
Section X:  Justin
Section XI: Irenaeus of Lyon

Section XII: Summary and Conclusion

CHAPTER II:

The Capp

A StupYy oF THE BiBLicAL PRINCIPLES aAND METHODS
IN TExTs RELATING TO THE INCARNATION aND MARY’s
RoLE wiTHIN THE MYSTERY OF CHRIST'S BIRTH FROM
350 A.D. to 430 A.D.

adocians’ Method of Scriptural Exegesis in Their In-

carnational Homilies

225




[4] Greek Patristic Exegesis (4th C.)

The Biblical Principles and Methods of John Chrysostom
Theodore of Mopsuestia: His Principles of Exegesis

The Jerusalemites: Cyril of Jerusalem and Hesychius

CHAPTER III: OrRcHESTRATION OF BieLicaAL TexTts USED BY THE
FatHERS IN THEIR NaTIVITY HOMILIES: THE ROLE OF
" MARY WITHIN THE TEXTS

1. Amphilochius

2. Basil the Great

3. Gregory of Nyssa

4. Gregory of Nazianzen
5. John Chrysostom

6. Cyril of Jerusalem

7. Hesychius of Jerusalem

Part II: Hesychlus Study of Texts within Hypapante IT

Part III: Origen and Basil: A Comparative / Contrast Study of
Scriptural Texts RTINS

Part IV: Amphilochius and Hesychlus Commentary on Ezekiel
C g 4402

Part V: Amphilochius, Gregory of Nyssa and Hesychius: Com-
mentary on Exodus 3:2: The Burning Bush

Part VI: Excursus on Liturgical Setting of the Homilies

CHAPTER IV: THE USE OF THE SCRIPTURES AND MARIAN IMPLICATIONS
IN THE HoMiLiEs AND WRITINGS OF THE FFATHERS

Part I: On the Virginity of Mary -
The Cappadocians
The Antiochenes
The Jerusalemites

Part II: Mary s Role in the Soteriological
R Purpose of the Incarnation
The Cappadocians : .
The Antiochenes :
The Jerusalemites

226



i:
l

Table of Contents [5]
Part I1I: Typology: Parallelism of: Adam/Christ — Eve/Mary
The Cappadocians
The Antiochenes
The Jerusalemites

CoNcLUSsIONS

BIBLIOGRAPHY : 4

** A Table of Contents for the thesis malerial actually published here is
provided at the end of this section, along with the pertinent Indices.

s

Rev. Bertrand Busy, S. M. — Born in Braddock, Pennsylvama on June 18, 1934. Or-
dained to priesthood on March 14, 1964, and received STL (University of Fribourg,
Switzerland) in 1964, Studied for Licentiate in ‘Sacred Scripture (Pontifical Biblical
Institute, Rome) and received SSL in 1966; awarded STD by the International Marian
Research Institute (University of Dayton: affiliated branch of Pontifical Theological
Faculty Marianum, Rome) in January 1980. Assignments: instructor (University of
Dayton, Wright State University, Siena Heights College), 1967-77; assistant professor
(University of Dayton), 1977-81; teacher for Archdiocesan Program in Lay Pastoral
Ministry, 1977-80. Currently: Provincial Superior, Marianists of Cincinnati Province
(1981~ ); faculty member of the International Marian Research Instituté (University
of Dayton, 1980- ). ° 3

227



ArLanDGNT
ALTANEB

AnalBoll
AncChrwWr

ANCL

ANF

" ARNDT-GINGRICH

BAC
BARDENHEWER

BEM
BHG
BHG-Auctarium

Biblica
BiblPatr

228

ABBREVIATIONS

The Greek New Testament, ed. by K. Aranp et al.
(2nd ed. Wurttemberg Bible Society, 1968).

B. ALTANER, Patrology, tr. by H. Graef from 5th
German ed. (New York, 1961).

Analecta Bollandiana (Brussels, 1882- ).

Ancient Christian Writers, ed. by J. QUASTEN et al.
(Westminster, Md.—London, 1946- ).

The Ante-Nicene Christian Library, ed. by A. ROBERTS
and J. DonaLDsoN, 24 v. (Edinburgh, 1866-72);
suppl. v., ed. by A. Menzies (Edinburgh, 1897).

The Ante-Nicene Fathers. American reprint of
Edinburgh ed.,” rev. by A. CLEvELAND CoOXE.
8 v. with suppl. by A. MENziEs (v. 9) and A,
CLEveLAND Coxe (v. 10). (Buffalo, 1884-86).

W. F. Arnot and F. W. GINGRICH (trs. and eds.), A
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and
Other Early Christian Literature, tr. and adapt.
of W. Bauer’s Griechisch-Deutsches Wiérter-
buch . .. (4th ed., Chicago, 1957).

Biblioteca de autores cristianos (Madrid, 1945- ).

O. BARDENHEWER, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Li-
teratur, 5 v. (Freiburg, 1913-32).

Bulletin de la Société Frangaise d’Etudes Mariales or
Etudes Mariales (Paris, 1935- ).

Bibliotheca hagiographica Graeca, ed. by F. Haikin,
3 v. (Brussels, 1957).

Bibliotheca hagiographica Graeca-Auctarium, ed. by
F. Haugin (Brussels, 1969).

Biblica (Rome, 1920- ).

Biblia Patristica, ed. by J. ALLENBACH, A. BENoOIT,
D. A. BertranND, A. Haurror-CousteT, P.
MARrAvAL, A. PAuTLER, P. PriGenT. V. 1, Des



Abbreviations -

BiblioPatr

BKYV
CCG

ChrCent?

CMP

CPG

CPL
CSCO
CSEL
DB |

DBSuppl

De Primordiis

DicBiblTh

DHGE

DSp

7]

origines a‘ Clément d’Alexandrie et Tertullien
(Paris, 1975). V. 2, Le troisiéme siécle (Origéne
excepté) (Paris, 1977).

Bibliographia Patristica (Berlin : DeGruyter, 1956- ;
v. 1 appeared in 1959).

Bibliothek der Kirchenviter (Kempten, 1911- )

Corpus Christianorum. - Series graeca (Brepols-Turn-

hout, Belgium, 1978- ).

J. Danigrouv and H. I. Marrou, The First Six
Hundred Years, tr. by V. Cronin, v. 1 of The
Christian Centuries (New York, 1964). '

Corpus Marianum Pairisticum, ed. by S. ALVAREZ
Campos, v. I- (Burgos, 1970- ). :

Clavis Patrum graecorum, ed. by M. GEErarD (Turn-
hout, 1974~ - ): I (1983), II (1974), III (1979),
IV (1980).

Clavis Patrum latinorum, ed. by E. DEKKERs (2d ed,,
Steenbrugge, 1961).

Corpus scriptorum Christianorum orientalium (Paris-
Louvain, 1903- ).

Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum (Vienna,
1866- ). ‘

Dictionnaire de la Bible, ed. by F. Vicouroux, 5 v.
(Paris, 1895-1912),

Dictionnaire de la Bible, suppl., ed. by L. PiroT et
al, (Paris, 1928- ).

De Primordiis Cultus Mariani. Acta Congressus
Mariologici-Mariani Internationalis, 1967. Vols.
I-VI. Ed. Pontificiae Academiae Marianae In-
ternationalis (Rome). o

Dictionary of - Biblical Theology, ed. by X. LEoN-
Durour, 2nd ed.,, rev. and enl. (New York,
1973). )

Dictionnaire d’histoire et de géographie ecclésiastiques,
ed. by A. BaupRILLART et al. (Paris, 1912- ).

Dictionnaire de spiritualité ascétique el mystique.
Doctrine et histoire, ed. by M. ViLLER et al.
(Paris, 1932= ).

229




[8]

DTC -

EHRHARD

EnchMar
EnchP
Epektasis
EphM
EThL -
FathCh-
GCS

Hatcu-ReEpPAaTH

JewEnc

LaMee e

230.

Greek Patristic Exegesis (4th C.)

Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. by A. Va-
canT et al, 15 v. (Paris, 1903-50; Tables géné-
rales, 3 v., 1951-1972).

‘A. Enruarp, Uberlieferung und Bestand der hagio-
graphischen und homiletischen Literatur der
griechischen Kirche von den Anfingen bis zum
Ende des 16. Jh. (Leipzig-Berlin, 1937-52);
vols. 50, 51, 52, of TU.

D. CasaGranDE, Enchiridion Marianum Biblicum
Patristicum (Rome, 1974).

M. J. Rouer pE JourNEL, Enchiridion Palristicum
(Barcelona: Herder, 1959).

Epektasis. Meélanges Patristiques offerts au Cardinal

Jean Daniélou, ed. by J. FonTaiNe and . Ch.
KANNENGIESSER (Paris, 1972),
Ephemerides Mariologicae (Madrid, 1951- ).
Ephemerides - theologicae Lovanienses (Bruges, 1924-
o ). .

.. The Fathers of the Church: A New Translation, ed. by

R. J. DerFerrar: et al. (New York, 1947-60;
Washington, 1961- ).

Die griechischen christlichen Schrlftsteller der ersten
.drei Jahrhiunderte (Berlin, 1897- ). :

E. Hatca and H. ReppathH, A Concordance fo the
Septuagint and the Other Greek Versions of the
Old Testament, 2 v. (Oxford, 1892-97; suppl.
1900-06; repr. Graz, 1954). .

The lIrish Theologlcal Quarterly (Dublin, 1906-22
1951- ).

The Jerusalem Bible, Eng. ed. by A. JoNEs (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1966). :

The Jerome Biblical Commentary, ed. by R. E.
Brown, J. A. FirzMYER, and R. E. MurpHy, 2 v.
in 1 (Englewood Cliffs, N. J. 1968).

The Jewish Encyclopedia, ed. by J. SINGER, 13 v.

" (New York, 1901-06).

A Patlristic Greek Lezicon, ed. by G. W. H. LaMpE

(Oxford-New York, 1976).



Abbreviations

LexChIk
LexThK? A

LIDDELL—SCO'I‘i‘“
MANSI
Maria (Du MANOIR)

Maria in S. Scr.

MéISR .
MLS

NCEnc

NIDictNT

OChP
OxfordDict

PG -

191

Lexikon der christlichen Ikonographie, 8 v. Vols. 1-4
ed. by E. KirscuBaum et al., and vols. 5-8 ed.
by W. BRaUNFELS et al.: Tkonographie der-Hei-
ligen (Rome—Fre1burg-Basel—W1en Herder, 1968—
1976).

Lexzicon fiir Theologie und Kirche, ed. by J. HoFER and
K. RAHNER, 10 v. (2d, new ed., Freiburg 1957-
© 65); suppl Das Zweite Vatikanische Konzll
Dokumente und Kommentare, ed. by H S.
BRECHTER et al., pt. 1 (1966). .

H. G. LippeLL and R. A. Scotr, A Greek—Engllsh
Lezicon. Rev. and aug. by H. S. Jones and R.

. McKEnzig, 9th ed. (Oxford, 1940).

J. D. MANSI Sacrorum Conciliorum nova el am-
pllsszma Collectio (Pans, 1889-1927). . . ..

J. DU Mano1r, Maria. Etudes sur la Sainte Vlerge
8. (Par1s Beauchesne, 1949-1971). o

Maria in Sacra Scriptura. Acta Congressus Inter-

_nationalis Mariologici-Mariani, 1965. - Vols. I-VL.
Ed. Pontificiae Academiae Marianae Interna-
‘tionalis. (Rome).

Mélanges de Sciencé Religieuse (Lille, 1944- ).

Marian Library Studies (Marian Library, University
of Dayton, Dayton, 01'110, New Serles 1969-

) v . ce ey

New Catholic Encyclopedla, 15v.,2 suppl v. 16, 17

(New York, 1967).

- The New International Dictionary of New Testament

‘Theology, ed. C. BRown, 3 v. (Exeter: Paternoster
Press, 1975-78). (Original German: Theologisches
Begriffslexikon zum Neuen Testament, ed. by L
COENEN et al).

'Orlentalla Chrlstlana Perwdlca (Romae, 1935- ).

The Ozford chtwnary of the Christian Church, ed.
by F. L.’ Cross (London: Oxford University
‘Press, 1966).

-'Patrologia Graeca, ed. by J. P. MienEg, 217 v., in-

dexes 4 v. (Paris, 1857-66).

231




[10]

PO
QUASTEN
RAHLFS
RB

RBén .
RechScRel
RHE
RoBERT-TRICOT
RSPT
RTh_AM
SC

SelectLibNicPNic

STRACK-BILLERBECK

ThWKiITTEL

ThWKITTEL (Eng)

TU

Virgo Immaculata

232

Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

Patrologia Orientalis, ed. by R. GRAFFIN and F. Nau
(Paris, 1903- ).

J. QuastEN, Patrology, 3 v. (Westminster, Md., 1950-

).

A. RanvFs, Septuaginta, 2v. 7th ed. (Stuttgart: Wurt-
tembergischen Bibelanstat, 1962).

Revue biblique (Paris, 1892- ).

Revue Bénédictine (Maredsous, 1884- ).

. Recherches de science religieuse (Paris, 1910- ).

Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique (Louvain, 1900- ).

A. RoeerT and A. Tricor, Guide fo the Bible, tr.
by E. P. Arsez and M. P. McGuUIRE, 2 v. (Tour-
nai-New York, 1951-55; v. 1, rev. and enl., 1960).

Revue des sciences philosophiques el théologiques
(Paris, 1907- ).

Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale (Louvain,
1929- ). '
Sources chrétiennes, ed. by H. DE LuBac and J.

DantéLou (Paris, 1942- ) .

A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fa-
thers of the Christian Church, ed. by P. ScHAFF,
14 v. (New York, 1886-1900; reprtd.: Grand
Rapids, Mich., 1952ff.); 2d series, ed. by P. ScHAFF
and H. WacE, 14 v. (1890-1900; reprtd.: Grand
Rapids, Mich., 1979).

H. L. Strack and P. BiLLERBECK, Kommenfar zum
Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrash, 2 v.
(Miinchen: C. H. Beck, 1969).

G. KitreL, Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen
Testament, 10 v. (Stuttgart, 1933-78).

G. KitTEL, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-

_ment, tr. and ed. by G. W. Bromiley, 10 v.
(Grand Rapids, Mich., 1964-76).

Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichie der alt-
christlichen Literatur (Berlin, 1882- ).
Virgo Immaculata. Acta Congressus Internationalis
Mariologici-Mariani, 1954. Vols. I-XVIII. Ed.
Pontificia Academiae Marianae Internationalis

(Rome).



BIBLIOGRAPHY
{

ABramowski, L. “Zur Theologie Theodors von Mopsuestia.” Zeitschrift fiir
Kirchengeschichte 72 (1961) 263-293. '

Ackrovp, P. R. and C. F. Evans, eds. From the Beginnings to Jerome. Vol.
I of The Cambridge History of the Bible (3 vols., 1963- 70) Great Britain:
Cambridge University Press, 1970.

AvLAND, K. The Problem of the New Testament Canon. London, 1962.

— Saints and Sinners: Men and Ideas in the Early Church Philadelphia,
1970.

— Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum. Stuttgart, 1964.

ALpamA, J. A. DE. Maria en la patristica de los siglos I y I1. BAGC, 1970.

‘— “La tragedia Christus patiens y la doctrina Marlana en la Capadocia
del siglo IV.” Epektasis, pp. 417-423.

— Virgo Mater. Estudios de teologica patristica. Blbhoteca Teologica Gra-
nadina, 7. Granada: Facultad de Teologia, 1963. i

ArLonso, J. M. “La espada de Simeon en la exegesis de los Padres.” Maria in
S. Ser. IV: 183-285. {

Amanp, D. “A propos d’une édition ‘princeps’.” RBén 62 (1972) 300-301
(related to S. Y. Rudberg’s article: ibid., pp. 184-200).

— “Une homélie grecque inédite antinestorienne du Ve siécle sur 1’Incarna-
tion du Seigneur.” RBén 58 (1948) 223-263. !

AMAND DE MENDIETA, E. “La tradition manuscrite des ceuvres de saint Ba-
sile.” RHE 49 (1954) 507-521.

AMANN, E. “Théodore de Mopsueste.” DTC XV: 235-279 (1943).

AwmpHIiLocHIUS. Amphilochii Iconiensis Opera. Edited by C. DatEma. CCG
3 (1978). !

ARISTEAS. Lettre d’Aristée a Philocrate. Edited by A. PELLETIER, S.J. SC
89 (1962).

ArnNou, R. “Platonisme des Péres.” DTC XII: 2258-2392 (1934)

Asupy, G. W. Theodoret of Cyrrhus as Ezxegete of the Old Testamenlt. Gra-
hamstown: Rhodes University Publications, 1972.

ATHANASIUS. Contra Gentes et De Incarnatione. Edited by R. THomsoN.
Oxford Early Christian Texts, XXXVI. Oxford: Clarendon, 1971.

AuBINEAU, M. Codices Chrysostomici Graeci: 1 Britanniae el Hiberniae.
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique. Codices Chrysostomici

" Graeci: Documents, Etudes et Répertoires publiés par I’Institut de Re-
cherche et d’Histoire des Textes, XIII. CNRS 15. Paris: 1968.

—  Recherches Patristiques. Textes inédits. Etudes par M. Aubineau. En-
quétes sur des manuscrits. Edited by Adolf M. HAKKERT. Amsterdam,
1974.

233



[12] Greek Paitristic Exegesis (4th C.)

AvupgT, J. P. La Didaché: Instructions des Apdtres. Thése, Paris, 1958.

— ed. La Didache: Instructions des Apdires (texte et traduction). Paris:
Gabalda, 1958.

BaGATTI, P. Bellarmino, O.F.M. L’FEglise de la Gentilité en Palestine. 1er-
XIe sigcle. Jerusalem, 1968.

BavLTHAsAR, H. Urs von. Herrlichkeit. Eine theologische Asthetik. 3 vols.
Einsiedeln, 1961-69.

BARDENHEWER, O. Geschichte der Altkirchlichen Literatur. Vol. 2. 2nd ed.
Freiburg im Breisgau, 1913, '

— Geschichte der Altkirchlichen Literatur. Vol. 3. Freiburg im Breisgau,
Deutschland: Herder, 1923. (Reprint: Darmstadt, 1962.)

Barpy, G. “Amphiloque.” DSp 1: 544 (1957).

— “Basile de Césarée.” DHGE 6: 1111 (1932). - o

— “Basile (Saint) évéque de Césarée de Cappadoce.” DSp 1: 1273 (1935).

— *“Le Concile d’Antioche (379).” RBén 45 (1933) 196-213.

— “Cyrille de Jérusalem.” DSp 2: 2683-2687 (1953); and DHGE 13: 1181-
1185 (1956).

— “L’exégése patristique.” In Initiation szltque, edited by RoBERT and
TricoT, Paris, 1939. Translation in RoBeRT-TRIicoT I: 694-707.

—  “Faux et Fraudes littéraires dans 1’antiquité chrétienne.” RHE 32 (1936)
5-23, 275-302.

— “Interprétation. Exégése patristique.” DBSuppl IV: 569-591.

— “Lucien d’Antioche (Saint).” DTC IX: 1024-1031 (1926).

-—  “Origéne.” DTC XI: 1489-1565 (1931). .

— Recherches sur St. Lucien d’ Antioche et son école. Paris, 1936.

— “St. Jean Chrysostome.” DTC VIII: 660-690 (1924)."

BAREILLE, G. “Amphilochius d’Iconium.” DTC I: 421-423 (1902).

BARJEAN; K. P. de. L’Ecole Exégélique d’ Antioche, Paris, 1898.

BasiL oF CAESAREA, Saint. Ewxegetic Homilies of the Fathers of the Church
Translated by A. C. Way. FathCh 46. Washmgton, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 1963.

— Letters. Translated by A. C. Way. FathCh 28. Washmgton,D C.: Cathollc
University of America Press, 1955.

— Opera Omnia: PG 29, 30, 31, 32.

BATE, H. N. “Some Technical Terms of Greek Exegesis.” The Journal of
Theological Studies 24 (1923) 59-66.

BAUR, C. “Chrysostomus de Sacerdotio.” Theologie und Glaube 18 (1926)
569-576. -

— Initia Patrum Graecorum 2 vols. Studi e Testl, 180 181. Vatican, 1955.

— John Chrysostom and His Time. Translated by Sr M. Gonzaga. 2 vols.

* Westminster, Maryland, 1960-1961. -

— S. Jean Chrysostome et ses ceuvres dans U histoire littéraire. Paris: Louvam,
1907.

— “S. Jérdome et S. Jean Chrysostome.” RBén 23 (1906) 430-436.

BEa, A, “L’Enciclica ‘Humani Generis’ e gli Studi Biblici.” La Cwllta Cat-
tolica 101 (1950) 417-430.

234



Bibliography [13]

BECKMANN, J. H. “Status doctrinae mariologicae ante Ephesinum conciliique
influxus in pietatem marianam subsequentem.” De primordiis 11: 281-292

BENNET, M. Chr. “Mary, the Fathers, and the Bible.” Bible Today 27 (1966)
1900-1905. ‘

BENoiT, A. St. Grégoire de Nazianze. Sa vie, ses geuvres, et son époque. 2 vols.
2nd ed. Paris, 1885.

BERNARDI, J. La Prédication des Péres Cappadociens. Paris, 1968.

La Bible et les Péres. Colloque de Strasbourg, 1-3 octobre, 1969. Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1971.

BICKERSTETH, E. “John Chrysostom and ‘the Early History of the Hypapan-

.” Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici 8 (1953) 401-404.

BLACK M. and H. H. RowLEY. Peake’s Commentary on the Bible. London,
1964.

Brass. F. and A. DE BRUNNER. A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and

" Other Early Christian Literature. Translated by R. W. Funk: Chicago,
1961.

BLINZLER, J. Die Briider und Schwestern Jesu. Stuttgart, 1967.

Broch, R. “Midrash.” DBSuppl V: 1263-1281 (1957). 1

BoNsDoRFF, Max von., Zur Predigtdtigkeil des Johannes Chrysostomus. Bio-
graphisch - Chronologische Studien iiber seine Homzlzensenen zu neufesta-
mentlichen Biichern. Helsinki, 1922.

BoNsIRVEN, J. “Interprétation (Histoire de) — 1. Exégese juive.” DBSuppl
IV: 561-569 (1949).

“Jewish Exegesis.” RoBERT-TRicoT I: 684-693 (1960).

BotrTE, B. Les Origines de la Noél et de I’Epiphanie. Etudes h1stor1ques
Textes et études liturgiques. Louvain: Abbaye du Mont César, 1932.

BouLARAND, E. La nécessité de la grdce pour arriver a la foi d’aprés samt Jean
Chrysostome. Analecta Gregoriana, 18. 1939. !

BouvYer. L. The Meaning of Holy Scripture. Notre Dame, 1958.

— The Spirituality of the New Testament and the Fathers. Vol. I of A History
of Christian Spirituality. New York: Desclée Co., 1963. Translated by
Mary P. Ryan from the French La spiritualité du Nouveau Testament et
des Péres. Paris, 1960.

Brou, L. “Saint Grégoire de Nazianze et ’antienne ‘Mirabile Mysterium’ des
Laudes de la Circoncision.” EThL 58 (1944) 14-22., t

BrownN, R. E. The Birth of the Messiah: A Comunentary on the Infancy Nar-
ratives in Matthew and Luke. New York: Doubleday and Co., 1977.

— The Sensus Plenior of Sacred Scripture. Baltimore, 1955. .

— The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus. New York:
Paulist Press, 1971. ’
Busy, B. “A New Testament Passover Haggadah.” Bible Today 27 (1967)

2010-20186.

Buck, F. “Das Marienbild in der Vaterlehre auf Grund von typologlscher
Schriftauslegung.” Maria in S. Ser. VI: 185-198.

BiicHESEL, H. “AIlegoreo ? ThWKiItTeL (Eng) I: 260-263 (1964)

BuLTMANN, R. “Ginosko, Gnosis.” ThWKiITTEL (Eng) I: 689-719 (1964).

235




[14] Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

BureeR, D. C. Bibliotheca Chrysostomica. I. Index initiorum graecorum ope-
rum Chrysostomo ad scriptorum. Portland, 1982.

— A Complete Bibliography of the Scholarship on the Life and Works of St.
John Chrysostom. Evanston, Illinois, 1964.

BureHARDT, W. J. “Mary in Eastern Patristic Thought.” In Mariology. 3 vols.

" Edited by J. B. CArRoL. Milwaukee, 1957. 2: 88-153.

— “On Early Christian Exegesis.” Theological Studies 11 (1950) 78-116.

CaBroL, F. Etude sur la Peregrinatio Silviae: les églises de Jérusalem, la
discipline et la liturgie au I'Ve siécle. Paris, 1895.

CameroT, T. “Clément d’Alexandrie et I’'Ecriture.” RB 53 (1946) 242-248.

CAMPENHAUSEN, H. The Fathers of the Greek Church. Translated by S. God-
man. New York, 1955.

Caner, L. “Pourl’édition de S. Jean Chrysostome (Sermones contra Judaeos).”

- Mélange d’ Archéologie et d’Histoire 34 (1914) 97-200.

CappuyNs, M. “Le ‘De imagine’ de Grégoire de Nysse traduit par Jean Scot
Erigéne.” RThAM 32 (1965) 205-262.

Caro, R. La Homiletica Mariana Griega en el Siglo V. MLS 3 (1971), 4
(1972), 5 (1973).

CARTER, R. E. ”The Chronology of John Chrysostom’s Early Life.” Tradi-
tio 18 (1962) 357-364.

CAVALIERI, Franchi de’. “La ‘Homilia II in S. Pelagiam’ & veramente di S.
Giovanni Crisostomo ?” Nofe agiografiche 8: 281-303. Studi e testi, 65.
Vatican, 1935.

CeRFAUx, L. “Simples Réflexions 4 propos de 'exégese apostolique.” EThL
25 (1949) 565-576.

— J. CoprPENS, J. GRiBoMONT. Problémes et méthode d’exégése théologique.
Louvain: Desclée de Brouwer, 1950.

CHapwick, H. Early Christian Thought and the Classical Tradition: Studies in
Justin, Clement, and Origen. New York, 1966.

CHasg, F. H. Chrysostom: A Study in the History of Biblical Interpretation.
Cambridge, 1887.

CHiLbs, B. S. “The Sensus Liferalis of Scripture: An Ancient and Modern
Problem.” In Beitrage fiir Altestamentlichen Theologie— Festschrift fiir
W. Zimmerli, pp. 80-93. Gottingen, 1977

CrrysosTomM, St. John. Opera Omnia. Edited by H. SaviLe. 8 vols. Eton,
1612.

— Sancti Patris Nostri Joannis Chrysostomi Opera Omnia. ... Edited by
B. pE MoNTFAUCON. Paris, 1718-38. 13 vols. Revised (GaAuME), 1834-40.

— Opera Omnia. PG 47-64, in 13 volumes (1858-62).

— A une jeune veuve sur le mariage unique. Edited by B. GRiLLET and G. H.
ErTiNngER. SC 138 (1968).

— Baptismal Instructions. Translated and annotated by P. W. HARKINS.
AncChrWr 31 (1911). Westminster, Maryland: Newman Press, 1963.

— Chrysostom. SelectLibNicPNic (Series 1), vols. IX-XIV. i

— Les cohabitations suspecles: comment observer la virginité, Edited by J.

DumorTieR. Paris, 1955.

236



Bibliography [15]

— Commentary on St. John, the Apostle and Evangelist: Homilies [1-88].
Translated by Sr. Th. Aq. Goggin. FathCh 33 and 41. New York, 1957,
1960.

— . Des heiligen Kirchenlehrers Johannes Chrysostomus ausgewdhlte Schrif-
ten, aus dem griechischen iibersefzt. BKYV, 8§ vols.

— The Homilies of St. John Chrysostom on the Gospel of St. Matthew. Trans-
lated by G. Prevost. 3 vols. Oxford, 1843-51. Reprinted and revised:
Select LibNicPNic 10 (1889), by M. B. RipDLE.

— Huit catéchéses baptismales. Edited by A. WenGeR. SC, 50bis (Reprinted
with Supplement, 1970).

— Quatre homélies de saint Jean Chrysostome sur les lentations de Noire
Seigneur et Uincarnation [Syriac] (Edited by F. Nav), in PO 13: 115-157.

— Sur la Providence de Dieu. Edited by A. M. MaLINGREY. SC 79 (1961).

— Sur la vaine gloire et I'éducation des enfants. Edited by A. M. MALINGREY.
SC 188 (1972).

— La virginité. Edited by H. MusuriLLo and B. GrILLET. SC 125 (1966).

CHRYSOSTOMIKA. Studi e Ricerche intorno a S. Giovanni Crisostomo.
A cura del comitato per il XV centenario della sua morte (407-1907).
Rome, 1908.

CiGNELLI, L. Maria Nuova Eva nella Patristica Greca. Assisi, 1966.

Clavis Patrum Apostolicorum. Edited by H. Krarr. Miinchen, 1963.

Clement of Alexandria. Edited by W. WiLsoN. ANCL 4 and ANF 2: 171-206.

CLEMENT oF RoME. Clément de Rome: Eplire aux Corinthiens. Edited by A.
Jausert. SC 167 (1971).

CLow, W. M. “The Preaching of Chrysostom.” FEzxpositor VIII, 23 (1922)
359-368. )

Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta. Revised edition, 1962. New York:
Herder. Texts of Councils: 325, Nicea (pp. 1-15); 381, I Constantinople
(pp. 17-31); 431, Ephesus (pp. 33-56).

CONGAR, Y. M. J. “Marie et ’Eglise dans la pensée patristique.” RSPT 38
(1954) 3-38.

CONYBEARE, F. C. “On the Western Texts of Acts as Evidenced by Chrysos-
tom.” American Journal of Philosophy 17 (1896) 135-171.

CraGHAN, J. Mary: The Virginal Wife and the Married Virgin' The Problema-
tic of Mary’s Vow of Virginity. Rome, 1967.

CrouzeL, H. “La Théologie Mariale d’Origéne.” SC 87: 11- 64 Introduction
to [Origéne] Homélies sur S. Luc. Paris: Cerf, 1962.

CuLLmANN, O. The Early Church. Edited and translated by A. J. B. Hiccins.
Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1956.

CummiNgs, J. T. “Gregory of Nazianzus, St.” NCEnc 6: 791- 794 (1967).

CyRIL oF JERUSALEM, Saint. Catéchéses baptismales et mystagogiques. Transla-
ed by J. Bouvet. Namur, 1962.

DanNitLou, J. “L’Adversus Arium et Sabellium de Grégoire de Nysse et 1’ori-
génisme Cappadocien.” RechScRel 54 (1966) 61-66.

— “Compte rendu: Jésus transfiguré, par Harold Riesenfeld, Upsala, 1947.”
Dieu Vivant 14 (1949) 143-145.

237



[16] Greek Patrislic Exegesis (4th C.)

— “Les divers sens de I’Ecriture dans la tradition Chrétienne primitive.”
EThL 24 (1948) 119-126.

— “The Fathers and the Scriptures.” The Eastern Churches Quarterly 10
(1953-1954) 265-273. Idem. Theology 57 (1954) 83-89.

— From Glory to Glory—Texts from Gregory of Nyssa’s Mystical Writings.
Translated by H. Musurillo. London, 1962.

— “Mofise, exemple et figure chez Grégoire de Nysse.” Cahiers Sioniens 8
(1954) 267-282.

— Origen. Translated by W. MircHeLL. New York, 1955.

— “Origéne.” DBSuppl VI: 884-908 (1964).

— “Qu’est-ce que la typologie?” In L’Ancien Testament et les Chrétiens.
Paris, 1951, pp. 199-205.

— A. H. CouratiN and J. Kent. Historical Theology. The Pelican Guide
to Modern Theology, 2. Penguin Books, 1969.

DE AMBROGGI, D. P. “I sensi Biblici, Direttive e studi recenti.” La Scuola
Catlolica 78 (1950) 444-456.
“Il senso letterale pieno nelle Divine Scritture.” La Scuola Catiolica
60 (1932) 296-312.

DE FavEg, E. Clément d’ Alexandrie. Paris, 1906.

— Origen and His Work. Translated by F. Rothwell. New York, 1929.

DeL FaBBro, D. “Le Omelie Mariane nei Padri Greci del V. Secolo.” Maria-
num 8 (1946) 201-234,

De Lusac, H. Exégése Médiévale. Les quatre sens de U Ecriture. Parts I, II.
Aubier, 1958.

— Histoire et Esprit, I'Intelligence de I Ecriture d’aprés Origéne. Paris, 1950.

— The Sources of Revelation. Translated by Luke O’Neill. New York:
Herder and Herder, 1968. ) 3

DEeVREESSE, R. “Chaines Exégétiques Grecques.” DBSuppl I: 1084-1233
(1926).

— Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste. Studi e Testi, 141. Vatican, 1948.

DEeWART, J. M. The Theology of Grace of Theodore of Mopsuestia. Washington,
1971.

Dierampe, F. Doctrina Patrum de Verbi Incarnatione. Munster, 1907.

Dievu, L. “La Marialogie de St. Jean Chrysostome.” M¢émoires et Rapports du
Congrés Marial (Sect. Fran.) II: 71-83. Brussels, 1921.

DoNDERA, A. Der Heilige Kirchenlehrer Gregor von Nazianz. Munster, 1909.

DoRESSE, Jean. The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics. London: Hollis and
Carter, 1960.

DownNEY, G. “Antioch.” NCEnc 1: 623-626 .

— A History of Antioch in Syria from Seleucus to the Arab Conquest. Prince-
ton, 1961.

DuBARLE, A. M. “Les fondements bibliques du titre marial de nouvelle Eve.”

" RechScRel 39 (1951-1952) 49-64.

ELLERO, G. M. Esegesi ¢ Teologia dell Incarnazione secondo Giovanni Crisos-

— tomo. Vicenza, 1967.
“Maternita e virtu di Maria in San Giovanni Crisostomo.” Marianum 25
(1963) 405-446.

238



Bibliography | [17]

Epitre de Barnabé. Edited by P. Pricent and R. A. Krarr. SC 179 (1971).

EuseBrus PamMpHILY OF CAESAREA. The Ecclesiastical History. PG 20: 45-906;
GCS 9: 1-3 (E. ScEwARTZ); SC 31: 41, 55 (G. BARDY). English translatlon
by Ch. F. Cruse. Grand Rapids, Mich., 1966.

— The Ecclesiastical History and the Martyrs of Palestine. Translated by
H. J. Lawler and J. E. L. Oulton. 2 vols. London: S.P.C.K. Press, 1927-
28. :

— The History of the Church from Christ to Constantine. Translated by G. A.
Williamson. New York. 1966.

FERGUSON, J. Clement of Alexandria. New York, 1974.

. FERNANDEZ, D. De Mariologia S. Epiphanii. Rome, 1968.

“Los origenes de la Mariologia Patristica.” EphM 21 (1971) 122-125.
— “La spiritualité Mariale chez les Péres de I'Eglise.” In “Marie (Vierge),”
DSp 10: 423-440 (1977).
FESTUGIERE, A. J. Antioche paienne et Chrétienne. leamus, Chrysostome et
les Moines de Syrie. Paris, 1959.
Finn, Th. M. “Baptismal Death and Resurrection: A Study in Fourth-Century
.Eastern Baptismal Terminology.” Worship 43 (1969) 175-189.
— The Liturgy of Baptism in the Baptismal Instructions of St. John Chry-
. sostom. Studies in Christian Antiquity, 15 (Edited by J. QUASTEN).
‘Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America, 1967,
FITTKAN, G. Der Begriff des Mysteriums bei Johannes Chrysostormus. Bonn,
1953.
FrrzMEVYER, J. The Historical Truth of the Gospels (the 1964 Instruction of the
Biblical Commission). Glen Rock, New Jersey, 1964.
FLANAGAN, M. H. Chrysostom in the Condescension and Accuracy of the Scrip-
tures. Wellington, 1958. ”
FLEURY, E. Hellénisme et christianisme: Salni Grégoire de Naztan.ze et son
temps. Paris, 1930.
ForreR, G. and W. FoERSTER. “Sotér.” ThWKITTEL (Eng) VII: 1003-1022.
Fritz, G. “Pierre d’Alexandrie.” DTC XII: 1802-1804 (1935); DTC Tables
Générales III: 3706 (1972).
GaLLAY, P. Langue et style de saint Grégoire de Nazianze. Parls, 1933. .,
Garrus, T. “De sensu verborum Lec. 2: 35 eorumque momento mariologico,”
. Biblica 29 (1948) 220-239. S :
GALTIER, P. “Théodore de Mopsueste: Sa vraie pensée sur I’ Incarnation.”
RechScRel 45 (1957) 161-186, 338-360.
GaMBERO, L. “La Madonna negli scritti di San Basilio.” Maier Ecclesiae XV
(Gennaio-Aprile, 1979) 37-45.
— L’Omelia sulla generazione di Cristo di Basilio di Cesarea Il posto della
Vergine Maria. Tezi. In MLS 13-14 (1981-82) 1-220. .
GEERLINGS, J. and S. NEw. “Chrysostom’s Text of the Gospel of St. Mark ”
.« Harvard Theological Review 24 (1931) 121-142,
GELIN, A. “La doctrine paulinienne du Nouvel Adam,” BEM 13 (1955) 15-23
— The Poor of Yahweh. Translated by Mother Kathryn Sullivan. College-
ville, Minnesota: Liturgical Press, 1963. .

239



[18] Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

GianneLLI, G. “Témoignages patristiques grecs en faveur d’une apparition du
Christ ressuscité 4 1la Vierge Marie.” Mélanges Martin Jugie. Revue des
études byzantines 11 (1953) 106-119.

G1La, A. “Il culto alla Madre di Dio 1n Severiano di Gabala.
3: 229-242 (1970).

GiLit, F. Eusebio di Cesarea e la prima “Quaestio ad Stephanum.” Tezi di
licenza. Marianum, 1954.

GINZBERG, L. “Allegorical Interpretations.” JewEnc 1: 403-411 (1901).

GIORGIATIS, B. Die Lehre des Johannes Chrysostomus iiber die heiligen Schrif-
ten. Athens, 1947.

GoOODENOUGH, E. R. An Infroduction to Philo Judaeus. 2nd ed. Oxford, 1962

GoODSPEED, E. J. A History of Early Christian Literature. Chicago, 1966.

GorpILLo, M. Mariologia Orientalis. Series Orientalia Analecta Christiana,
No. 141. Rome: Pont. Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1954.

— Theologia Orientalium cum Latinorum comparata; commentatio historica.
Series Orientalia Analecta Christiana, No. 158: vol. 1. Rome: Pont. In-
stitutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1960.

GRANT, R. M. After the New Testament. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967.

— Augustus to Constantine—The Thrust of the Christian Movement info the
Roman World. New York, 1970. g

GREENLEE, J. H. The Gospel Text of Cyril of Jerusalem. Copenhagen, 1955.

GREER, R. A. Theodore of Mopsuestza——-E:cegete and Theologian. Westminster,
1961.

GREGORY OF Nvyssa, Saint. The Catechetzcal Oration of St. Gregory of Nyssa.
Edited by J. H. SRawLEY. Cambridge Patristic Texts. Cambridge, 1903.

— Grégoire de Nysse. Discours catéchétique. Edited by J. H. SrRawLEY.
Reprinted by L. Méridier, Paris, 1908.

GreLoT, F. “Marie (Vierge) 1. Ecriture Sainte.” In DSp 10: 409-423 (1977).

GRIBOMONT, J. “L’Origénisme de S. Basile.” In L’homune devant Dieu. Mé-
langes Henri De Lubac, I: 281-294. Paris, 1963-1964.-

GRILLMEIER, A. Christ in Christian Tradition: From the Apostolic Age to
Chalcedon (451). Translated from the German by J. S Bowden. New
York: Sheed and Ward, 1965.

GroBEL, K. “Interpretation.” In Inferprefer’s Dictionary of the Bible, edited
by G. BurTrick et al. (5 vols.), II: 718-724 (1962). New York, 1962-76.

GrooT, A. DE. Die Schmerzhafte Mutter und Geféhrtin des géttlichen Erldsers
in der Weissagung Simeons (Lk. 2: 35). Kaldenkirchen: Steyler, 1956

Gross, J. “Theodor von Mopsuestia: Ein Gegner der Erbsiindenlehre.”
Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte 65 (1953-1954) 1-15.

GuUIGNET, M. Saint Grégoire de Nazianze et la rhétorique. Thése. Paris, 1911.

— Saint Grégoire de Nazianze, oraleur et épistolier. Paris, 1911.

GurLLET, J. “Les Exégétes d’Alexandrie et d’Antloche ” TRechScRel 34
(1947) 257-302.

HAGNER, D. A. The Use of the 0ld and New Testaments in Clement of Rome.
Leiden, 1973.

HAIDACKER, J. Die Lehre des heiligen Johannes Chrysostomus iiber die Schrift-
inspiration. Salzburg, 1897.

3

De Primordiis

240



Bibliography [19]

HavgiN, F. Manuscrils Grecs de Paris: Im)entazre Hagiographique. Brussels,
1968.

HameLL, P. J. Handbook of Patrology. Staten Island, N. Y.: Alba House, 1968.

Hanson, R. P. C. Origen’s Doctrine of Tradition. London, 1954.

Harpy, E. R. Christology of the Later Fathers. London and Philadelphia,
1954.

— Faithful Witnesses: Records of Early Christian Mariyrs. (1908 ed.)
New York: World Christian Books, Association Press. 1960.

Harr, M. “‘From Glory to Glory’ I'interprétation de II Cor. 3, 18b, par
Grégoire de Nysse et la liturgie baptismale.” In KYRIAKON, Fest-
schrift Johannes Quasten, II: 730-735. Munster, 1970.

— ed. Ecriture et culture philosophique dans la pensée de Grégoire de Nysse.
Actes du Colloque de Chevefogne (22-26 septembre, 1969). Leiden, 1971.

HarNACKk, A. History of Dogma. Translated by J. Millar. 7 vols. London,
1896-1899.

HarvANEK, R. F. “Gregory of Nyssa, St.” NCEnc 6: 794-796 (1967).

HeNNECKE, E., ed. New Testament Apocrypha. 2 vols. Philadelphia: The
‘Westminster Press, 1959. ‘

HERGENROTHER, J. Die Antiochenische Schule und ihre Bedeutung auf exe-
gétischem Gebiete. Wiirzburg, 1866.

HEesycHIUS oF JERUSALEM, Les Homélies Festales d’Hésychius de Jérusalem.
Edited by M. AuBINEAU. Vols. I and II. Subsidia Hagiographica, 59 and
60. Brussels, 1978. .

— Homélies Pascales. Edited by M. Avsineau. SC 187 (1972).

- Hoir, K. Amphilochius von Ikonium in seinem Verhdlinis zu den grossen
Kappadoziern. Tiibingen, 1904.

HoérrL, H. Introductio Generalis in Sacram Scripturam. Vol. I. 6th ed.
Rome, 1963.

HuMBERTCLAUDE, P. La doclrine ascétique de saint Basile de Césarée. Paris,
1932,

IcLEsIAS, S. M. “Literary Genre of the Infancy Gospel in St. Matthew.” In
Contemporary New Testament Studies, edited by Sr. M R. Ryan. Min-
nesota, 1965.

IeNATIUS OF ANTIocH. Leftres. Lettres et Martyre de Polycarpe de Smyrne.
Edited by P. Th. CAMELoT. SC 10. 4th ed. (1969).

IRENAEUS OoF LyoNs. Irénée de Lyon. Contre les héresies. Livre IV. Edited by
A. Rousseavu et al. SC 100, 2 vols. (1965).

— Irénée de Lyon. Démonstration de la Prédication Apostolzque Edited by
L. Froipevaux. SC 62 (1959; reprinted 1971).

IsavE, G. “L’Unité de Popération divine dans les écrits tnmtalres de S.
Grégoire de Nysse.” RechScRel 27 (1937) 422-439.

JAEGER, W. Two Rediscovered Works of Ancient Christian therature Gregory

' of Nyssa and Macarius. Leiden, 1954.

JOUASSARD, G “L’interprétation par S. Cyrille de la scéne de Marie au pied de
la croix.” Virgo Immaculata 4: 28-47 (1955).

— “Marie 4 travers la patristique.” Maria (Du MANOIR) 1 69-157 (1949).

— “La nouvelle Eve chez les Péres Anténicéens.” BEM 12 (1954) 35-54.

241



[20] Greek Parristic Exegesis (4th C.)

JourJoN, M, “Aux origines de la pri¢re d’intercession de Marie. (Le témoigna-
ge des Péres des cinq premiers siécles).” BEM, 23 (1966) 37-49.

Jucie, M. “La premiére féte mariale en Orient et en Occident.” [Echos d’Orient
22 (1923) 129-152.

JUsseN, K. Die dogmatischen Anschauungen des Hesychius von Jerusalem.
2 vols.: Munsterische Beitrage zur Theologie, 17, 20, Munster in West-

" falen, 1931-1934.
— “Hesychius v. Jerusalem.” LexThK?2 5 (1960).
. — “Die Mariologie des Hesychius von Jerusalem.” In Theologie in Geschichle
"~ und Gegenwart. Festschrift M. Schmaus, edited by J. Auer and H. VoLk.
Munich, 1957.

Juzex, J. H. Die Christologie des heiligen Johannes Chrysosfomus. Disserta-
tion. Breslau, 1920.

“Die Lehre des heiligen Johannes Chrysostomus iiber den Heiligen Geist.”
Der Katholik 93, 1 (1913) 304-320.

KeANE, H. “The Sacrament of Penance in St. John Chrysostom.” ITQ 14
(1919) 305-317.

KEeLvrY, J. N. D. Early Christian Creeds. London: Longmans, 2nd. ed — 1960,
3rd impression — 1963. .

— Early Christian Doctrines. 2nd ed. London, 1960.

Kiun, H. Die dliesten Christlichen Schulen iiberhaupt und die Schulen zu
Antioch, Edessa und Nisibis insbesondere. 1st part. Weissenburg, 1865.

— Die Bedeutung der Antiochenischen Schule auf dem Exegelischen Gebiele.
2nd part. Weissenburg, 1866.

Kvuerst, J. A. The Epistle of Barnabas. AncChrWr 6 (1948).

KIRCHMEYER, J. “Hésychius de Jérusalem.” DSp 7: 399-408 (1968).

KnNnAckSTEDT, O. “Die Theologie der Jungfraiilichkeit b. hl. Gregor von
Nyssa.” Dissertation. 1940.

KrarT, R. A. “Barnabas’ Isaiah Text and the ‘Testlmony Book’ Hypothe-
sis.” Journal of Biblical Literature 79 (1960) 336-350.

— ed. Barnabas and the Didache. The Apostolic Fathers: A New Translation
and Commentary, 3. New York, 1965.

LA BONNARDIERE, Anne-Marie. Biblia Augusfiniana, V: Ancient Testament.
Le livre de la sagesse. Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1970.

LAGRANGE, M.-J. Histoire ancienne du canon du Nouveau Testament. Paris,
1933.

Lampe, G. W. H. and K. J. WoorLLcomBE. Essays in Typology. Part I: “The
Reasonableness of Typology” by G. W. H. LampEg; Part II: “The Biblical
Origins and Patristic Development of Typology” by K. J. W0oOLLCOMBE.
Studies in Biblical Theology, 22. Naperville, Illinois: A. R. Allenson, 1957.

LaTko, E. F. Origen’s Concept of Penance. Laval: Québec University, 1949.

LAURENTIN, R. Court Traité de Théologie Mariale. Paris, 1954. Table rectifi-
cative des pi¢ces mariales inauthentiques ou discutées contenues dans les
deux patrologies de Migne (pp. 119-173).

—  “L’interprétation de Genése 3: 15 dans la tradition jusqu’au début du
x111e siécle.” BEM 12 (1954) 77-156.

242



Bibliography [21]

Lavyron, B. “The Sources, Date and Transmission of Didache 1.3b-2.1.”
Harvard Theological Review 61 (1968) 343-383.

LEBRETON, J. “Clément d’Alexandrie.” DSp 2: 950-961 (1953).

Le DfavuTt, R. “Apropos a Definition of Midrash.” Inferpretation 25 (1971)
259-282, !

— “A propos d’une définition du midrash.” Biblica 50 (1969) 395-413.

— Introduction ¢ la Littérature Targumique. Premitre Partie. Rome, 1966.

— La Nuit Pascale. Rome, 1963. .

— “Les Targums ou versions aramaiques de la Bible.” Service International
de Documentation Judéo-Chrétienne (Rome) IX, 2 (1976) 4-11, 33-35.

— A. JAuBERT, K. HRUBY, The Spirituality of Judaism. Translated by P.
Barrett. The Religious Experience Series, 11. St. Meinrad, Indiana,
1977. Cf. “Judaisme.” DSp 8: 1487-1564 (1974).

LemARtE, J. La manifestation du Seigneur. Lex orandi, 23. Paris: Cerf, 1957.

LErOUX, J. M. “Relativité et Transcendance du texte biblique d’aprés Jean
Chrysostome.” In La Bible et les Péres. Paris, 1971,

LEvs, R. L’image de Dieu chez saint Grégoire de Nysse. Museum Lessianum, 49.
Brussels, 1951.

LIEBAERT, J. L’Incarnation: I. Des Origines au Concile de Chalcédoine. Trans-
lated from the German. Paris: Cerf, 1966.

LicHTFOOT, J. B. The Apostolic Fathers. Michigan, 1967.

Livius, T. The Blessed Virgin in the Fathers of the First Siz Centuries.” Lon-
don, 1892. !

LiorarT, E. M. “Marfa y la Iglesia en los Padres Preefesinos.” In Maria-
Ecclesia Regina et Mirabilis, pp. 11-99. Scripta et Documenta, 6. Mont-
serrat, 1956.

LoEwg, R. ”The Jewish Midrashim and Patristic and Scholastic Exegesis of
the Bible.” TU 63 (1957) 492-514.

LoorFs, ¥. Paulus von Samosata. TU 44, 5 (1924).

LvonnNET, St. “Témoignages de saint Jean Chrysostome et de saint Jérdme
sur Jacques, le Frére du Seigneur.” RechScRel 29 (1939) 335-351.

MacRAE, G. W. “The Fourth Gospel and Religionsgeschichte.” Catholic
Biblical Quarterly 32 (1970) 13-24,

ManzaNo, J. “Algunas consideraciones sobre el culto mariano antes del
Concilio de Efeso.” De primordiis 2: 295-326. ‘

MagcHisANO, F. L’inferpretatione di kecharitomene fino alla metd del secolo
XIII. Contributo alla mariologia biblica. Rome: Universitatis Grego-
rianae, 1968.

MARTIMORD, A. G. L’Eglise en priére. Introduction ¢ la lzturgle 3rd ed. Paris,

1965.

Mays, J. L. Micah: A Commentary. Old Testament Library. Philadelphia:
‘Westminster Press, 1976.

McHuceH, J. The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament. Garden City, New
York, 1975.

McKENzIE, J. L. “Annotations on the Christology of Theodore of Mopsues-
tia.” Theological Studies 19 (1958) 345-373.

»

243



Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

— “A Chapter in the History of Spiritual Exegesis: De Lubac’s Histoire
et Esprit.” Theological Studies 12 (1951) 265-281.

— “A New Study of Theodore of Mopsuestia.” Theological Studies 10
(1949) 394-408.

MeppiNeg, W. “Erscheinung des Auferstanden vor Maria.” LexChIk I: 667-
671 (1968). ’

MeEeHAN, D. “Editions of St. Gregory of Nazianzus.” ITQ 18 (1951) 203-219.

MEER, F. van der and Christine MoHRMANN. Aflas of the Early Christian.
World. Translated and edited by M. F. Heprune and H. H. RowLzey.
London: Nelson, 1958.

MeiNHoLD, P. “Die drei mariologischen Aussagen in der alten Kirche.,” De
Primordiis 2: 195-205.

MeRrx, A. “Der Messias oder ta’ eb d. Samaritaner.” In Zeitschrift fiir die
alttestamentliche Wissenschaff. Beih. 17 (1909).

METZGER, B. A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament. 3rd ed.
London, New York: United Bible Societies, 1971.

MEVYER, L. Saint Jean Chrysostome, Maltre de perfection chrétienne. Paris,
1933.

Micuaup, E. “La Christologie de Jean Chrysostome.” Revue Infernationale
de Théologie 17 (1909) 275-291.

“L’Ecclésiologie de S. Jean Chrysostome.” Revue Infernationale de
Théologie 11 (1903) 491-620.
“La Sotériologie de St. Jean Chrysostome.” Revue Infernationale de
Théologie 18 (1910) 35-49.

MiINeANA, A., ed. and trans. Commentary of Theodore of Mopsuestia on the
Lord’s Prayer and on the Sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist. Wood-
brooke Studies, VI. Cambridge, England: W. Heffer and Sons Ltd.,
1933.

—, ed. and trans. Comumentary of Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Nicene Creed.
Woodbrooke Studies, V. Cambridge, England: W. Heffer and Sons,
Ltd., 1932,

MonTAGNA, D. “Lalode alla Theotokos nei testi greci dei secoli IV-VIL” Ma-
rianum 24 (1962) 453-543.

MoNTFAUCON, B. de. “Vita S. J. Chrysostomi nunc primum adornata— Chry-
sostomi Opera Omnia.” PG 47: 83-264.

Moorg, C. A. Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah—the Additions. Anchor Bible,
44. New York, 1977.

Mormv, G. “Quelques aper¢us nouveaux sur 1’Opus imperfectum in Mat-
thaeum.” RBén 17 (1925) 239-262.

Mossay, J. Les fétes de Noél et d’ Epiphanie d’aprés les sources littéraires cap-
padociennes du IVe siécle. Paris: Louvain, 1966.

— La Noél et I’Epiphanie en Cappadoce au IVe siécle. Lex Orandi, 40.
Paris, 1967.

— “La prédication ‘liturgique’ de Grégoire de Nazianze.” Studia Patristica,
X /I: 402-406 (TU 107).



Bibliography [23]

MouLARD, A. Saint Jean Chrysostome, le défenseur du mariage et Uapbtre de la
virginité. Paris, 1921.

Moutk, C. F. D. The Birth of the New Testament. New York, 1962

MovurTtoN, W. F. and A. S. GEpEN. A Concordance to the Greek Testament.
4th ed. Edinburgh, 1974.

Movursouras, E. I'PHI'OPIOY O NYXXHZX. Biog Zvyygay,ua-ra — Aidao-
xaAia — BifAioypapia. Athens, 1970. Néa Zidy.

MuckLE, J. T. “The Doctrine of St. Gregory of Nyssa on Man as the Image of
God.” Medieval Studies 7 (1945) 55-84.

MULLER, A. Ecclesia — Maria. Die Einheit Marias und der Kirche. 2nd ed.
Freiburg: Switzerland, 1955.

MULLER, G. Lexicon Athanasianum. Berlin, 1944-1952.

Murprny, F. X. “Hesychius of Jersusalem.” NCEnc 6: 1090 (1967).

Murray, R. Symbols of Church and Kingdom. Cambridge, 1973.

NasH, H. S. “The Exegesis of the School of Antioch: A Criticism of the Hypo-
thesis That Aristotelianism Was a Main Cause in Its Genesis.” Journal
of Biblical Literature 11 (1892) 22-37.

NEeALE, J. M. The Patriarchate of Antioch (posthumous contmuatlon of his
Holy Eastern Church). London, 1873.

NewmaN, J. H. Si. Chrysostom. London: Pickering, 1881. From Historical
Sketches. 3 vols. Many editions. '

Nicoras, M.-J. “Introduction théologique 4 des études sur 12 Nouvelle Eve,”
BEM 12 (1954) 1-7.

Noél, Epiphanie, Retour du Christ. (Semaine liturgique de I’Institut Saint-
Serge.) Paris, 1967.

Norri1s, R. A., II. Manhood and Christ—A Study in the Chrzstology of Theo-
dore of Mopsuestza Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963.
OHLEYER, L. J. The Pauline Formula “Induere Christum” with Special Reference
to the Works of St. John Chrysostom. Dissertation. Washington, 1921.
ORIGEN. Origéne: Commentaire sur Saint Jean. Edited by C. BLaNce. Tome
I (Livres I-V): SC 120 (1966); Tome II (Livres VI-X): SC 157 (1970);
Tome III (Livre XIII): SC 222 (1975); Tome IV (Livres XIX-XX): SC
290 (1982). ‘

— Contra Celsum. Edited by P. KoerscHAU. GCS 2-3 (1899).

— Homélies sur Saint Luc. Edited by H. CrouzeL, F. FourniEr, and P.
PtricHoN. SC 87 (1962). I

— In Lucam homiliae XXXIX (latine, Hieronymo 1nterprete) M. RAUER,
ed., Origenes Werke IX: Die Homilien zu Lukas. . . . GCS (Berlin, 1959).

—  Traité des principes. Edited by H. CrouzeL and M. SiMonETTI. SC 252
(1978): Livres I and II (Tome I); SC 253 (1978): Commentaire et fragments
(Tome II); SC 268 (1980): Livres III and IV. Texte critique de la Philo-
calie et de la version latine de Rufin (Tome III); SC 269 (1980) Commen-
taire et fragments (Tome IV).

— De principiis. Origenes Werke, V. GCS 22. Leipzig, 1913.

— Origen on First Principles. Koetschau’s text of the De Principiis trans-
lated into English by G. W. Butterworth. Introduction to Torchback
edition by H. de Lubac. New York: Harper and Row, 1966.

245




[24] Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

OsBoRrN, E. F. The Philosophy of Clement of Alexandria. Cambridge, 1957.

OrT1z DE URBINA, I. “Lo sviluppo della Mariologia nella Patrologia Orientale.”
OChP 6 (1940) 40-82.

“Mariologia Amphilochii Iconiensis.” OChP (1957) 186-191.
“Primi sermones panegyrici in honorem Mariae a medio saeculo 1v ad
medium saeculum v.” De primordiis 3: 119-133.

OT1s, B. “Cappadocian Thought as a Coherent System.” Dumbarion Oaks
Papers 12 (1958) 95-124,

OuvrroN, J. E. L. and H. CHADWICK, eds. Alexandrian Christianity: Selected
Translations of Clement and Origen. Philadelphia, 1954.

OweN, E. C. E. “St. Gregory at Nazianzus.” Journal of Theological Studies
26 (1925) 64-71.

PARGOIRE, J. —“Les homélies de S. Jean Chrystostome en juillet 399.” Echos
d’Orient 3 (1899/1900) 151-162.

PARkER, H. J. A Catalogue of Editions of the Fathers of the Church and Eccle-
siastical Wrilters of the First Thirteen Centuries and Collections of Their
Fragments, Chronologically Arranged. To Which is Added, a List of
Books Recommended to Students in Divinity. Oxford, 1844.

ParrERsoN, L. Theodore of Mopsuestia and Modern Thought. London:
S.P.C.K. Press, 1926.

PeLIkAN, J. The Preaching of Chrysostom—Homilies on the Sermon on the

Mount. Philadelphia, 1967.

— The Shape of Death: Life, Death, and Imumortality. Abingdon, 1961,

PeRLER, O. and J. L. MAIER. Les Voyages de Saint Augustin. Paris: Etudes
Augustiniennes, 1969.

PerriN, N. Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom—Symbol and Metaphor
in New Testament Interpretation. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976.

PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA. La Migration d’Abraham. Philo d’Alexandrie. SC 47
(Série annexe, 1957).

Philo of Alexandria. 10 vols. Translated by F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker.
Loeb Classical Library. Harvard, 1929-1962.

PirxE ABoTH. The Ethics of the Talmud: The Sayings of the Fathers. Edited
by R. T. HErrorp. New York, 1964.

PiroT, L. L’ceuvre exégétique de Théodore de Mopsueste. Rome, 1913.

PirrmAN, R. S. The Marian Homilies of Hesychius of Jerusalem. Washington,
D. C., 1974.

PLAGNIEUX, J. Saint Grégoire de Naziance Théologien. Paris, 1951.

PrumpE, J. C. “Some Little-known Early Witnesses to Mary’s Virginitas in
Partu.” Theological Studies 9 (1948) 567-577. .

PonTET, N. L’Exégése de S. Augustin—Prédicateur. Théologie-Etudes publiées
sous la direction de la faculté de théologie de Lyon-Fourviere, 7. Mar-
seille: Aubier, 1944,

PorTERIE, I. de la. “De interpunctione et interpretatione versuum Joh.
1, 3.4.” Verbum Domini 33 (1955) 193-203.

PRrREsTIGE, G. L. Fathers and Herelics. London, 1968. -

— God in Patristic Thought. London: S.P.C.K. Press, 1969.

246



Bibliography , : [25]

— St. Basil the Great and Apollinaris of Laodicea. Edited by H. CEHADWICK.
London: S.P.C.K. Press, 1956.

PrIGENT, P. Apocalypse 12. Histoire de Uexégése. Tiibingen, 1959.

QUASTEN, J. “Amphilocius von Ikonium.” LexThK2 I: 448-449 (1957).
“The Liturgical Mysticism of Theodore of Mopsuestla Theological
Studies 15 (1954) 431-439.

Rapo, P. “Die Pseudo-Chrysostomische Homilie: gl 77 ng'rov Téyvyow.”
Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 61 (1932) 82-83.

RAHNER, H. Symbole der Kirche. Salzburg, 1964.

RaTnAl, O. “Johannes Chrysostomus als Exeget.” Pastor bonus 30 (1918)
342-351.

REINE, F. J. The Eucharistic Doctrine and Liturgy of the Mystagoglcal Ca-
techesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 1942. 1

RENOUX, A. Le Codex arménien Jérusalem 121. I. PO 35: 1-215 (1969).

— Le Codex Arménien Jérusalem 121. II. Edition comparée du texte et de
deux autres manuscrits. PO 36: 139-388 (1971). ‘

— “L’Epiphanie 4 Jérusalem au 1v® et au ve sitcle d’aprés le Lectionnaire
arménien de Jérusalem.” Revue, des Etfudes Arméniennes. Nouvelle
Serie 2 (1965) 343-359.

RicuARD, M. “L’introduction du mot ‘hypostase’ dans la théologie de I’'In-
carnation.” MSéISR 2 (1945) 243-252.,

RicHARDSON, C. C. Early Christian Fathers. New York, 1975

— ed. and trans. “Gregory of Nyssa.” In Christology of the Later Fathers,
edited by E. R. Harpy, pp. 233-325. Library of Christian Class1cs, 3.
Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1954.

RipDLE, M. B. “Homilies on the Gospel of Matthew (St. John Chrysostom as
Exegete).” SelectLibNicPNic X (Series I, 1894).

Rivey, H. M. Christian Initiation: A Comparative Study of the Inferpretation
of the Baptismal Liturgy in the Mystagogical Writings of Cyril of Jerusalem,
John Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia and Ambrose of Milan. Washing-
ton, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1974.

RoBERTS, A. and J. DoNALDSON. “The Writings of the Fathers down to A.D.
325.” In ANF 1.

RovraNDus, J. Le Christ et ’homme dans la théologie d’ Athanase d’ Alexandrie.
Etude de la conjonction de sa conception de "homme avec sa Christologie.
Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969. !

ROOVER, E. R. de. L’exégése palristique de Luc. 1: 35 des origines ¢ Augustin ...
Pont. Universitas Gregoriana. Facultas Theologica. Rome, 1969.

RoussE, J. “Grégoire de Nazianze (saint), évéque.” DSp 6: 932-971 (1967).

RUDBERG, S. Y. “Le texte de I’homélie pseudo-basilienne sur I'incarnation du
Seigneur.” RBén 62 (1952) 189-200. i

Ruiz BueNo, D. “La homilia como forma de predicacién.” Helmatica 7
(1956) 79-111. ’

SABOURIN, L. The Psalms: Their Origin and Meaning. New York: Alba House,
1969. .

247



[26] ‘ Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

SAaJDAK, J. Historia critica scholiastarum ¢t commentatorum Gregorii Nazian-
zensi, I. Meletema Patristica, I. Cracow, 1914.

— “Die Scholiasten der Reden des Gregor von Nazianz. Ein kurzgefasster
Bericht iiber den Jetzigen Stand der Forschung.” Byzantinische Zeil-
schrift 30 (1930) 268-274.

ScHAUBLIN, C. Untersuchungen zur Methode und Herkunft der Antiochenischen
Ezxegese. Koln-Bonn, 1974.

ScHLIER, H. “Bathos.” ThWKirTEL (Eng) I: 516-518 (1964).

Scumitz, P. “Lettres de Dom Claude Martin relatives a I’édition de St.
Athanase et de St. Jean Chrysostome.” RBén 41 (1929) passim.

SCHMOLLER, A. Handkonkordanz zum griechischen Neuen Testament. 13th ed.
Stuttgart, 1963.

Scrorz. “Uber den Text des Neuen Testaments, welchen der heilige Johannes
Chrysostomus in seinen Homilien zum Evangelium des heiligen Matthaeus
Folgt.” Katholische Vierteljahrschrift fiir Wissenschaft und Kunst 1
(1847) 82-99.

SCHREINER, J. FEinfiihrung in die Methoden der Biblischen Exegese. Wurzburg,
1971.

Suaw, P. E. The Early Tractarians and the Eastern Church, Milwaukee, 1930.

SiMONETTI, M. La Crisi Ariana nel IV Secolo. Studia Ephemeridis “Au-
gustinianum” 11. Rome: Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum, 1975.

— Letteratura Cristiana Antica Greca e Latina. Milan, 1969.

SMALLEY, B. The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages. New York, 1952.

SmritH, C. “Christmas and Its Cycle.” In NCEnc 3: 655-660 (1967).

SmitH, H. Ante-Nicene Exegesis of the Gospel. 6 vols. London: S.P.C.K. Press,
1925-1929.

SmitH, R. “Inspiration and Inerrancy.” JBC II, n. 66, pp. 499-584.

SMOTHERS, E. R. “Chrysostom and Symeon (Act. 15, 14).” Harvard Theologi-
cal Review 46 (1953) 203-215.

— “Le texte des Homélies de St. Jean Chrysostome sur les Actes des Apd-
tres.” RechScRel 27 (1937) 513-548.

Sor4, F. de Paola. “La Santisima Virgen en las inscripciones, principalmente
sepulcrales, en los primeros siglos del cristianismo.” De primordiis 5: 64-

. 77.

S6LL, G. Mariologie: Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte. Band III. Faszikal 4.
Herder, 1978.

“Die Mariologie der Kappadozier im Lichte der Dogmengeschichte.”
Theologische Quartalschrift 131 (1951) 163-188, 288-319, 426-457.

SowEeRs, S. G. The Hermeneutics of Philo and Hebrews. Richmond, 1965.

SPeDALIERI, F. “La Madre di Dio nella soteriologia di San Giovanni Crisos-
tomo.” EphM 15 (1965) 385-411.

SpicQ, C. “L’avénement de la théologie biblique.” RSPT 35 (1951) 561-574.

— Esquisse d’une histoire de U'exégése Latine au Moyen Age. Paris: Vrin,
1944,

SrawrEY, J. H. “The Manuscripts and Text of the Oratio Catechetica of St.
Gregory of Nyssa.” Journal of Theological Studies 3 (1902) 421-428.

248



Bibliography [27]

“St. Gregory of Nyssa on the Sinlessness of Christ.” Journal of Theological
Studies 7 (1906) 434-441.

Staas, K. Pauluskommentare qus der griechischen Kirche. Neulestamentliche
Abhandlung XV. Munster, 1933.

STEPHAN, L. Die Soteriologie des heiligen Gregor von Nazianz. Vienna, 1938.

STEPHENSON, A. A, “Cyril of Jerusalem.” NCEnc 4: 576-578 (1966).

“St. Cyril of Jerusalem and the Alexandrian Christian Gn051s ? Studia
Patristica, I: 147-156 (TU 63). Berlin, 1957. .

“St. Cyril of Jerusalem and the Alexandrian Heritage.” Theological
Studies 15 (1954) 573-593.

STEVENSON, J., ed. Creeds, Councils and Coniroversies. Documents Illustrative
of the sttory of the Church, A.D. 337-461. London: S.P.C.K. Press,
1966.

StEwaRDsoN, J. A Bibliography of Bibliographies on Patrzstzcs Evanston,
Illinois, 1967.

StrACK, J. L. Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash. New York, 1965.

STROTMANN, T. “Le Saint-Esprit et la Theotokos dans la tradition orientale.”
BEM 25 (1968) 77-91.

StruVvE-HAKER, R. “De typologia mariana prae-ephesina intra effervescen-
tiam marianam saeculi 1v collocata.” De Primordiis 2: 267-279.

STRYCKER, E. de. La forme la plus ancienne du Protévangile de Jacques. Re-
cherches sur le papyrus Bodmer 5 avec une étude critique du texte grec
et une traduction annotée. En appendice: “Les versions arméniennes
traduites en latin par H. Quecke. Bruxelles, 1961.

SurLivaN, F. A, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia. Analecta Grego-
riana, 82. Rome, 1956.

SweTE, H. B. Theodori episcopi Mopsuesteni in epistulas minores B. Pauli
commentarii. 2 vols. Cambridge, 1880-1882.

TANDONNET, R. and J. KircuMEYER. “Epiphane (saint) de Constantia (Sala-
mine) en Chypre, évéque.” DSp 4: 854-862 (1961).

TarcuNISVILI, M. Le grand lectionnaire de U'Eglise de Jérusalem (V-VIII
siecles). CSCO 188, 189, 204, 205. Louvain, 1959, 1960. (Scripiores
Iberici 9-10, 13-14)

TeLFER, W. Cyril of Jerusalem and Nemesius of Emesa. The Library of
Christian Classics, I'V. Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1955.

“The Trustworthiness of Palladius.” Journal of Theologzcal Studies 38
(1937) 379-383.

TERNANT, P. “La @swpia d’Antioche dans le cadre des sens de I'Ecriture.”
Biblica 34 (1953) 135-158, 354-383, 456-486.

TeTz, M. “Zur Edition der dogmatischen Schriften des Athanasius von
Alexandrien.” Zeitschrift firr Kirchengeschichte 67 (1955-56) 1-28.

THEODORE OF MoPsUESTIA. Le Commentaire de Théodore de Mopsueste sur les
Psqumes (I-LXXX). Edited by R. DEVREEsSE. Studi e Testi, 93. Vati-
can, 1939. .

— Les Homélies Catéchétiques de Théodore de Mopsueste. Reproduction
phototypique du M. Mingana Syr. 561, traduction, introduction, index.
Edited by R. TonneAUu and R. DEVREEsSsSE. (StT 145) Vatican City, 1949.

249



[28] Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

— Theodori Mopsuesteni, Commentarius in Evangelium Johannis Apostoli.
Edited by J. VosTE. CSCO (Series Syr.) 115. Louvain, 1940.

Tieck, W. A. Basil of Caesarea and the Bible. Doctoral dissertation, Micro-
film, Columbia University, 1953.

TorLINTON, R. B. Clement of Alexandria. 2 vols. London, 1910.

Ton1oro, E. Antologia Mariana: Scrittori Greci dal I1I al V secolo. Rome:
Marianum, 1966.

— Maria nel Mistero di Cristo, Dottrina dei Padri. Rome, 1969.

— Omelie Mariane bizantine. Testi scelti e tradotti. Autentiche del IV-V

_ secolo. Vol. I. Rome, 1968.

— Omelie Mariane del IV e V secolo. Rome: Marianum, 1966.

— 8. Giustino Martire, S. Ireneo de Lione. Corpus Mariologicum. Rome:
Marianum, 1966.

ToutoN, G. “La méthode catéchétique de S. Cyrille de Jésusalem comparée &
celles de St. Augustin et de Théodore de Mopsueste.” Proche-Orient
Chrétien 1 (1951) 265-285.

TurNER, C. H. “On a Paschal Homily Printed in St. Chrysostom’s Works,
Ascribed by Usher to A.D. 672, but Really Belonging to A.D. 387.”
Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica 2 (1890) 130-149.

UseNER, H. Das Weihnachtenfest. 2nd ed. Bonn, 1911.

Vaccari, A, “Esegesi Antica ed Esegesi Nuova.” Biblica 6 (1925) 249-274.
“De Messia ‘Filio Dei’ in V.T.,” Verbum Domini 15 (1935) 48-55, 77-86.
“La ‘Theoria’ nella Scuola Esegetica di Antiochia.” Biblica 1 (1920) 3-36.

VacaeGINi, D. C. Maria nelle Opere di Origene. Orientalia Cristiana Analecta,
131. Rome, 1942,

VaILBE, S. “Origines de la féte de I’Assomption.” Echos d’Orient 9 (1906)
138-145.

Van EsBROECK, M. “Review of La Homiletica Mariana Griega en el Siglo V
(See R. Caro, this Bibliography.).” AnalBoll 94 (1976) 197-199.

VARDANIAN, P, A, “Ein neu entdecktes Fragment aus Chrysostomus’ Kom-
mentar z. Matthausevangelium.” Handes Amsorya 35 (1921) 355-364.
“Inedita aus den Homilien des hl. Chrs. iiber die Paulusbriefe nach der
Handschrift No. 48 von Angora.” Handes Amsorya 27 (1913) 222-227.

Vigilius Papa, Constitutum de tribus capitulis. Collectio Avellana. Edited
by O. GunTHER. CSEL XXXV (1895).

VIGOUROUX, F. “Antioche (Ecole Exégétique d’).” DB I: 683-687 (1912).

ViscHER, L. “Mary—Symbol of the Church and Symbol of Humankind.”
Mldstream an Ecumenical Journal XVII (Jan. 1978) 3-12.

VoisiN, G. L’Apollinarisme. Etude historique, littéraire et dogmatique sur le
début des controverses christologiques au IVe siécle. Dissertation. Louvain,
1901.

VoLKER, W. Die Wahre Gnostiker nach Clemens Alea:andrmus Berlin, 1952.

Vona, Costantino. “Il testo cristologico di S. Ignazio di Antiochia: Eph. 19, 1
. nella tradizione di alcuni scrittori ecclesiastici.” Euntes Docete 9 (1956)
(Miscellanea in honorem Petri Parente) 64-92.

250



Bibliography ' [29]

. Vostg, J. “La chronologie de I’activité de Théodore de Mopsueste.” RB 34
(1925) 54-81.

“Le Commentaire de Théodore de Mopsueste sur Saint Jean, d’aprés la
Version Syriaque.” RB 32 (1923) 522-551.

Vrigs, W. de. “Der ‘Nestorianismus’ Theodors von Mopsuestia in seiner
Sakramentenlehre.” QChP 7 (1941) 91-148.

Way, A. C. “Gregorius Nazianzenus.” In Catfalogus translationum et com-
mentariorum: Mediaeval and Renaissance Latin Translations and Com-
mentaries, Annotated Lists and Guides, I1: 43-192. Washington, D.C.:
Catholic University of America Press, 1971.

Weiss, H. Die Grossen Kappadozier Basilius, Gregor von Nazzans und Gregor
von Nyssa als Exegeten. Braunsberg, 1872.

WENGER, A. A, A, “Hésychius de Jérusalem. Notes sur les sermons inédits
et sur le texte grec du commentaire sur le Lévitique.” Revue des études
Augustiniennes (Mémorial G. Bardy) 2 (1956) 457-471.

“Jean Chrysostome (saint).” DSp 8: 331-335 (1972).

Wisk, N. Van. “Die ilteste Kirchenslav. Ubersetzung der Homilie: an-
nuntiationem ss. Deigenetricis.” Byzantinoslavica 7 (1937-1938) 108-123.

‘WiLLis, J. R. Teachings of Church Fathers. Herder & Herder, 1966.

WiLMART, A. “La Collection des 38 homélies latines de Saint Jean Chrysos-
tome.” Journal of Theological Studies 19 (1917) 305-327.

WoorLLcoMBE, K. J. “Le sens de ‘type’ chez les Péres.” Supplément de la
Vie Spirituelle IV, 16 (février 1951) 84-100.

WRIGHT, A. Midrash. New York, 1967. f

ZANELLA, B. Theodore of Ancyra. Licenza: Marianum, 1960

251



INTRODUCTION

How did the Greek Fathers of the Church in the golden age of Patristic
thought use the Bible for their preaching and explaining the mystery of the
Incarnation? Were they exclusively interested in the New Testament?
‘Which texts were important for them in their reflections on the Incarnation ?
What image did Mary of Nazareth have in their sermons, commentaries
and panegyrics on the Incarnation or on the feasts celebrated in the liturgy
of their churches? Is there a noticeable difference of approach in the dif-
ferent centers of culture where these Church Fathers and Bishops resided ?
that is, can we see a different school of interpretation in Cappadocia, An-
tioch, Jerusalem? These are the questions initially posed in researching
the homilies and commentaries of these leaders of Church thought. These
are also the points of emphasis in this research concerned with discovering the
interpretation of texts used, the methods of approach, the principles of
exegesis and the structure of their presentation.

Only a thorough study of the entire opera of these Fathers would con-
clusively satisfy such questions and points of emphasis. This work is meant
as a beginning, a point of departure for further development and further
research. Material from a limited genre, normally the homily or a commentary
on specific Scriptural texts, has been chosen to illustrate their method of
approaching the Sacred Scriptures in the mystery of the Incarnation.

The selections chosen for this study have been used for research many
times by scholars. It is specifically the biblical approach of these preaching
writers which is the concern of this limited study. While reading, it was
also apparent that each homily or work had to be seen as a precious gem in
itself, with the analysis, observation, and inspiration flashing from the
various facets of beauty and brilliance found within the isolated priceless
jewel.

One very recent study which helped support this method of approach
was done by an American scholar who has developed the redaction criticism
method. Especially rewarding were the following thoughts:

The interpretation of biblical texts is not governed by theoretical prin-
ciples different from those applying to any other literature. We can
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make the claim in reverse: hermeneutical principles arrived at by a
consideration of biblical texts will be applicable also to non-biblical
texts, and in particular to the use of the biblical symbol. ... It is
mutatis mutandis applicable to any text.*

The present study was undertaken with such an approach, namely, the
principles of New Testament exegesis were the presuppositions and the angle
of approach used in studying these Patristic texts. Textual criticism,
historical criticism and literary criticism are part and parcel of the process
of analysis, interpretation, and comparison of these texts. That is, this study
attempts to reach an understanding of written Patristic texts which are
considered meaningful by the Church.

The final step in this process of interpretation is the act of interpretation
itself.

But if texts are to be so understood, then they can be questioned with
regard to the understanding of human life which they express; they can
be interrogated by the interpreter with regard to their understanding of
the nature of human existence in the world. This is the “pre-under-
standing” (Vorverstdndnis) with which an interpreter approaches a text;
it is the “direction of enquiry” (das Woraufhin) which determines the
questions to be asked of the text.2

Finally, the same faith that imbued the writers of the texts is a basic
ingredient to be found in an act of interpretation which concerns itself
with the MYSTERIUM CHRISTI. '

This study of homiletic Patristic Greek texts commences with the works
circa 350 A.D. (ferminus a quo) and extends to the year 430 A.D. (ferminus ad
quem), just prior to the Council of Ephesus. It is the intention of the writer
to present the exegetical approach of these Fathers of the Church in their
sermons or homilies which touch upon the birth of Jesus Christ. Primarily,
the study is meant to complement research done on the mystery of the In-
carnation. It is not a theological treatise on this event of salvation; rather
itis an attempt to present the biblical point of departure for these ecclesiastical
pastors. Their method, their favorite texts, and their biblical principles are
sorted out, compared, analyzed, presented.

1 Norman PERRIN, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom-Symbol and Metaphor in
New Testament Interpretation (Philadelphia, Pa.: Fortress Press, 1976), p. 2.
2 Ibid., p. 10
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The purpose of this research is to demonstrate how these approaches
and methods within a living biblical tradition are a part of the broad develop-
ment of the history of biblical interpretation. The exegetes of this living
tradition are humbly aware as they interpret the Bible that their exegesis
rests on the shoulders of the giants of their past. Inturn, they are seen as part
of today’s living tradition of biblical interpretation.

The Greek Fathers of the late fourth and early fifth centuries are chosen
because they represent several geographical areas of importance in the Church:
Alexandria, Antioch, Cappadocia, and Jerusalem. They also contribute to
historical enrichment of previously developed biblical exegesis.

Chapter Summaries

CHAPTER ONE

THE BEGINNING AND DEVELOPMENT OF EXEGESIS
INTO THE LATE FourTH CENTURY

~ The background, in general, for the exegetical approach of the earlier
Church Fathers is embedded in a long living tradition within the Christian
Church. Before the late fourth century, there already existed a mature ap-
proach to biblical interpretation of the Word of God. Moreover, Christian
interpretation itself began within the New Testament which also was depend-
ent on the biblical tradition of Judaism. Thus the pre-Christian approach
of the Jews—in oral tradition, in the translating of their Bible into the
Septuagint, and then the cultural ramifications of a Philo of Alexandria on
that same translated text—becomes important in the development of inter-
pretation. Through Philo, the Christian leaders of Alexandria are given a
definite approach to the Bible. Clement of Alexandria and Origen move on
from that point and begin to fashion a more precise Christian approach to
interpreting the Word of God in the living tradition of the Church.

Not only in Alexandria, but elsewhere, additional approaches to the
interpretation of the revealed Word of God occurred. Even the Apostolic
and Apologetic Fathers of both East and West followed a traditional pat-
tern for their exegesis. This can be traced in the West through Clement of
Rome, Justin, and Irenaeus; in the East through Ignatius and Polycarp.
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CHAPTER TWO

A StuDY OF THE BIBLICAL PRINCIPLES AND METHODS IN TEXTS RELATING TO
THE INCARNATION AND MaRY’S ROLE WITHIN THE MYSTERY OF CHRIST’S BIRTH
rroM 350 A.D. TO 430 A.D.

Building on the biblical approach and outline presented in chapter one,
the setting of the late fourth and early fifth centuries is seen as important
in the development of exegesis on texts about Christ and, in a subordinate
and secondary way, on those which mention Mary insofar as the later
Conciliar notion of Theotokos is taking form.

The Fathers chosen are from the areas of Antioch, Cappadocia, and
Jerusalem. Alexandria as a school of exegesis was already sketched in
chapter one; it now serves as a point for comparison and contrast in the
exegesis of the above men who are representatives of key Christian centers.

John Chrysostom and Theodore of Mopsuestia represent the best of
Antiochene exegesis; Gregory of Nazianzen, Basil the Great, Gregory of
Nyssa, and Amphilochius of Iconium represent Cappadocian homiletic exe-
gesis; Hesychius and Cyril, both of Jerusalem, represent that area. Some
pseudonymous writers from the same period of time are also briefly studied
through a few nativity homilies.

The texts chosen have been limited both to the mystery of the Nativity
and to the fact that some of them mention the Mother of Jesus, Mary. Above
all, these texts have been chosen to illustrate that the development of biblical
exegesis can be traced through limited genres and perceived as the ongoing
presence of the Holy Spirit in the living tradition of revelation.

CHAPTER THREE

ORCHESTRATION OF BisLICAL TEXTS USED 8Y THE FATHERS IN THEIR NATIVITY
Howmiries: THE RoLE oF MARY WITHIN THE TEXTS

This chapter is a study of the principal scriptural texts used by the
Fathers in the materials chosen from their homilies and discourses on the
Incarnation. The role of Mary is presented through an analysis of these
texts. An effort was made to study especially those texts which appeared
in several of the Fathers. This is uniquely evident in the study of Luke
2:35, Simeon’s prophecy of the sword which pierces the soul of Mary. Ori-
gen’s commentary is presented and contrasted with Letter 260 of St. Basil.
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The key texts of Isaiah 7:14 and Baruch 3:38 are presented in this sec-
tion of the thesis. They summarize in themselves the content of the thesis,
since they were seen by the Fathers as prophetic texts which were fulfilled
in the Event of the Incarnation (Baruch 3:38) and the Birth of the Messiah
from the Virgin (Isaiah 7:14).

The text of Ezekiel 44:1-2 is carefully analyzed; its importance for
Hesychius of Jerusalem becomes evident in his relating it to the integral
virginity of Mary. A short excursus on the “burning bush” (Exodus 3:2) is
presented through Gregory of Nyssa, Amphilochius, and Hesychius of Je-
rusalem.

CHAPTER FOUR

THE USE OF THE SCRIPTURES ‘AND MARIAN IMPLICATIONS IN THE HOMILIES
AND WRITINGS OF THE FFATHERS

The fourth chapter is more of a contextual study of the texts presented
in chapter three. Several patterns of thought emerge through this fuller
view of the material. Mary is presented as the Virgin from whom Christ is
born (ek parthenou not dia parthenou). Her human flesh is the real medium
or instrument for the humanity of Jesus Christ. The soteriological or salvific
purpose of the Incarnation is central to the thought of the Fathers. Typology
through tradition has a place in these homilies of the Fathers. Finally, the
liturgical setting and the festive celebration for these homilies formed the
atmosphere in which the biblical tradition of these times was enlivened and
deepened. What had begun in the Synagogue with the Targums and the
Septuagint was now proclaimed from the Christian pulpit.
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CHAPTER III

ORCHESTRATION OF BIBLICAL TEXTS
USED BY THE FATHERS IN THEIR NATIVITY HOMILIES:
THE ROLE OF MARY WITHIN THE TEXTS

Part I. GENERAL StTUDY

Introduction:

The texts chosen by the Fathers in Nativity homilies are not always
from the same portions of the Scriptures. What is important is that each
of the Fathers used texts either from the Infancy Narratives or from both
the Hebrew Scriptures and the New Testament. A pattern of referring to
the same texts appears in the writings of the Fathers, even though they are
from diverse geographical areas and have different methods of interpretation.
This choice of basic texts or sequence of the same texts is a type of “orches-
tration” which seems to trigger the memory of the preacher or writer to
hearken again and again to these specific texts. Among the most frequently
used texts are Baruch 3: 38, Isaiah 7: 14 and Isaiah 9: 5 from the Old
Testament, while the Nativity texts and the Prologue of St. John are the
ones chosen from the New Testament. A study of the homilies led to a
discovery of such favorite texts or to what can be called an “orchestration
of texts.”

CAPPADOCIANS

1. Amphilochius (t 394)

A. New Testament:

In the New Testament, the initial chapters of Luke (1 & 2) and Matthew
are the principal sources for the Fathers in their homilies and commentaries
on the Birth of Christ and the role of Mary in the salvific effects of the Incar-
nation. It is Amphilochius of Iconium (f 394) to whom we first turn. He
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[36] Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

centers on specific Lucan texts for Oratio I, In Natalitia Domini, and Oratio
II, In QOccursum Dominil

1. Luke 1: 35 (Oratio I11: 2, ll. 64-65): A holy spirit will come upon you and
the power of the Most High will overshadow you; hence, the holy offspring
to be born will be called Son of God.

This verse is within the context of fulfilling what was prescribed in the
Old Testament concerning the first fruits which were to be presented to the
Lord. The setting Amphilochius has chosen is taken from Luke himself who
uses the text of Leviticus 12: 3, 6 and more explicitly that of Exodus 13: 2,
12, 15 to show the rite of purification Mary was performing in the Temple:
“Every male opening the womb shall be declared holy to the Lord” (Luke
2: 23). Amphilochius sees this verified in the dialogue of the Angel Gabriel
with Mary: “The holy [offspring] will be called Son of God” (dytov »#Anf7-
oerat viog Oeof [Luke 1: 35¢]).

The text of Luke 2: 23 which has its source in Exodus 13: 2, 12, 15 is
summarized by Luke in this fashion: “Every firstborn male opening the womb
shall be called holy to the Lord” (Ildv dpoev dtavotyov uqroay dyiov @
xwvgiew xAnbioerar). Amphilochius uses the text as a confirmation that
what was written in the Law and confirmed in the Dispensation of grace was
fulfilled in the Lord alone (Oratio I1: 2,11. 36-37). Amphilochius does not have
the éx ¢0d (“by thee”) in Luke 1: 35, a reading which was apparently a later
addition, to continue the reading of the two preceding second person sin-
gulars in the dialogue text: “upon thee,” “overshadow thee.” Here, Am-
philochius’ text of the New Testament is earlier than that of the Peshitta.?

Father Raymond E. Brown in The Birth of the Messiah sees the verse
having a double role: first, as part of the angel’s message and his reassurance
to Mary after her objection; secondly and more importantly, he states that
“more clearly than Matthew, Luke speaks of Jesus as the ‘Son of God’
in 35.”% His remarks on verse 35 are close to what Amphilochius understood

1 AmpHiLocHiUs, Amphilochii Iconiensis Opera, ed. by C. Datema (CCG 3 [1978)),
Or. I. In Natalitia Domini: CCG 3: 5-9; PG 39: 36-44 (CPG II: 3231); Or. II. In Occur-
sum Domini: CCG 3: 36-73; PG 39: 44-60 (CPG II: 3232).

2 B. METZGER, A Textual Commentary on the New Testament (New York, 1971), pp.
129-130. (Cf. for the Peshitta: Tj. Baarpa, “Dionysios bar Salibi and the Text of Luke
1: 35,” Vigiliae Christianae XVII {1963] 225-229.)

'8 R. E. BrRowN, The Birth of the Messiah (New York, 1977), p. 310.
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as the context of the text, that is, “all early Christian christology was
vocalized in the reinterpreted terms of Jewish expectations.”?

Brown also sees the text as having a relation to the description of the
Davidic Messiah. This is, of course, one of the main points in this thesis.
Brown further relates the text to Romans 1: 3-4, which also is a text used
by the Fathers to show Christ’s human origins within the Davidic line;
even the holiness or consecratory notion is present in Romans 1: 4 “desig-
nated Son of God in power according to the Holy Spirit (Spirit of Holiness)
as of the resurrection from the dead.” Brown’s conclusion is helpful in
establishing an insistence on the Davidic origins which the Fathers give to
Jesus and Mary.? If, as Brown maintains, there is a real begetting of the
child as God’s Son—and there is no adoption here—then Amphilochius
perfectly understood and interpreted the text in this manner.* A final point
contained in the thought of Amphilochius is consonant with what Brown has
interpreted Luke as saying.

In the Lucan annunciation there is no real contrast between the two
parts of Gabriel’s message: the Son of the Most High in whom the Davidic
royal promise is fulfilled is the child to be called the Son of God, conceived
through the Holy Spirit and power. By moving the christological mo-
ment from the resurrection to the conception, Luke tells us that there
never was a moment on this earth when Jesus was not the Son of God.®

Amphilochius attested to this interpretation already in the fourth
century. '

1 Jbid., p. 311.

2 Ibid., p. 312. Yet, O. ProckscH, dyto¢ (ThWKITTEL [Eng] I: 101), sees it as referring
only to the origin of Jesus: “With ©d yevvduevov, dytov here belongs to the subject, for
the predicate is Jtd¢ Oco¥; but the expression 10 yeyvduevov dyiov is to be explained
by the supranatural origin of the new life, which is called ¥:d¢ @co? because of its origin,
so that 9td¢ @co? is here a predicate which is not grounded in the Messianic office of Christ
but in his origin.” Also note that dyioc as an expression for Christ is rare (Mk. 1: 24; Lk,
1: 35, 4: 34; Jn. 6: 69; 1 Jn. 2: 20; Rev. 3: 7; Acts 3: 14; 4: 27, 30). In Amphilochius it
is only used here of Christ though it is used almost seventy-five times in his writings.

3 Ibid., p. 313: “The conglomeration of terms . . . in the second half of the Romans
formula (designation as Son of God, power, Holy Spirit) is remarkably like the conglomera-
tion of terms in the second half of the angelic message reported in Luke 1: 35 (called Son
of God, power, Holy Spirit).”

4 JIbid., pp. 313-314. “... Mary is a virgin who has not known man, and therefore the
child is totally God’s work—a new creation.” (p. 314)

5 Ibid., pp. 315-316.
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2. Luke 2: 6-7 (Oratio I: 3, Il. 100-104): While they were there, the days of her
confinement were completed. She gave birth fo her firstborn son and wrapped
him in swaddling clothes and laid him in a manger, because there was no
room for them in the place where travelers lodged.

The only variant presented in this lengthy quotation from Luke is
Amphilochius’ use of the conjunction yap in place of the J¢ adversative and
copulative particle. For homiletic purposes, on the feast of the Birth of
Christ Amphilochius has chosen the one text in Luke which directly refers
to the birth of Mary’s firstborn. The text has to be seen in what has preceded
it and what follows it. It is preceded by the important prophetic text of
Isaiah 9: 5b : “Upon his shoulders dominion rests; they name him Wonder-
Counselor, God-Hero, . . . His dominion is vast and forever peaceful..’. .”
The origins of Jesus are seen in the use of Numbers 24: 17: “A star shall
arise out of Jacob? and a heavenly man who has appeared from Israel.”
Amphilochius has truncated and added titles to the text making them refer
to Christ. He adds another orchestrated text (Mal. 3: 20) the “sun of justice
who overshadows,”3 “the Orient from on high which illumines,” and finally
the “Lord proceeding from the virginal womb.”® This heaping up of titles
for the newborn Christ (both from the Old and the New Testaments) ends by
stating the purpose of the birth which is always soteriological (d7ég »douov
Avtpdoews, &ig xdouov pfagriv dAnAvler.) “for the redemption of the world
he came into the world as a mortal man.” The New Testament text from
Luke 2: 11, 328 (See below.) follows, for it is the reality of Christ now com-
pleting the titles of the promise with new titles in the dispensation of ful-
fillment. After a series of contrasts—he who contained the world is held in
a woman’s arms, he who limited the heaveus lies is a manger, and is nursed
at the Virgin’s breast”—Amphilochius turns to our text which expresses the
reality of Jesus’ being born of Mary.

Fr. Raymond E. Brown maintains Luke is very laconic in describing
this event.®! There is no hint in Amphilochius or the other Fathers that a

Or. 1. In Nalalitia Domini: 3,11, 78-82.
Ibid., 11. 87-88.

Ibid., 1. 89.

Ibid., 11. 92-93.

Ibid., 11. 93-94.

Ibid., 11. 94-95.

Ibid., 11. 96-100.

R. E. BrowN, op. cil., p. 418,

To w e ok @ K
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midrash of Genesis 3: 18 was known to them;! neither Amphilochius nor any
other Father says that the facts are presented ‘from Mary’s viewpoint as
McHugh infers.2 Nor is the term “firstborn” indicative that the Fathers saw
Mary as having other children. In fact, none of the Fathers cited uses
this text as a controversial one.® McHugh’s remarks about the term are
helpful towards understanding the background of the use of the term
“firstborn.”

‘What follows the citing of Luke 2: 6-7 is that the redemptlon brought
about by this Child’s birth is a strategic victory over the devil. The world
is assured of liberty through a virgin (‘HAievfépwrar #douog dia nag@évov )
whereas formerly a virgin had put it under sin (¢ dca -mvmg 70 iy Vmo
Ty duagtiay meodv [Oratio I: 3, 1. 108-109]). .

Thus, Amphilochius uses Luke 2: 6-7 as a fulfillment text: for the
prophetic promises, and as a verification of the reality of the human birth
of a child who effects total redemption.

3. Luke 2:11 (Oratio I: 3, ll. 94-95): A savior has been born fo g}ou, the Messiah
and Lord. ’ ' )

Amphilochius has applied the text to his immediate audience for it
reads, “A savior has been born for us today, who is Christ and Lord.” Luke
reads: "Ov: étéyfn Suiv (for to you is born) while Amphilochius has *Eyer-
0y yap Nuiv (has been born for us). He has not coupled the phrase &»
ITdAer Aavid (in the city of David).

The immediate context has the citation within the soteriological purpose
of the Incarnation: “For the Lord of the heavens and the earth has come
from the virginal womb as a mortal man for the redemption of the world.”s
The context is one of universal salvation. Amphilochius cites the title “light
of the nations” which is Luke’s exclusive term (except for Isaiah 49: 6) for
Christ and his explanation of the apostolic mission of Paul and Barnabas.®

1 7bid., p. 419.

2 J, McHucH, The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament (New York, 1975), p. 147.

3 Ibid., p. 201. .

4 Jbid., pp. 203-204.

5 Or. I. In Nalalitia Domini: 3,11. 93-94. Cf. W. GRUNDMANN, x0t676¢ in ThWWKITTEL
(Eng) IX: 533-534. |

6 W. F. MouLToN and A. S. GEDEN. A Concordance fo the Greek New Testament (Edin-
burgh, 1974), reprint: pp. 999-1000. Only Luke has @@ . . . é0vdv in Luke 2: 32 and Acts
13: 47. In the Old Testament, the expression is found in Isaiah 49: 6, and implicitly in
Isajah 9: 1. :
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Brown sees Isaiah 9: 5 as the primary background for this text:

The primary background seems to be Isa. 9: 5 (6): “To us a child is born;
to us a son is given.” In the Isaian context this child is the heir to the
throne of David, and his royal titles follow: Wonderful Counselor, Divine
.Hero, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace. Luke has taken over this
Isaian birth announcement of the heir to the throne of David; but for
the OT titulary he has substituted three titles taken from the Christian
kergyma: Savior, Messiah (Christ), Lord.!

This is precisely what Amphilochius has done, even citing Isaiah 9: 5
(Oratio I: 3, 11. 78-82). Isaiah 9: 5 is another example of text orchestration.

The contrast which Amphilochius develops in the same section of his
homily can have been intended in Luke as well.?

4. Luke 2: 21-23 (Oratio I11I: 2, ll. 39-44): And il came aboul thal when the
eight days were accomplished to circumcise the child, they called his name
Jesus, which the angel had called him before he was conceived. And when
the days of their purification were over, they brough! him to the temple and
presented him to the Lord, just as it is written in the law of the Lord “Every
male opening the womb shall be called holy to the Lord.”

The above text of Amphilochius differs somewhat from the preferred
reading today. The notable differences are:

(1) An addition of 2yévero before §re in line 39. But &yévero is
characteristic of Luke in the Infancy Narrative. (2) Amphilochius makes
the eight days definite by adding ai to Jjuéeat éxrd. (3) He also makes the
expression more concrete by saying 7o matdlov in place of the pronoun
adrdy. (4) He omits év 77j xotdig after cvAdnugbivac. (5) In the light of
Datema’s critical edition of the text we must retain adr@v.® (6) The expres-

1 R. E. BrRowN, op. cil., pp. 424-425,

2 M. HENGEL, pdzvy, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) IX: 54-55: “For Luke the manger expressés
the contrast between the world-ruler Augustus and the hidden and lowly birth of the
world-redeemer (Luke 2:1, 11, 14). Finally it points forward to the way of humility and
suffering which is taken by the Son of God who ‘hath not where to lay his head,’ Lk. 9: 58.”
Cf. TERTULLIAN, De Carne Christi, 2 (CSEL LXIX: 191 [1939]): “Aufer hinc ... molestos
semper Caesaris census et diversoria angusta et sordidos pannos et dura praesepia.”

3 B. M. METZGER, op. cif., p. 134: “The reading adr@v, which is by far the best attested
reading, is difficult, for the Law prescribes no ritual of purification for the husband. The
reading adr#c (which, in the editions of Theodore Beza, lies behind the AV.) is a late
correction made by a punctilious scribe. The Western reading adzo? can be regarded as
a transcriptional error for adzd@wv (in cursive Greek script the pronoun was abbreviated
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sion xaza Tov vduov Mwioéwe is omitted by Amphilochius. (7) And, more
in keeping with his ‘intention, the text reads eig 76 ispdv (into the temple)
instead of *IepoodAvua. (8) He reads xal mapéornoar (and they presented
him to the Lord) instead of the infinitive magaotfoas, (9) ozt yeyoauuévor
instead of yéypanrar, and (10), curiously, reads dpgev in place of dpgen.!

The primary context is not the celebration of the Feast of Hypapante,
as well noted by C. Datema in his introduction (p. xiii). The primitive title
of the homily was “On the Theotokos and on Simeon and Anna”; but it later
became a favorite homily for the feast of Hypapante.

The context of Amphilochius’ use of the text is in extolling the honor of
marriage, virginity, and widowhood.? But the fruit of marriage and virginity
for Mary and Joseph, especially the offering of the Child Jesus as the first
fruit of the womb, manifests a unique fulfillment of the Jewish ritual; its
deepest meaning is that the Lord Jesus alone is holy.3

Brown also helps us to understand why Amphilochius would use the
reference to the circumcision with the purification/presentation scene.4

5. Luke 2:32 (Oratio I: 3, 1. 95): ... a revealing light fo the Gentiles, the
glory of your people Israel. :

In his first homily, Amphilochius is citing the text in part; he is also
paraphrasing it. He has retained the “light of the nations” and “Israel.”
This text is seen in the continued sense of redemption (xal cwrneia olxov
*Ioparnd) (and salvation for the house of Israel).’ We have seen above that
only Luke uses the expression “light of the nations” in the New Testament
and only on two occasions.® '

adr with the termination expressed by a “shorthand” stroke), or as a deliberate modifica-
tion, introduced because afterwards (ver. 27) Jesus is the object of the presentation in the
Temple.”

1 Or. I1. In Occursum Domini: 2,11, 39-44 (CCG 3: 41); also note the critical apparatus
quoting the manuscripts for each reading.

2 JIbid., 1,11, 29-34,

3 Jbid., 2,1. 37 and 11. 44-48. .

4 R. E. Brown, op. cit., p. 432: “Indeed the circumecision/naming is so intermediary
that it can be treated either with the birth scene or with the purification/presentation.”

5 or. I. In Natalitia Domini: 3, 1. 95.

8 J. JEREMIAS, maig @sof, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) V: 706, n. 403: “The phrase in Lk.
2: 32: pidg sic dmoxdivyer 80vdy, is based on a servant text (5143 %9R5) which is literally

the same in Is. 42: 6 and 49: 6, though the combination of Gentiies and Israel (Lk.
2: 32ab) shows that Is. 49: 6 is the closer.” Cf. R. E. BRowN (op. cil., p. 440), who sees
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6. Luke 2: 34-35 (Oralio II: 8, 1. 192-259): This child is destined fo be the
downfall and the rise of many in Israel, a sign thaf will be opposed and
you yourself shall be pierced with a sword so thal the thoughis of many
hearts may be laid bare.

Amphilochius constantly returns to the main text of his homily (In
Occursum Domini) Luke 2: 21-38. In section eight, he looks at the text
wherein Simeon speaks to Mary of the sword of sorrow which will pierce her
heart. His interpretation is that the sign of contradiction is the cross;? the
sword of sorrow piercing Mary’s heart is the great number of thoughts which
inveigh against her mind®>—innumerable thoughts which resemble a sword
piercing her heart and entering her inmost recesses. All of section eight is a
profound biblical meditation on the words of Simeon—possibly the finest
ever made.

Amphilochius’ text is in perfect agreement with the accepted critical
text of today, the only difference is the presence of parentheses for verse
35ab: (“and you yourself shall be pierced with a sword”).4

De Groot has interpreted Amphilochius in his work on Luke 2: 35.5
His fifth point is of interest: Amphilochius gives the reason for her suf-
fering—these afflictions had befallen her for she had not yet experienced the
power of the resurrection nor did she know the resurrection was near.®

The development of Mary’s troubled thoughts is consonant with the
image of a human’s struggle and offer her as a model of faith acceptable to
today’s mentality. She is not put beyond the reach of normal human faith
struggles. Amphilochius, moreover, in no way passes a moral judgment on
these troubled thoughts or doubts of Mary.?

Is. 60: 1 as the background ifor Luke’s expression. Also pp. 458-459 for the message of
universalism. Cf. A. OEPKE, finoxalzﬁnrw in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) III: 589. Brown did not
note that only Luke and Isaiah used the expression “light of the Gentiles.”

1 Amphilochius’ text has f}o parentheses for 2: 35ab: Or. II. In QOccursum Domini,
CCG 3: 63-69; text, Or, II: 8,11. 192-194; branches of text, Or. II: 8, 11. 194-195, 196-198,
204-205, 210-214, 221. )

2 Or. I1. In Occursum Domini: 8, 11. 214-215, .

3 JIbid., 11. 228-229.

4 ALANDGNT, p. 210. (Cf. critical apparatus.)

5 A. D GrooT, Die schmerzhafte Mutler und Gefdhrtin des gétilichen Erldsers in der
Weissagung Simeons (Lk. 2: 35) (Kaldenkirchen: Steyler, 1956).

8 Ibid., p. 16. (Cf. his entire interpretation, pp. 14-16, which is excellent.)

? Ibid., p. 16, ¢ and d.
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McHugh has an excellent page! on the purpose of “signs” in the New
Testament. He cites Luke 2: 34 wherein Jesus is a “sign that will be con-
tradicted.” The cross is the most effective of these signs. In a sense, Am-
philochius has brought out this meaning in the present pericope.

Modern commentators say the words of Simeon echo Isaiah 8: 14.2 We
shall return to that text later in Hesychius of Jerusalem.

For a rapid survey of the opinion on inmost thoughts, Brown’s notes
are helpful.® However, Amphilochius does not interpret these thoughts as
bad! Brown could have used Amphilochius in listing some of his citations
on this verse in order to show there were more positive interpretations which
were not poor methodologically.*

7. Luke 2: 38 (Oratio II: 5, Il. 120-123): The Evangelist has spoken as you
have just heard: And this one, Anna, af the same hour, coming in, con-
fessed fo the Lord and spoke fo all who were looking for redemption in
Jerusalem.

The text of Amphilochius is adapted to the listeners, for he reintroduces
Anna by name in these verses; he reads t@ »vgt@ (to the Lord) in place of
7@ @@ (to God) and omits the mepl adrod (concerning him) found in the
majority of manuscripts.® _ ) i

The text is chosen for it has the important notion of redemption:
Adrpwow &y “Iepovoairju (salvation in Jerusalem). This is the soteriological
aspect of the mystery of Christ’s, birth and childhood. As we have seen, it
is the predominant interpretation of the Fathers of this epoch when they
are speaking of the purpose of Christ’s birth.

The term Adrpwois in the New Testament (and espemally in our present
text Luke 2: 38) is the redemption which is awaited for Israel or Jerusalem.
It is virtually the same as cwtngia. It refers in Luke to a redeemer, that is,
to a person (Jesus).®

1 J. McHueH, op. cit., p. 88. (Cf. n. 19, where he cites the sign of Jonah——AMPHILOCHIUS,
likewise, in Or. Il. In Occursum Domini: 8, 11. 243-247.)

2 Ibid., pp. 104-112. (Cf. T. GaLLus, “De sensu verborum Lec. 2:35 eorumque momento
mariologico,” Biblica 29 [1948] 220-239.)

3 R. E. Brown, op. cit., p. 441.

4 Ibid., pp. 462-463.

5 ALANDGNT, p. 216. (Cf. critical apparatus.)

8 F. BiicuseL, Adrpwots, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) IV: 351. References cited for use of
Arpwoic are: Luke 1: 68, 2: 38, 1: 71, 24: 21; Ps. 110: 9; 129: 7; less, Hb. 9: 12. Notice
\Lk. 1: 71 is owrnela and Luke 24: 21 is 6 uéAdwv Avrgodolar.
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Amphilochius uses Adrtgwoic three times;* Avrgdw, once.?2 It is from
these uses that the interpretation of these lines is offered. The verb form
need not concern us since it is used simply in a phrase saying “freed or
released from groaning or sighing from the sorrows Eve had caused.”

In his homily on the birth of Christ, Amphilochius uses the expression
dnép ndouov Avrodoewg (for the world’s salvation)® in the context of the
redemptive effect brought about by the Lord who is the sun of justice
(Mal. 3: 20),* the shoot of everlasting life (Zech. 6: 12),5 the star which
has arisen from on high,® the heavenly man,” and the God-Warrior.8 Am-
philochius has heaped up titles from the Old Testament which have been
fulfilled in Christ on the occasion of his birth,? and, likewise, on the occasion
of his presentation in the temple® He also has given us another orchestra-
tion of favored texts. .

In the context of his second homily the term A¥rpwois is directly taken
from the biblical text of Luke 2: 38 and Amphilochius shows that Anna, the
widow who pondered over what the priests and scribes had failed to com-
prehend, makes known in Jerusalem its salvation (through the person of the
Child Jesus).®* The last line of the section confirms this interpretation, for
Anna confesses the Child (z6 Boégpog) to be the healer, the strong redeemer
(AvtgpwTny ioyvedy)? and the destroyer of sin.

8. Luke 5: 31 (Oratio I: 4, Il. 123-124): The healthy do not need a doclor. . . .

. This text has been chosen by Amphilochius in order to show the salvific
purpose of Christ’s activity among mankind. The text is used to conclude the
fourth section of his Oratio I on the birth of Christ, in which Amphilochius
shows the purpose of Christ in assuming from the Virgin Mary®® his human

1 0r. I:3,1.93; Or, II: 5,1. 127; Or. VI: 2,1. 32.
2 Or. II. In Occursum Domini: 1,1.9.
8 Or. I. In Natalitia Domini: 3, 1. 94.
4 Ibid., 1. 89.

5 Ibid., 1. 91 (Zach. 6:12).

8 Ibid., 1. 91-92.

7 Ibid.,. 88 (Dan. 7: 13 implicit).

8 Ibid., 1. 89 (Isa. 9: 5).

9 Or. I. In Nalalitia Domini.

10 or, 11. In Occursum Domini.

1 1pid., 5, 1. 127.

12 1pid., 1. 132.

18 Or. 1. In Natalitia Domini: 4, 11. 116-117.
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nature which was made bodily substantive for the Word of God ("2 d»6pwndys,
7} Tov didiov Tot Oeod Adyov cwuatixds odoudoaca: O humanity, which
was made bodily substantive for the Word of God).! The term salvation is
also used for the healing of the sickness of sin brought about by Christ as
“doctor.”2

Datema has chosen Luke 5: 31 as the correct biblical reference over the
parallel favored in the Migne edition which used Matthew 9: 12. Only Luke
uses the term vyiaivovres (those in good health) for ioydovres (those
who are strong) in this proverb used by Jesus.® What is significant is that
Jesus shows himself to be Victor over sin and suffering by his deeds.* In
fact, in another homily of Amphilochius, Jesus heals the paralytic who in
turn replies he is healthy because of the action of Jesus.®

The word iatgds (physician, doctor) is favored by Amphilochius in his
looking at Jesus as a savior. Perhaps the best parallel is the text from his
second homily in which Anna confesses the Child (Jesus) as God, “doctor,”
and mighty redeemer.®

In his Oratio IV he extols Christ as the doctor who lays his hands on all
kinds of suffering.” Perhaps more than the other Fathers studied, Amphilo-
chius treats of the ministry of this healing Savior.

B. 0ld Testament:

1. Isaiah 7:14: The Virgin shall be with child and give birth fo a son, and
they shall call him Emmanuel, a name which means “God is with us.”

Amphilochius uses this most important text once in his homily In
Natalitia Domini.® It does not appear in the other works which have sur-

1 Ibid., 11. 117-118.

2 Ibid., 11. 125-126.

3 0. Luck, dyufg, in ThWKiTTEL (Eng) VIII: 312,

4 Ibid.

5 Or. 1X. In Illud: Non Polest Filius a se Facere: 3, 11. 66-67 (CCG 3: 1177). (Cf.
dyelag, Or. I: 4, 1. 125; dyieav, Or.I1V: 5, 1. 162; Sywalvovreg, Or. I: 4, 1. 123 and dyidvat,
Or. IX: 2,1. 48; Sy, Or. IX: 3,1. 65.)

8 Or. I1. In Occursum Domini: 5, 11. 131-132: @edv duoAdyncer T Poépog 1§ *Avva,
latodv, Avrgwriw loyvedy, duagTidy dvagérn.

7 0r. 1V. In Mulierem Peccatricem: 2, 1. 57. (Cf. “Where may I find a doctor who
takes away all suffering?” Or. IV: 5,1, 150; 9, 1. 342bis.)

8 He uses ldoua: seven times, largedw once, laToixds once, latpdg ten times. (Cf. GCS
3: 352.)

9 Or. I. In Nalalilia Domini: 2, 11. 60-62.
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vived under his name. Since this text will be discussed at length under John
Chrysostom, only a few remarks are made:

First, Amphilochius is citing it directly from Matthew 1: 23, the only
differences being that he does not introduce it with “behold” (*Zdo9), and the
“y” is lacking in his text for xaléosovou(») and ésri(v), which is perfectly
acceptable in Greek. Not one of these three differences changes his inter-
pretation.

Secondly, the text is used as a fulfillment of the promise and prophecy
God makes through Isaiah. This is the context within Matthew; Amphilo-
chius is simply doing the same. He is in accord with the writers of the New
Testament who use Isaiah more often than any other prophet.r Already we
have seen that Amphilochius is relying heavily on Isaian passages for this
part of his homily. The Isaiah 7: 14 text is immediately followed by Isaiah,
9: 5;2 methodically in his meditative reflections, he takes up these texts,
first, in referring to the Virgin,3 then to the true humanity of the Child who
is born and given.? Again an orchestration of desired texts comes into the
homily.

Perhaps the Fathers of this epoch were making use of a collection of
texts on the Incarnation which were similar to ‘the so-called ‘“TEsTIMONIA”
used by the writers of the New Testament. If so, they were following a
long-standing biblical tradition for using texts, especially texts from Isaiah.5

2. Isaiah 9: 5: A son is born for us, a son is given to us, upon whose shoulder
is the government, and his name is called Messenger of Great Counsel,
Wonderful in Counsel, God the Mighty, Final Authority, Ruler of Peace,
the Everlasting Father.

Amphilochius uses this important Messianic text in three of his homilies,
two of which have been extensively analyzed in this study.® The text Am-

1 ALanpGNT, pp. 910-913.

2 Or. 1. In Natalitia Domini: 2, 11. 63-65.

3 JIbid., 1. 67-68.

4 Ibid., 11. 69-73.

5 JBC, p. 550, 68: 79: “ ‘Testimonia,’ a term taken from the title of a work by Cyprian,
is the designation for systematic collections of OT passages, usually of Messianic import,
which are thought to have been used by the early Christians in their arguments with the
Jews. These were proof-texts culled from the OT to show that Jesus was the Messiah.”

8 Or. I. In Natalitia Domini: 2, 11. 63-66; 3, 11. 78-82, 1. 89 and Or. II. In Occursum
Domini: 6, 1. 161.
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philochius cites is not represented by the Codex Vaticanus! He has the
lengthier reading, as given above.

Within the context of his homily, it serves as a confirmation text for the
fact that the Child born from the Virgin possesses all of the great titles fore-
told by Isaiah.2 Amphilochius, in the development of his discourse, affirms
the Child is named with all these titles.* He returns especially to the title,
6 loyvods Oedg (Mighty God).4 His second homily uses the text to confirm
the reality of Christ’s birth—*“a son is born for us,” a fact which is visible to
our eyes, and “is given to us,” which is known by the mind and thought
alone.®

This text may be at the basis of the statement from Micah (5: 1-3)
that the birth of the Messianic son of David takes place at Bethlehem, thereby
stressing the equality of the Messianic son with David himself.® The final
Davidic ruler would be God’s representative on earth. Isaiah 9: 5f. is the
oldest passage to set forth.this Messianic expectation; as such, the text
refers to an outstanding savior of the house of David who represents the
last event in history.”

The Septuagint has indicated that formerly the Alexandrian Jews were
expecting this coming of a divine messenger.® Amphilochius repeats this
title in his ninth homily,? indicating that he understood it as an impor-
tant Messianic title.

The giving of a name, or, as we have in Isaiah 9: 5f., the conferring
of many names, guarantees God’s grace and salvation.® This is clearly
perceived in Amphilochius’ second homily.*

1 Rauvrs, II: 578, critical apparatus. (Cf. H. Sassg, alwy, in ThWKrrreL [Eng] I:
206, n. 33 and, especially, G. BERTRAM, fadua, in ThWKirTEL [Eng] III: 32.)
2 Or.I. In Nalalitia Domini: 2,11. 60-62 and 11. 68-73.
Ibid., 3, 1. 80.
Ibid., 1. 89.
Or. I1. In Occursum Domini: 6, 11. 161-163.
F. Hessg, Xplw, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) IX: 508.
Ibid., p. 506.
J. ScHNIEWIND, dyyeAia, in ThWKiTTeEL (Eng) I: 57 and n. 6 for related material
(especially, “Or. c. Cels., II, 70 p. 192, 12 £., Koetschau [Bau J. 2, 206]”). Also, c¢f. W.
ZiMMERLI, sais @eod, in ThWKitTEL (Eng) V: 676 on LXX Messianic understanding.
9 Or. IX. In Illud: Non Polest Filiusa Se Facere: 2, 1. 40: & peyding Poviijg dyyelog.
10 H. BIETENHARD, dvoua, in ThWKrTreEL (Eng) V: 234.
1L Or. II. In Occursum Domini: 6, 11. 161-163.

[--J S B - T -
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Biblical scholars have associated Isaiah 7: 14 with, the text of Isaiah
9: 5,1 a correlation which was not neglected by Amphilochius or Chrystostom.

Another implicit correlation is found in the Isaian text which reads “for
us.” This refers to the remnant and the coming of the Messiah as indicated
in Isaiah 9: 5 being in the process of enactment. The prophet also says that
the Messiah will be given “us” (7: 10 ff. “Immanuel,” 9: 5 twice “to us”).
The “for us” can only be the remnant whose presence is referred to in
Isaiah 8: 16-18.2

The notion of a son in relationship to his father is present in the text.
This, of course, opens up parallels with other Messianic texts, especially
Psalm 2: 7 and Psalm 110: 3. In the Old Testament, the king is called
God’s. son on three occasions.? These texts influence the Isaiah 9: 5 ff.
Messianic promise.

Finally, the title of Mighty God is important for Amphilochius. He
used it three times within the main section of his homily on the birth of
Christ. In his understanding, Amphilochius is close to what the Scriptures,
especially Isaiah, say of the Messiah.* This can be linked with the effective
healing power of Christ which has already been noted as a strong theme within
Amphilochius. In summary, however, it is probably correct to infer that all
of the titles used in Isaiah 9: 5 and in Amphilochius are of equal value.’

>

3. Malachai 3: 20 (Sun of Justice): “. .. the sun of justice will arise. ...’

Amphilochius uses the title of sun of justice for Christ who has come forth
from a virginal womb.® He is not alone in using this title in festival homilies.
As we have seen, this is one more title which the homilist has heaped up in
proclaiming the message of this festival day. It should be noted that Am-
philochius’uses this text four times in his works.? The texts affirm the title is
always understood of Christ in a salvific sense; for example, in his homily on
the sinful woman the sun of justice overcomes all aspects of sin;® and in his

1 G, DELLING, nagfévog, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) V: 832,

2 V. HERNTRICH, Aefupa, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) IV: 205, 208-209.

3 E. ScHWEIZER, vidg, in ThWKrIrteL (Eng) VIII: 349-351. (Cf. A. Vaccari, “De
Messia ‘Filio Dei’ in V. T.,” Verbum Domini 15 [1935)] 48-55, 77-86.)

4 W. GRUNDMANN, ddvauar/divauig, in TWWKITTEL (Eng) IT: 299 ff.

5 G. von Rap, elgryy, in ThWKiTTEL (Eng) II: 405-406.

8 Or. I. In Natalitia Domini: 3, 1. 89.

7 Ibid. Or. 1V. In Mulierem Peccatricem: 2, 1. 66; Or. V. In Diem Sabbati Sancli:
3,1.63; Or. VII. De Recens Baplizalis: 5, 1. 159,

8 Or. IV: 2, 11. 66-67.
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sermon to the recently baptized, it illumines and warms (through the bap-
tismal waters).® -

4. Baruch 3: 38: Since then he (she) has appeared on earth and moved among
men.

In the tradition of the Fathers studied within this thesis, the text of
Baruch 3: 38:" “Since then she has appeared upon earth and moved among
men” (uera rodro énl 17jc yiic deln xal év voig dwbedmows cvvaveorodyn)
is among the most favored texts applied to the mystery of the Incarnation.
It is frequently orchestrated with Isaiah 7: 14. '

Though within its biblical context the phrase is a continuation of the
description of Wisdom (feminine), the Fathers have used it for Christ in
His Incarnation, thus changing the gender of its antecedent, Wisdom.

The two earliest appearances of the text in reference to the Incarnation
are found in Clement of Alexandria? and Hippolytus.? It is the latter who
clearly states that the entire section of the Scripture’s Baruch 3: 36-38% was
used by Noetus and Theodotus to speak of Christ; unfortunately, the text
was used to support their heretical statement: “Christ is the Father, if He
is God, therefore the Father suffered.”®

Hippolytus refutes the textual interpretation of Noetus; the Scriptures
are correct. Noetus, however, uses the text otherwise.®

1 0or. VII: 5, 1. 159,

2 CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA, Paedag. I, 10: PG 8: 357-360; Paedag. 11, 3: PG 8: 433,
436.

3 HrprorvTus, Contra Noel., II: PG 10: 805; Conira. Noet., V: PG 10: 809.

4 Ibid., PG 10: 805B. “Such is our God; no other is to be compared to him: He has
traced out all the way of understanding, and has given her to Jacob, his servant, to Israel,
his beloved son. Since then she (he) has appeared on earth, and moved among men”
(Bar. 3: 36-38, New American Bible).

5 Ibid., PG 10: 805B ab initio. (Cf. M. Sinonerrti, La Crisi Ariana nel 1V secolo,
Augustinianum 11 [Rome: Institutum Patristicam Augustinianum, 1975], p. 8, n. 18:
“Hrpee., Noet. 7. 15. Terrt., Prax. 7, 6; 20. Da Ippolito [Noef. 2] apprendiamo che in
questo modo i monarchiani interpretavano anche Bar. 3, 36-38 ‘Questo ¢ il nostro
Dio e non sara considerato altro accanto a lui ... Dopo & apparso in terra e se &
intrattenuto con gli uomini.’ e. Is. 45: 14 “. .. perché in te c’¢ Dio: a te rivolgeranno le
loro preghiere, perché non c’¢ Dio fuori di te’: si tratta di due passi che troveremo adoperati
nel 1v secolo in senso antariano, stante ’interpretazione antimonarchiana fornita da Ip-
polito [Noel. 4.5] e Tertulliano [Praz. 13, 2; 16, 3], distinguendo Dio Padre dal Dio in-
carnato.”)

8 Ibid., PG 10: 808A.
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From the third century on, the text is used more often for the Incarna-
tion. By the time of the era of the writers and preachers studied in this thesis,
it has become a traditional text for use in Nativity and Incarnational sermons
and tracts. Unfortunately, today it is glibly passed over in commentaries
as a text which was erroneously applied to the Incarnation or doctrine on
the Logos by the Fathers—even being a Christian interpolation.!

There seem to be two possible reasons for the choice of the text in
Incarnational thought and interpretation, the first being the Wisdom-Logos
context, and, the second, the servant of God or maic @eo? context. For
the first concept we turn to Athanasius, who speaks of the relationship
Wisdom has with the Word of God and the relationship of other Scriptural
texts to Baruch 3:38. Athanasius’ thought contains in seed-form what
will be developed by the later Greek Fathers of the Church.

Athanasius is commenting on John 17: 3 (“And this is eternal life, that
they know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.”).
Here is the text:

“And we know that the Son of God has come and has given us understand-
ing, to know Him who is true, in His Son Jesus Christ. This is the true
God and eternal life.” (I John 5: 20) Therefore, the Son is true God
before He becomes man, and after He has become the man Christ Jesus
He is the mediator of God and of men. This is indeed what He says, and
whom He has sent Jesus Christ, united to the Father according to the
Spirit, and to us truly according to the flesh; and so He is mediator of God
and of men. Who not only is man, but also is God, just in the manner that
Jeremias says: “THIS IS OUR GOD; NO OTHER CAN COMPARE
WITH HIM. HE GRASPED THE WHOLE WAY TO KNOWLEDGE,
AND GAVE HER TO HIS SERVANT JACOB AND TO ISRAEL
‘WHOM HE LOVED. AFTER THAT (HE) APPEARED ON EARTH
AND LIVED AMONG MEN.” When then did He live among men un-
less it be when He was born with them of a woman, became an infant
among them, grew with them, and ate with them ?2

1 C. A. Moorg, Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah—the Additions, Anchor Bible 44 (Garden
City, N. Y.: Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1977), pp. 301-302.

2 ATtnaNastus, De Incarnatione et Contra Haereticos, PG 26: 1024-1025. N. B. Simo-
NETTI, op. cil., p. 277, n. 79, has to be corrected in the light of Baruch 3: 38 (actually the
more important verse of the text): “Va sottolineata, comungue, in Atanasio—come negli
altri teologi antiariani— la grande utilizzazione del IV Vangelo. Atanasio si serve solo
occasionalmente di fo. 5, 26 (CA 3, 36), che abbiamo visto cosl importante nella teologia
omeousiana. Rileviamo ancora 1’assenza di Bar..3, 36, mentre & utilizzato Is. 45, 14
(CA 2, 23; Serap. 2, 4), che sappiamo di norma affiancato in questo temmpo al passo di
Baruch.”

272



Nativity Homilies [51]

Athanasius then cites texts to confirm what he is saying (Jeremiah
17: 9; Isaiah 9: 6; Isaiah 7: 14). These latter two texts are the texts which
Chrysostom uses. Then in a doctrinal summary these splendid words of
Athanasius are given: “Therefore he is God who is born of a Virgin and is
made man of the God-bearing Mary.”?

For the second biblical concept of maic @cof we turn to the text itself
wherein the expression is found, then the obvious correlation the Fathers
discovered with Isaiah 9: 15 which is so often used with Baruch 3: 36-38.
Verse 37 reads: “He has traced out all the way of understanding, and has
given her to Jacob, his servani, to Israel, his beloved son.” The expression
child of God occurs rarely in Jewish literature after 100 B.C., but it is present
in Baruch 1: 20; 2: 20, 24, 28; 3: 37.2 The meaning of “Child of God” is
possible for this verse; it is also in Wisdom 2: 13.3 The context also leaves
room for the second meaning of wais @eod namely, servant of God, and the
Lukan text 1: 54 compared with Luke 1: 69 leads to the same conclusion.4
The Fathers are fond of the text of Isaiah 9: 5: §v¢ watdiov éyevmidn Huly,
viog xal 8600n fuiv (because a child is born for us, a son is given to us),
and use it with the Baruch 3: 36-38 text.

Since all of the appearances of Baruch 3: 36-38 in the Fathers studied
will be discussed, it is now time to turn to Amphilochius’ use of the text.
It appears only once within his writings, and, as would be expected, in the
homily entitled In Natfalitia Domini® The text is used within those parts
of his homily in which the prophets foretold that God would be seen, that
He would be with mankind—Emmanuel, and that, concretely, a child,
possessing the titles of God, would be born and given to mankind. The texts
referred to are Baruch 3: 38,% Isaiah 63: 9,7 Isaiah 7: 14 (Mt. 1: 23),8 and
Isaiah 9: 5.° These promises are fulfilled in the birth of Christ. Amphilo-
chius concludes the section with his purpose for using these texts: “From
these words you now have knowledge of the mode of [his] presence.”® The

1 ATHANASIUS, 0p. cif., PG 26: 1025A: @sdg odv doviv & yevwmibeis éx maglévov, xai pevd-
uevoe dvlBpwmog éx Maglag i Oeordxov. '

2 J. JEREMIAS, mal; @sod, in T'WKITTEL (Eng) V: 677.

3 Ibid., p. 678. (Cf.n. 149: “We should possibly add Bar. 3: 37—lines 34 f.")

4 Ibid., p. 679.

5 Or. 1. In Natalitia Domini: 2,11, 51-52.

8 Ibid.

7 Ibid., 11. 54-55.

8 Ibid., 1. 60-62.

9 Ibid., 11, 63-66.

10 Jpid., 11. 66-67.
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virginal conception and the condescension of the Word of God are then
mentioned in the soteriological purpose of such an Incarnation.!

Thus Amphilochius has used texts from the common treasury of an
already long existing tradition: from Matthew 1: 23 and John 1: 14 through
Hippolytus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Athanasius. Baruch
3: 38 is to be understood as an essential text for the Church of that time.2

5. Numbers 24: 17: O Day lo be celebrated by innumerable hymns, in which
a star has risen for us out of Jacob and the heavenly man who has
appeared out of Israel?

This text is clearly a Messianic one for Amphilochius. He uses the first
part of the third stich and three words from the fourth stich within the con-
text of the celebration of the feast of the Nativity and as a source for more
messianic titles for Christ which he gathers for this section of the discourse.
All of the Old Testament texts which surround this citation are also Mes-
sianic: Isgiah 9: bbis,* and Malachai 3: 20,5 and Zechariah 6: 12.¢ He may
intend the text to be linked with that of Baruch 3: 38, for the word &gfn
(appeared) occurs as well as the & *Jaxwf and &£ °IopanA found within
Baruch 3: 37.

The expression dvarolsj (dvaréllw) “the rising (from the east)” or “to
come forth and arise” is associated with the Messiah. From the close proxim-
ity of the text (Numbers 24: 17) to Zechariah 6: 12, we may infer that
Amphilochius is dependent on the same tradition as Justin Martyr” and
Melito of Sardis.® The former understands the dvavoldsj of Zechariah 6: 12
in terms of the dvaréAdety of the LXX in Numbers 24: 17 so that the advent
of Christ is the rising of a star. Melito uses the expression as found in Luke
1: 78 “the morning sun from heaven will rise” in reference to the heavenly
light in Christ as Messiah and the sun of the world. The text of Malachai
3: 20 immediately fits this context and is used by Amphilochius. It is not

1 1bid., 11. 67-73.

2 R. DEVREEsSE, “Chaines Exégétiques Grecques,” DBSuppl I: 1084-1233. (Cf. V.
Enrmont, “Baruch,” in DTC II: 437-441 and E. PHILIPPE, “Baruch,” in DB I: 1475-1484.)

3 My translation. Cf. Or. I. In Natalitia Domini: 3, 11. 87-88.

4 Ibid., 11, 78-82, 1. 89.

5 Ibid., 1. 89.

8 Ibid., 1. 91.

7 JustIN, Dial. 100, 4; 106,°4; 121, 2; 126, 1. (Cf. JusTIiN, Apol. I, 32, 12 combining
Num. 24: 17 and Is. 11: 1, 10.)

8 Cf. H. ScHLIER, dvazody, in ThWKiTTEL (Eng) I: 353.
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a question of directly using Justin or Melito’s works; rather a tradition for
the use of such orchestrating of texts has already been formed.

Amphilochius definitely is associating all of these texts with the Child
who is born of the Virgin. He also calls him the heavenly man, perhaps im-
plicitly referring to another Messianic text, Daniel 7: 13: 709 odpavoed d¢ vidg
avBoddmov (like a son of man from the heaven[s]) while Christ as fulfillment
is in reality for Amphilochius ¢ dvfpwsog 6 odpdviog (the heavenly man).t

The Qumran texts have a reference to Numbers 24: 17; it is considered
Messianic.2 Simon’s coins after the revolt of 132 carry a star.® The rabbinic
literature witnesses to a Messianic understanding of Numbers 24: 17.4
Akiba took Numbers 24: 17 in such a way as to see a fulfillment of the
prophecy in Ben Koseba.5 Unlike the rabbinic texts adduced, the Christian
usage in the Fatliers clearly affirms the soteriological role of the Christ.®
The Messianic context is thus attested in Judaism, in the Qumran com-
munity, in rabbinic literature and especially in the Septuagint itself” —a
product of Alexandrian-Diaspora-Judaism, and a translation which became
the Church’s book.8

2. Basil the Great (+ 379)

Isaiah 7: 14: in the homily on Christ’s Birth.?

Basil uses the text of Isaiah 7: 14 as it is found in the Septuagint; how-
ever, he follows the Vaticanus reading of Asfjpera: for £5e.® He uses the

1 Or. I. In Natalitia Domini: 3,1. 88.

2 Ci. JBG, p. 96, 5: 47: IQM 11: 5-7, CD 7: 19-20.

3 W. FoERSTER, dotjp, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) I: 505 and n. 19. (Cf. A. S. VAN DER.
WOUDE, ypolw, in ThWKrrreL [Eng] IX: 523, n. 189.)

4 Cf. G. KItTEL, Zpnuog, in ThWKiIrteL (Eng) IT: 659, citing: Tanchuma py 7b:
“*(The Messiah) drives them forth, and brings them into the wilderness. ...’” and Leqach
tob Nu. 24: 17 (II, 129b): cf. STRACH-BILLERBECK II: 298.

5 R. MEYER, zpopriTng, in ThWKiTTEL (Eng) VI: 824, notes 305, 306.

8 C. CoLpE, d vidg 10¥ dvfpdmov, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VIIL: 410, n. 67. (I am refer-
ring to Christ, not to a second Adam theme.)

7 A. S vaN pER Woubg, Xplw, in ThWKi1rTEL (Eng) IX: 510.

8 RamLFs, It xxiii.

9 L. GaMBERO studies the Basilian authenticity and the Marian doctrine of this text
in his thesis appearing in this same issue of Marian Library Studies: L’omelia sulla genera-
zione di Cristo di Basilio di Cesarea. Il posto della Vergine Maria, MLS 13-14 (1981-
1982), see pp. 107-114.

10 Homilia in Sanctam Christi Generationem, PG 31: 1464C; then, as cited from Mat-
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text in combination with Baruch 3: 38 (that is, implicitly).! He refutes the
arguments of those who would read wedvic (young woman) in place of
mapfévog (virgin) by adhering strictly to the Septuagint. It would be
absurd that God would promise an extraordinary sign and not fulfill it.
He argues that reading “young woman” would not be a special sign. In
fact, the sign given by the Lord is unheard of, prodigious, and far removed
from the ordinary.2 There is a reliance on the tradition of Ignatius of Antioch
and possibly of Origen in which Basil stresses the fact that the virginity of
Mary was hidden from the prince of this world.?

3. Gregory of Nyssa (T 394)

Isaiah 7: 14 and Baruch 3: 38:

Gregory of Nyssa uses the Emmanuel text in his homily on the Birth-
day of Christ.? It is within the immediate context of answering how “a child
is born for us and a son is given to us.” (Isaiah 9: 6)°* He uses the text,
“Behold the virgin shall conceive in her womb and will bring forth a son,
and they shall name him Emmanuel, which is interpreted, God-with-us.”
The citation is through Matthew 1: 23. Just as Basil, he substitutes A7jperac
for £fet. Then comes his clear statement concerning Mary: “The virgin
becomes a mother, and remains a virgin.”$

4. Gregory of Nazianzus (t ca. 390)

Baruch 3: 36-38

This text is used in Oratic XXX of Gregory of Nazianzus. Though often
used in their Nativity homilies, the Fathers were well aware that the monar-

thew 1: 23, with the same reading AsJyerar for &fei. (Ci. Ramvirs, II: 575, critical
apparatus.) !

1 Ie states that the name “Emmanuel” means that God is present with men (§7t Gedg év
avlpdmois); PG 31: 1465C.

2 Jbid., PG 31: 1465D.

3 Ibid., PG 31: 1464C. (Cf. OriGEN, In Lucam. Hom. VI, 3-4: SC 87: 145; GCS 49,
35. Cf. IeNaTIUS OF ANTIOCH, Ephes. XI1X.)

4 In Diem Nalalem Christi, PG 46: 1136A.

5 Ibid., PG 46: 1133D.

8 ‘H mapfévog wiftng ylverar, xal Siauéver maglévoc (PG 46: 1136A).
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chians had used this text in confounding the Father and Son.' It is within
this same historical context that Gregory makes use of the scriptural refer-
ence.?

ANTIOCHENES

5. John Chrysostom (} 407)

1. The Orchesiration of Texts

John Chrysostom’s technique, the “orchestration of texts,” is based
on using Scripture to prove or interpret Scripture. It basically comprises a
choice of texts around a principal text—in the present study this usually
is Isaiah 7: 14 or Baruch 3: 38—which helps to confirm, expand, or clarify
the interpretation Chrysostom has given. The important texts noticed
around Isaiah 7: 14 are the following ones:

Baruch 3: 38:2 “Since then she (He) has appeared on earth, and moved among
men.”

Micah 5: 2:* “But you, Bethlehem-Ephrathah, too small to be among the
clans of Judah, from you shall come forth for me one who is to be ruler
in Israel; whose origin is from old, from ancient times.” _

Romans 6: 9-10:5 “We know that Christ, once raised from the dead, will
never die again; death has no more power over him. His death was
death to sin, once for all; his life is life for God.”

Romans 9: 5:¢ « . . theirs were the patriarchs, and from them came the
Messiah (I speak of his human origin). Blessed forever be God who is
over all! Amen.” ' o

Genesis 49: 9-10:7 “Judah, like a lion’s whelp, you have grown up on prey,
my son. He crouches like a lion recumbent, the king of beasts—who
would dare rouse him? The scepter shall never depart from Judah,

1 M. SimonETTI, La Crisi Ariana nel 1V Secolo, p. 8, esp. n. 18.

2 QOratio XXX -— Theologica 1V, PG 36: 121B.

3 Contra Judaeos et Gentiles, PG 48: 815AB. Ecloga 34, PG 63: 823D; In Matt. Hom.
5, PG 57: 56; In Psalm. 47, PG 55: 216A; De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, PG 48: 739A.

4 In Natalem Christi, PG 56: 390D. In Psalm. 44, PG 55: 195C.

5 In Isaiam ?, PG 56: 86C; Ecloga 34, PG 63: 829C.

8 De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, PG 48: 739A.

7 In Illud, Pater, PG 51: 37B.
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or the mace from between his legs, while tribute is brought to him, and
he receives the people’s homage.”

Isaiah 9: 6:! “His dominion is vast and forever peaceful, from David’s
throne and over his kingdom which he confirms and sustains by judg-
ment and justice both now and forever.”

A similar constellation of texts is used to demonstrate the reality of the
human nature of Jesus Christ: Galatians 4: 4, Philippians 2: 7, John 1: 14
and Romans 9: 5. These have already been cited.

In De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, V,? are found: Isaiah 7: 14 (Mat-
thew 1: 23), Isaiah 9: 6, Romans 9: 5, Ephesians 5: 5, and II Timothy 1: 10.
All these texts fit very well the mystery of the Nativity and the Incarnation.

In his homily on the birth of Christ, Ecloga XXXIV—the following
Incarnational texts are presented: Philippians 2: 5-9, Baruch 3: 38, Isaiah
7: 14, John 1:1, Matthew 2:1, Matthew 1:18-25, Isaiah 7:10-16 and
Romans 6: 9.3

In Illud, Pater, Si Possibile Est, Transeatl: the value of the text is from
its making use of a series of scriptural quotations to bring out a point.
Since certain patterns appear, we call it an orchestration of texts or a
constellation of favored texts used for the Incarnation.

Here Chrysostom goes to the beginnings of salvation history, starting
with a patriarch: “From the prey, my son, you have gone up; you have
stooped down as a lion”—thus Jacob blesses Judah. Then Isaiah, a prophet,
announces that a Virgin shall conceive and bear a son; and, again in Isaiah
53: 2, we see him as an infant and like a root out of dry ground. Isaiah
9: 6 is then cited, followed by Isaiah 11: 1, and finally Baruch 3: 36-38.
The Virgin birth and the Incarnation are asserted. David, too, in Psalm
72: 6 says: “May he be like rain that falls on mown grass, like showers that
water the earth”; this is seen in reference to Mary as virgin: “so quietly and
without noise he entered the virginal womb” (87 dypopnti xal drapdyws eig
Ty utfroay eloediivle Ty magbevixriv) and also stressing the Davidic
lineage.*

1 De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, PG 48: 738D; In Psalm. 44, PG 55: 195CD.
2 De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, PG 48: 738D-739A.

3 Ecloga 34, PG 63: 827-829.

4 In Illud, Pater, PG 51: 37BC.
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2. Mary, the Virgin Mother of Jesus, within the context of fulfillment (Isaiah
7: 19

The Virgin Mother of Jesus is primarily seen in texts which are of the
prophecy-fulfillment theme. She is the Virgin prophesied in Isaiah 7: 14;
she is the human link with the royal lineage of David (Joseph her husband
also is seen in this respect.), and she is the Mother who gave Jesus human
flesh while remaining a virgin. For Chrysostom Mary is the human instru-
ment by means of which God accomplishes the Incarnation, that is, Jesus
takes flesh of her in order to enter into human history and bring about
salvation. Thus, her role is also bound up with the purpose of the Incarna-
tion which primarily is soteriological. Mary cannot be compared to Christ.
He, as has been pointed out, is the center of the Scriptures for Chrysostom.
Mary is always secondary in relationship to Christ; she is present in the
Scriptures because of Christ. Chrysostom sees the instruinental role of Mary
within the Scriptures as a physical virgin who as a person within history
gives the reality of human nature and the Davidic lineage to Jesus her Son.

The text of Isaiah 7: 14 is used sixteen times in an explicit citation.
Not only does the text appear in the expected Matthew commentary, where
it is used as a direct explicit fulfillment text (Matthew 1: 23),2 but it is also
cited within his commentary on the Prologue of St. John,? and in ten other
authentic works of Chrysostom.? Mary in all these fexfs is seen in relationship
to the event of the Incarnation, specifically as the virgin (not symbolic) who
was to fulfill the role of Mother to the Messiah. That is, for Chrysostom,
Mary is a physical virgin born in history who gives birth to a Son for the
salvation of mankind. ' ’

‘Why was this text so important for the Fathers and for John Chrysos-
tom? The answer cannot be given categorically. It is evident that Chrysos-

1 In Matt. Hom. 5, PG 57: 56D, 57A.

2 In Joh. Hom. 13, PG 59: 87B.

3 A. In Isaiam 7, PG 56: 78-86 (esp. 82B).

Ecloga 34, PG 63: 827-829 (esp. 827A, D).

In Psalm. 44, PG 55: 195C.

In Psalm. 47, PG 55: 216A.

In Psalm. 117, PG 55: 335D.

De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, PG 48: 738C-D.
Contra Judaeos et Gentiles, PG 48: 815A.

In Illud, Pater, PG 51: 37C.

In Diem Servatoris, PG 56: 389B-390C.

(Cf In Matt. Hom. 5, PG 57: 55A-56D; In Joh. Hom. 13, PG 59: 87B )
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tom was interested in showing the reality of Jesus’ human nature by demon-
strating both that the Virgin and her husband Joseph belonged to the royal
lineage of David. This historical fact is important because the Messianic
promises are directly related to the Davidic descendants. The text of
Isaiah 7: 14 is used often in a context which includes the notion of Davidic
line.? '

" The starting point for Chrysostom for discussing the Davidic lineage of
Jesus is in his commentary on the genealogy of Matthew 1: 1-17. Chrysostom
clearly states that Joseph is not the father of Jesus. He is present to offer
Jesus the claim to royal Davidic lineage, but, not exclusively, for Chrysos-
tom argues from his own punctuation of the text—citing the parallel from
Luke’s Gospel—that Mary, too, is of the same House of David (Luke 1: 27).2
He is, at first, restricted by the text of Matthew for, definitely, the genealogy
of the Virgin is not traced.®* Chrysostom gives the reason why Mary’s
genealogy is not traced—“It was not the law to do so among the Jews”—
and, at the same time, he confirms the purpose and importance of Joseph’s
lineage from David.# In searching for further support to his understanding
of Mary also being from the lineage of David, Chrysostom states that mar-
riage was supposed to be within the same tribe. He thereby returns to the
Genesis 49: 10 promise made to the tribe of Judah (a reference which we
have seen used by the earlier Fathers).

The mystery of Mary becomes more evident as the prophecy of Isaiah
7: 14 is fulfilled. This key text for Chrysostom helps us to understand
Mary’s place in the Incarnation. He brings out the fulfillment prophecy
in his Matthean commentary which speaks in general about the text of
Isaiah 7:14.8 :

The title of Christ, “Son of David,”? becomes importailt for both Matthew
and Chrysostom’s interpretation of Matthew. The title differs from the
Fourth Gospel’s title of “Word,” assuring the reality of Jesus according to the
flesh, which means His birth from the Virgin Mary. The thought of Chrysos-

1 Ecloga 34, PG 63: 827D; In Psalin. 44, PG 55: 194D-195BCD; Confra Judaeos et
Gentiles, PG 48: 815C; In Illud, Pater, PG 51: 37BC; In Diem Servatoris, PG 56: 389B,
390C.

2 In Matt. Hom. 2, PG 57: 27D.

3 In Matt. Hom. 1, PG 57: 21B.

4 In Matt. Hom. 2, PG 57: 28CD.

5 In Matt. Hom. 2, PG 57: 28A.

8 In Matt. Hom. 5, PG 57: 56D.

7 In Matt, Hom. 2, PG 57: 27B.
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tom is definitely biblical when it comes to speaking of the origin of Jesus
Christ from the Virgin Mary. He proves for his listeners that Mary is from
the lineage of David—so Christ fulfills truly all that springs from biblical
prophecy about David’s future progeny. It is also another way of claiming
for Christ the totality of his human nature from the Virgin Mary—really,
according to the flesh; not as from Joseph her spouse, which is according
to the Law but not the flesh. There is a pronounced fundamental realism in
Chrysostom on this point which issues from the biblical pericope of Matthew
1: 18-25. Insistence on Davidic lineage is an important emphasis in the
exegesis of the Fathers and, especially, in Chrysostom. Jesus is a part of
the human history of God’s People, the Jews, and the linear aspect of the
Judaeo-Christian tradition is never forgotten. The Bible of the Church and
Synagogue considers the history of mankind as essential to its message.
Chrysostom was born into such a heritage.

There are texts in Chrysostom which indicate the lineage of Jesus from
the House of David, then, far more remotely, from Jacob through Juda.
We have seen examples of this in his commentary on Matthew. The other
references are of the fulfillment type, that is, prophecy and promise are
carried out by God through the birth of Jesus by Mary.! At times, Chrysos-
tom defends the belief in a manner similar to the rabbis who had used their
commentaries as a way of protecting the Torah by building a hedge around
it;?2 Chrysostom uses an expression similar to this rabbinic one: “Oppose
him from the witness of the Scriptures—as a wall.”® The apophatic ap-
proach continues to be used by Chrysostom.4

In the homily on the Nativity, In Diem Natalem,® Chrysostom affirms
Mary to be of the House of David (Cf. Luke 1: 26-27.). We have seen this
same argument above in the Matthew commentary. Just as the star led the
wise men to Christ, Mary is led to Bethlehem by the law as the prophets had
predicted. She, therefore, is from the family of David; for, if she was from
Bethlehem she belongs to the family of David (Luke 2:4). Chrysostom,
true to his Antiochene background, proceeds from grammar to defend his

1 De Prophetiarum Obscuritale, PG 56: 166D-167A; De Melchisedeck, PG 56: 259D-
260A.

2 PIrkE ABoTH, The Elhics of the Talmud: The Sayings of the Fathers, ed. by R. T.
Herford (New York, 1964), p. 21.

3 De Melchisedeck, PG 56: 259D.

4 Ibid.

5 In Diem Natalem, PG 49: 354CD.
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interpretation of Luke 1: 26-27. The other parallels to such passages proceed
along the same line of prophecy-fulfillment.!

3. The Septuagint

The Septuagint version of Isaiah 7: 14 and its correspondent in Matthew
1: 23 is a basic text for Chrysostom’s reflections on the role of the Virgin
in the Incarnation. Chrysostom uses A7jperac in place of &fee in the LXX;
he also has the third person plural xalésovow in place of xaléoeic. He has
conflated the texts of Matthew 1: 23 and Isaiah 7: 14.

As we have seen above, there are sixteen different citations of the text
(considered in the context of scriptural interpretation) within his works.
His commentary on the text of Isaiah is the basis for his other citations, and
can be considered to be the matrix.2 Chrysostom’s later homily on the
Nativity® copies almost verbatim the ideas found in the Isaiah commentary;
the same pattern is found in the fifth homily on the Gospel of St. Matthew*
wherein the Isaiah text is found.

Virgin is the preferred title of Chrysostom for Mary. (His argumenta-
tion differs from that offered by McHugh.)> For Chrysostom, the virginity
of Mary is physical, not symbolic. For him, the Septuagint version of Isaiah
7: 14 prophesied her virginity and the fulfillment of it is reached in the
birth of Jesus—Matthew 1: 23 being the fulfillment text. Baruch 3: 38 is
the prophetic Incarnation text which often accompanies the Isaiah text.

For him, it is not merely a sign but also a prophecy, connected to the sign
within these texts.® In his commentary on Isaiah, the Isaiah 7: 14 text is
seen within the larger context of the chapter, strengthening Chrysostom’s
interpretation. In this instance, he uses the prophetic sign as a lesson in how
God as a Divine Pedagogue leads us to believe.” By using the plural of
Matthew 1: 23 (xaléoovot) universal salvation is meant, in contrast to its
simply being a sign for Ahaz (xaléoeig).

1 In Matt. Hom. 1, PG 57: 21A, D, 41CD; In Matt. Hom. 2, PG 57: 27D-28A (Gen.
49: 10); In Illud, Pater, PG 51: 32C.
In Isaiam, PG 56: 78-86.
Ecloga 34, PG 63: 827-829.
In Matt. Hom, 5, PG 57: 55-57.
J. McHugH, op. cit., pp. 310-311. (Cf. also pp. 281-283.)
In Isaiam, PG 56: 83.
? Ibid., PG 56: 82.
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Chrysostom also uses the definite article before the word mag0évos.
That the woman is a virgin is essential to his interpretation; it cannot be
otherwise. Undoubtedly, he is following the fulfillment text of Matthew
1: 23 to render this understanding.

In his citations, the virginity of Mary, the humanity of Jesus, and his
Davidic origins are essential for Chrysostom.!. The texts of Isaiah 7: 14
and Baruch 3: 38 are important to his interpretation of the Incarnation.

4. Baruch 3: 38: Merd. roiro émi tijc yijc debn xal év toic dvbodmois cvy-
aveotoden. (Since then she has appeared on earth, and moved among men.)

Chrysostom uses the text of Baruch 3: 38 at least eleven times ex-
plicitly.2 The prophetic announcement of the Incarnation is his consistent
interpretation for this text. Normally, he uses it with a constellation of
texts for the Incarnation, especially with Isaiah 7: 14 and Isaiah 9: 6.2
The text is both attributed to Jeremiah® and to Baruch.® It seems that
Hippolytus® is the earliest of the writers to use this text. Origen had also
used the text.”

Frequently the use of the text is doctrinal, having reference to the di-
vine and human natures within Christ. The richest insight into the text

1 In Psalm. 49, PG 55: 21B.
2 John Chrysostom:
De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, PG 48: 738-739D, 740A.
Contra Judaeos et Gentiles, PG 48: 815A.
Contra Judaeos et Gentiles, PG 48: 824A.
De Sancta Pentecoste I, PG 50: 454B.
In 8. Phocam Martyrem, PG 50: 705B.
In Illud, Pater, Si Possibile Esl, Transeat, PG 51: 37C.
In Psalm. 47, PG 55: 216A.
In Psalm. 49, PG 55: 246A.
Ecloga 34, PG 63: 823D.
In Diem Natalem Christi, PG 49: 351A.
In Illud. In Qua Potestate, PG 56: 424D.
3 De Incomprehensibili Dei Natura, V (Isa. 7: 14; Matt. 1: 23; Isa. 9: 6; Rom. 9: 5;
Ephes. 5: 5; and II Tim. 1: 10), PG 48: 738-739.
4 Contra Judaeos el Gentiles, Quod Christus Sif Deus, PG 48: 815.
5 Ibid., PG 48: 824.
8 HippoLyTus, Contra Noeticum, PG 10: 805; cf. HiprroLyTUS, Noel. 7: 15; TERTULLIAN,
Prazx. 16, 3: CCL 2, 1181.
7 OniGeN, In Mait., Origenes Werkes X (GCS), 562, 2. In Joan, VI, 6: PG 14: 2534;
cf. In Joan., Origenes Werkes IV (GCS), XXX: 15, 156. Comment. in Epist. ad Rom.
v, 11: PG 14: 1000.
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is found in St. Athanasius who seems to bring out both the relationship
which Wisdom has with the Word of God, and, likewise, the relationship of
other Scriptural texts to Baruch 3: 38. His interpretation contains in its
seed-form the notions developed by the later Fathers of the Church. It
offers as well an interpretation which springs from the original setting of the
text in its.Wisdom background. What is most interesting is that he uses
the same constellation of texts to be found in Chrysostom (Isaiah 7: 14,
Isaiah 9: 6). In a doctrinal summary Athanasius concludes, “The one is God
who is born of a virgin and who became man of Mary the mother of God.”

Athanasius also has commented on Proverbs 8: 25-272 showing that the
Son of God is true Wisdom, not created as things in the world, for “before the
mountains, before the earth and the waters, before the hills he begot me.”
The text is parallel in thought to what Athanasius has said about the mean-
ing of Baruch 3: 38, that is, both texts serve to explain the mystery of the
‘Word as Wisdom become flesh among men.

Gregory of Nazianzus?® also used Baruch 3: 36-38 to interpret the mean-
ing of John 17: 3: “And this is eternal life, that they know thee the only true
God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.” This was the same text
Athanasius had used. He understands the text as distinguishing the Father
and the Son. In this latter notion, Gregory is close to the use of Hippolytus.
It seems that the Fathers of the fourth century were dependent on Athana-
sius and possibly on Hippolytus for their use of the text in Incarnational
thought.

JERUSALEMITES

Their use of Isaiah 7: 14

Since the text of Isaiah 7: 14 is the most important text in those homi-
lies and tracts which treat directly of the birth of Christ, Hesychius and
Cyril of Jerusalem have been chosen for the general orientation given to that
text. Both preachers are from the geographical area in which the original
inspiration of Isaiah 7: 14 came, albeit the translation of the Septuagint, of
which they made use, is from Alexandria; therefore, the all-important word
7wapfévog is their preferred title for Mary, the Mother of Jesus.

1 De Incarnatione et Contra Arianos, PG 26: 1024-1025.
2 Oratio II. Contra Arianos, PG 26: 315-316.
8 QOratio XX X—Theologica IV, PG 36: 121B.
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The text has been discussed at length throughout the pages of this
thesis. The present presentation is meant as an aid to studying the citation
as it appears in the context of each of the works of the Jerusalemite Fathers
studied. '

6. Cyril of Jerusalem (1 387)

1. Isaiah 7: 14 and Baruch 3: 38

In his eleventh Catechetical lecture, Cyril uses the notion of Emmanuel!
(God with us) as a transition to his use of Baruch 3: 36-38,2 thus combining
the two favored texts used by the Fathers for the Incarnation. He is using
the texts as a testimony to Christ’s divinity and humanity.?

His twelfth lecture links the notion of Solomon’s building the temple—
“Can it indeed be that God dwells among men on earth ?”—with the birth
of Christ. Since the words from III Kings 8: 27 (Sept.) are remarkably close to
Baruch 3: 38, it may be that Cyril understands how a relationship with
the transcendent dwelling place of God, by a loving condescension of God,
becomes possible through the humanity of Christ. The text concerning
the temple reads in the Septuagint: 87t ei aAnbd¢ xarowjoer 6 Oedc pera
avpdnrwy érmi vhc yijc (“Can it indeed be that God dwells among men
on earth ?”). It is a question. David’s prayer implies that such a presence
is possible by God’s graciousness. For Cyril, the Baruch 3: 38 text is the
answer: uerd todo éni Tijc yiic deln xai év voig dvfpdmois cvvavesToden
(“Since then HE has appeared on earth and moved among men.”).

Often the Fathers used Isaiah 7: 14 against unbelievers in a polemic
manner. By addressing possible or imagined unbelievers, they enhanced the
instructional element in their homilies and lectures. For us today, these

. passages offer insights into their interpretation. A good example is found
in Calechesis XII, De Christo Incarnalo. This is the same instruction
that began with a direct quotation of Isaiah 7:14, which apparently was
followed by a hymn to the Virgin-born God (possibly a hymn based on
John’s Prologue); Cyril’s introductory remarks are filled with references
to that hymn.* In section two, the Isaiah citation is given an interpreta-

L Catech. Or. XI, De Filio Dei Unigenito, PG 33: 708C.

2 Ibid., PG 33: 709A: pagrvgiay tijs Xpiotod Oedrnrog.

3 Ibid. .
4 Catechesis XII, De Christo Incarnato, PG 33: 725A, preliminary inscription.
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“tion within the context of a polemic questioning of the unbeliever (imagined

or real): “Is he who is to come, for whom you are looking, to be born of a
Virgin or not?” He has answered the question through a question! “Truly
the prophet Isaiah says that Emmanuel would be born from a virgin.”
The prophetic texts themselves affirm that he is to be born of a virgin, so
does the Gospel, so does the Church.?

Cyril gives the clearest expression of his belief in the fourth section of
this lecture. It is an expression which is based both on the Isaiah text
(7: 14) and on the most important incarnational text in the Prologue, John
1: 14, which he immediately recites after proclaiming: “Believe that He the
Only-begotten Son of God—He Himself was again begotten of a Virgin.”3

In the latter part of the same instruction, two more uses of the Isaiah
prophecy are made by Cyril in explaining the meaning of “’almah.”* Cyril
makes a case of the fact that often the context of a young maiden ("almah)
demands she be a virgin. He uses Deuteronomy 22: 27 and I Kings 1: 4
to demonstrate this interpretation. At any rate, no passage shows the
word used for a married woman.

Finally, in adhering to the text of Isaiah 7: 14 in its historical setting,
Cyril shows that it could only mean the future and not the past. One gets
the impression that Cyril was able to argue not only from the Septuagint,
but from the Hebrew text.

2. Davidic/Messianic {exts within Cyril of Jerusalem: *Ex to% Aafid toivoy
7w 7 ayia ITapBévos (“Therefore the holy Virgin was from David.”)?

Cyril of Jerusalem, more than the other Fathers, underlines the im-
portance of the Davidic lineage of Jesus within the soteriological purpose
of the Incarnation. In his three discourses on the Incarnation, there are
fifteen references to the Davidic origins of Jesus; these can easily be associa-
ted with biblical texts which he considered Messianic.

1 Ibid., PG 33: 728B, 728C.

2 Ibid., PG 33: 728C.

8 Ibid., PG 33: 729A: ITlorevooy, 671 adrds éxetvog 6 Tol Ozob uovoyevijs Yids, odrog
&x IapBévov mdAw EyeviiOn. '

4 Ibid., PG 33: 753A, 753C. Cf. JusTIN MARTYR, Tryph. 43, 67, 71; Eusesius, De-
monstr. Evang. VII, 1, 315. For other texts using ’almah, see: Exod. 2: 8, Cant, 1: 3,
Ps. 68: 25.

5 Catechesis X11, De Christo Incarnalo, PG 33: 757A.
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First, there are texts which speak of Jesus being born according to the
flesh (hence, from David) and, yet, in his divinity he is not subjected to
time and is eternal with the Father. Citing Matthew 1: 1, “The book of the
genealogy of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham”—He is
the Son of David at the end of the ages (Yios uév ydg 4afid éni ovvredela
@y aidvwy . ..) and, according to that same human source, from David
he is subjected to time, to being handled and to genealogical descent ("A11a
T0 uéy wara 1oy Aafid, xal yodvow . .. xal yevealoysirar)t

Cyril uses two messianic psalms more to speak of the twofold generation
of Christ than simply of his human origins from David. In Psalms 110: 2
(109) he shows the eternal sonship of the Lord and his dominion over all
things.2

Psalm 2: 7 and Psalm 109: 3? are used in the eleventh instruction to
indicate Christ’s eternal generation. He also cleverly uses a phrase from
Isaiah 53: 8—“Who shall tell of his generation?” Cyril says: “The Son
Himself says of the Father, ‘The Lord said to me. Thou art my Son, today
I have begotten Thee’” (Psalm 2: 7). Cyril understands today (o7jueoov)
to be a timeless, before all ages, designation. To confirm his statement, he
adds Psalm 109: 3 (“From the womb, before the morning star, have I be-
gotten Thee.”); this is the locus for the strongest juxtaposition of the two
psalms considered messianic in any of the works presented.? The two
Septuagintal verb forms yeyévynxd and éyévyned unite the two psalms in
a grammatic manner as well as in an hermeneutical one, as Cyril has shown.

Cyril uses Micah 5: 2 as a text for showing the twofold generation of
Christ. He cites the entire text: “But you, Bethlehem, house of Ephratha,
are not the least among Judah’s clans; from you shall come forth for me a
Ruler who shall shepherd my people Israel. His origin lies in former times,
in ancient days.”®

1 Catechesis XI, De Filio Dei Unigenito, PG 33: 696C-697A. He explains: 76 §é xard
v Bedryra, ofte xpdvew vmofdiierar obte vémw, obte yevealoyeirar.

2 Catechesis X, De Uno Domino, PG 33: 672B.

3 Cathechesis XI, 5, PG 33: 697A.

4 Ibid. Cf. PG 33: 749A where Psalm 2: 7 is applied to Christ’s universal rule. Davidic
origins are not mentioned.

5 PG 33: 716AB. The note in Migne is worthwhile for a study of the variants and their
source; cf. PG 33: 715CD, 716C.

Cyril has used a text with variants coming from St. Matthew’s use of the same verse,

from the Alexandrine codex of the LXX and from codex Barberinus. Cf. J. L. Mavs,
Micah: A Commentary, Old Testament Library (Philadelphia, Pa.: Westminster Press,
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Secondly, since the above text also refers to the geographical origins
of David and the Messiah, we will consider the texts which refer to “a city
of David.” The above paragraph and its notes serve as a transition to this
second point.

In his twelfth catechetical instruction, Cyril returns to the verse of
Micah 5: 2. This time his text is remarkably closer to the Septuagint His
interpretation commences with an exact understanding, namely, the place
of the promise is what is emphasized.? Since Cyril and his congregation are
in Jerusalem, the references are quite descriptive, colorful, and alive. He
refers to the woody area that had been there but a few years ago!® Thus,
Cyril is merely confirming the prophetic promise of Micah and its fulfillment,
just as Matthew’s Gospel had affirmed.*

In section six of his tenth discourse, the New Testament text of Luke
2: 11 is given to show the fulfillment in salvation history of what Micah had
promised. Cyril says, “Christ the Lord is he who is born in a city of David.”
He immediately affirms that before the Incarnation Christ is already Lord
(706 i évavbpwmroeds ori Xotords Kibpiog).b

The final reference to the city of David takes us to the same text of
Luke 2: 10-11 with the great proclamation of the good news coming to the

1976), pp.115-116: “The purpose of the double name, Bethlehem Ephratha, seems clear.
Both are associated with the origin of David before he became king in Hebron and Jerusa-
lem. David’s father, Jesse, was a Bethlehemite (I Sam. 16.1, 18) and an Ephrathite from
Bethlehem of Judah (I Sam. 17.12)... ‘Origen’... echoes the verb ‘come forth’
(ys’) and thinks of children originating in the loins of their father.” “ . .. The motif em-
phasizes the marvel of God’s intervention, who brings forth a man to save his people from
the most unlikely and unexpected quarter. From such an unlikely source shall emerge one
who will specifically belong to YHWH . .. He will serve as ruler (;nd$él) over Israel.”

1 The Septuagint does not have the negative conjunction w2 before gAtyoozdg; Cyril also
has ydg before uoc just as his other citation. He also adds the word sjyoduevos (which is
found in Matthew 2: 6). Remarkably, he has dropped the extended phrase “who shall
shepherd my people Israel” which he had used in the other reference to Micah 5: 2.

2 Catechesis XI1I, 20, PG 33: 740B: *Enayyeilag 0¢ 7ov témov . . .. (CL. J. L. Mavs,
op. cil., p. 115: “The opening is similar to 4.8 in pointing out a person who is to hear a
promise.”)

3 Cyril refers to Psalm 131: 6 (132): “Lo, we hear of it at Ephratha: we found it in the
fields of the wood.”

4 Matt. 2: 6.

5 Catechesis X, 6, PG 33: 668A fine. Luke 2: 11 reads: 87t 81éy0n duiv orjucgoy owro &g
gotw Xgiotog xvgros &y méAer Aavid.

Cyril reads: Xptordg d »vgide otw J Teybeic év ndler Aafid.
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shepherds from an angel. The difference is that in this text Christ the Lord
is identified as the Son of God.!

Thirdly, Cyril shows the origins of Jesus back to Judah. He emphasizes
the human origins of Jesus (éx mapfévov) through Mary who is unqualifiedly
affirmed to be of the family of David. Let us proceed from the references in
Genesis 49: 9-10: Jesus Christ is called “Lion” indicating his kingly and
steadfast, confident nature. He is the strong lion of the tribe of Judah.
This assertion finds its source in Genesis 49: 9, but it is not cited directly.
Interestingly, the word #jyoduevoc is within the text of the Septuagint.
Could Matthew in 2: 6 and Cyril himself have consciously merged the text
of Micah 5: 2 with Genesis 49: 10b ?2

The last citation of Genesis 49: 8, 10 is found in the Calechesis XII.
Cyril tells us that he is shortening the quotation from Genesis; he proceeds:
“Judah, your brothers will praise you. . . .. For there will not lack a ruler
from Judah, nor a leader from his thigh bones, until he comes who is to be
reserved—and he will not be the expectation (of the Jews) but of the Gen-
tiles.” Cyril has extended the salvific effect to all nations, hence, the uni-
versal effect of Christ’s coming into history is borne out.* A comparison of
the two texts in Cyril may result in discovering the versions he was using.
This is beyond my scope. ’

The final part of this excursus consists of the references Cyril has to the
Davidic lineage of Mary. In his twelfth catechesis on the Incarnate Christ,
Cyril states Christ is born of a virgin. The context of the entire section 23
is within the descent from David. He uses texts from the Old Testament and
applies them to Christ; he explicitly denies they are said of Solomon.. The
gathel:ing of such Davidic references is excellent, and the overall Christian

1 Calechesis X, 10, PG 33: 673A: xdgiog tolvvy éotily 6 Yiog 100 Ocod.

2 Calechesis X, 3, PG 33: 664B. New Testament texts having the notion of Genesis
49: 9-10 are Revelations 5: 5 (J Aéwv 6 &x 17jc puiAfc *lodda, 1) dila davld .. ..) and
Hebrews 7:14 (ydp v &€ *Jovda dvaréralzey 6 xvgiog Hudv, el v guity megl icpéwv
0908y Mwiletjs éAdAnoey).

However, neither of these two works are found in the list of books which Cyril gives
us in Calechesis IV: 33-36. Lagrange says that the Apocalypse is probably excluded
because of the influence of Eusebius, the metropolitan of Caesarea during this time. (Cf.
M.-J. LAGRANGE, Histoire Ancienne du Canon du Nouveau Testament [Paris, 1933], p. 111.)

3 Catechesis XII,17A. See the excellent notes in Migne on a comparison of Cyril’s text
with the LXX. I agree that the expression (odx *lovdaiwy) is a parenthetical remark of
Cyril rather than a citation from a Greek version. Such expressions are part of his
polemic against the Jews.
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fulfillment context seems to affirm the Davidic line through Mary, albeit
implicitly. '

- Cyril uses texts from the Old Testament in order to prove that Mary is of
the family of David. He emphatically asserts that the Scriptures (Psalm
132: 11, Psalm 89: 29, 36-38) are not said of Solomon but of Christ. Then
he proceeds to apply all of the texts cited which directly apply to David as
being confirmed by the words of Luke in the New Testament: “And the
Lord God shall give unto Him the throne of His father David” (Luke 1: 32).
Thus Mary is of the family of David. Moreover, his polemic against the
Jews influences his interpretation of the texts of Isaiah; he goes so far as
to say Isaiah foreknew that the Jews would be troubled by what he said:
“And they shall wish they had been burnt with fire: for unto us a child is
born (not unto them), unto us a Son is given” (Isaiah 9: 5).2

Psalm 132: 17 is attributed by Cyril to the Patriarch David who says
of the.Messiah: “I have prepared a lamp for my Anointed.” Some, Cyril
tells us, interpret this as a lamp of prophecy; others say it of the flesh He
assumed from the Virgin (8% IlapBévov).® Cyril applies the words of St.
Paul (“We are earthen vessels that hold this treasure.”) to the flesh Jesus
assumed from the Virgin Mary, leading up to his conclusion that she, too,
is from the line of David.*

Cyril uses then both the 01d Testament and the New Testament to show
that Mary springs from Davidic origins. In the same thoroughly Davidic
section (XXIII), Gabriel testifies clearly to Mary: “The Lord God will
give to him the throne of his father David” (Luke 1: 32). Paul says, “He
who was made from the seed of David according to the flesh” (Rom. 1: 3),
and “Remember Jesus Christ raised from the dead, from the seed of David,
according to my gospel” (II Tim. 2: 8). He ends the orchestration of such

1 Catechesis XII, 23, PG 33: 7564, C.

2 Ibid., PG 33: 756C.

3 Calechesis X, De Uno Domino Jesu Christo, PG 33: 681A. (CE. PG 33: 681-682D:
“. .. Eusebius, lib. IV Demonstr. evang., cap. 16, pag. 187. Hilar., in psalm. CXXXI,
n. 28 ... Joan. V, 36. ... Athanasius. .. Greg. Nyssenus . .. de Joanne Baptista. . ..
Alia vero interpretatio de carne Christi communis est apud interpretes. Habetur apud
Euseb., lib. IV Dem., cap. 16, pag. 188, et lib. VII, cap. 2, p. 348. Greg. Naz., orat. 42 n.
62, p. 694; auctorem Paraphrasis in Psalmos a Corderio editae; Theodoretum in hujus
psalmi commentario; Chromatium Aquileiensem, concione 1, De ocfo bealitud., Bib. PP.
Lugd., tom. V, pag. 980: quo loco multa de ea re dissertat. Revera propheticus hujus loci
sensus est de Davidis semine, ac potissimum de Christo, qui Davidis filius, ejus sedis ac
regni sublimiori sensu restaurator a Deo datus est.”)

4 Ibid., PG 33: 681A (II Cor. 4: 7).
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texts with Isaiah 11: 10. “And there will be in that day, the Root of Jesse,
who will rise up to rule the nations, and in him shall the nations hope.”* He
also uses Psalm 22: 9 (“Thou art the One who took me out of the womb.”) in
reference to Mary, which shows the manner of Jesus’ birth from the Virgin
while other births are bound by natural law of marriage.?

His most unique interpretation is that of Paul’s dictum in Galatians
4: 4: “God sent forth his Son, made of a woman . . .”—which means made
only of a woman, that is, from a virgin (éx Ilapfévov). Reversing the ar-
guments of the opposers, Cyril adds: “for we have already demonstrated
that a virgin is also called woman.”® The use of Galatians 4: 4 in this man-
ner may have also been implicit within Theodore of Mopsuestia.é If this
assumption is valid, then there must have been a tradition upon which both
exegetes were depending.

Cyril also used the oftcited Messianic text of Isaiah 9: 5: . . . for unto
us a child is born [not unto them], unto us a Son is given.”> There are several
things to be said about his use of the text; he, like the Cappadocian Amphilo-
chius, uses it for the eternal generation of the Son of God as well as for his
birth in time—for “Mark thou that at first He was the Son of God, then
was given to us.” Secondly, in showing that the 7jui» refers to the Christians
and not, as he explicitly says, “o% yag advoig,” he may be applying the theme
of remnant to the Christian Church, setting it as the New Israel. The
Jews had taken the . :2 as referring to themselves as the “remnant.”®
The argumentation has the familiar ring of Justin Martyr who claimed the
Old Testament for the Christians as their Scriptures |

After such a statement, Cyril shows that the peace of the Son of God is
endless since his Kingdom has no bounds. He quotes again from Isaiah

1 Catechesis X1I, PG 33: 756BC.

2 Ibid., PG 33: 757A.

3 Ibid., PG 33: 765A.

4 A. MiNGANA, ed. and trans., Commentary of Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Nicene
Creed, Woodbrooke Studies (Cambridge, England: W. Heffer and Sons Lmtd., 1932),
V: 67.

5 Catechesis X1I, PG 33: 756C.

8 VY, HERNTRICH, Aetppa, in TWWKITTEL (Eng) IV: 205:“InIs. 1: 8, 9 Zion is the remnant
which God has left. The prophet and his disciples are the remnant in Israel (8: 16-18).
The distinctive interrelation of historical and eschatological events is particularly to be
seen in Is. in Messianic passages in which the coming of the Messiah is directly imminent
(7: 10 ff.), and indeed in process of enactment (9: 5). The prophet also says that the
Messiah will be given ‘us’ (7: 10 ff., ‘Immanuel’; 9: 5 twice -q35). The -43% can only
be the remnant whose presence is referred to in 8: 16-18.” ’ ’
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(“. . . upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom to order it”), and
he concludes: “The Holy Virgin, therefore, is from David.”*

7. Hesychius of Jerusalem (} after 450)

Twice within his homily on Mary, the Mother of God, Hesychius makes
use of the text of Isaiah 7: 14.2 In the first instance, the text is indirectly
or implicitly inferred. In fact, it is seen conflated with the first text Hesy-
chius makes use of (Luke 1: 28, 31), and, felicitously so, for it gives us an
insight into his understanding and interpretation of the text. Here is a
comparison of the two texts:

1: 80U yap ovidiyy &v yaoTpl xal véfy vidy, kai xaléoeic 'rg Svoua
oUtoU *EppovounA. (“Behold, she shall conceive in her womb and
bring forth a son and you will call his name Emmanuel.”)

(Hesychius, Homélie VI: 1: 9-11, p. 194)

2: 180U 9 maplévoc &v yaoTpl et xal vékevar vidv, kal xaléoovor TO
Svoua oUtou *Eppavouri. (“Behold the Virgin will conceive in her
womb and bring forth a son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel.”)

(Hesychius, Homélie VI: 7: 6-8, p. 202)

The only difference in the Septuagint for the verse is xaléoeig® for xaiéoovar
in Hesychius’ second text.

The difference in the first text is significant. Hesychius has introduced
this verse by means of the angelic salutation (Luke 1: 28bc); he is using the
text of Luke rather closely,® but changes the name of -Jesus to Emmanuel
(!) thereby indicating his understanding of Isaiah 7: 14 behintd what he
has to say about this verse, as well as giving us the primary notion he is
attaching to this festal celebration of Mary.5

L Calechesis XII, PG 33: 756C, 757A: *Ex t07 daPid toivuy 7y % dyla naplévos.

2 HesYcHIUS OF JERUSALEM, Les Homélies Feslales d’Hésychius de Jérusalem. 2 vols.
Ed. by M. AusiNeau. Vol. I: Les Homélies I-X V (Brussels, 1978): Homélie VI: 1: 9-11,
p. 194, and VI: 7: 6-8, p. 202.

3 RawuLFs, II: 579.

4 Hesvcuius, Homélie VI: 1: 9-11, except he omits in Luke 1: 31 xal and reads
ovAAdfyy in place of gvAAdjuypy; and, of course, substitutes or conflates from Isaiah 7: 14
(Cf. Mt. 1: 23.) *Eppavovid.

5 Ibid.,VI:1:5-6: napOévov ydg meg: Exe mavifyvoiw(p. 194). “Ce n’est pas encore une féte
de 1I’Annonciation, mais on en devine I’amorce. Ce n’est pour lors qu’une féte de I’Incarna-
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Such a use is a felicitously free one which enables us to speculate that
both Matthew and Luke themselves had to be thinking of the same Em-
manuel text (Luke 1: 31, Matthew 1: 23). Their mode of transmitting the
text to the faithful was respectively, through the dialogue of the messenger
Gabriel with Mary, hence the second person singular; and, in Matthew the
word of the Lord was accomplished through his prophet Isaiah, hence the
third person singular. Interestingly enough, both evangelists have retained
this pattern in the Sermon on the Plain (Luke 6: 20ff.) and the sermon on
the Mount (Matthew 5: 3 ff.).

The immediate context of the use of the Isaiah text is the celebration
that the Virgin has been received by God’s Word (hence John 1: 14),! and
has through the message of Gabriel overcome the sadness and misery caused
by the first virgin (Eve).2 Hesychius shows both the eternal generation of the
Word as well as the birth of Jesus Christ in the history of mankind. Through
his birth it has become a salvation history.

The second time Hesychius uses the text is within a context of chal-
lenging the unbeliever to look at an array of prophetic texts which are now
fulfilled in the Incarnation. Isaiah 7: 14 forms a part of the orchestrated texts
so often used by the preachers of this time. Its present location is just prior
to the Baruch 3: 38 text which Hesychius attributes to Jeremiah.®? Then
other Messianic title texts are added in the most dense use of texts within
this homily.4

The Emmanuel title is only found in Matthew 1: 23 where it is inter-
preted as God with us. In the Old Testament, Isaiah 7: 14 is the primary
source for the title. There may be an implicit reflection on the title in Acts
10: 38 where we find the expression (6 @edc v uer’ adrod [Jesus]) “God was
with Him.”® Again the importance of naming is evident in the text. The idea

tion, dont la premidre démarche est évoquée dans le sillage de I’Epiphanie, mais ou la
place faite & Marie, déja considérable, ira vite grandissant” (pp. 188-189).

1 1bid., VI: 1: 7.

2 Ibid., VI: 1:13-21.

3 Ibid., VI: 7: 8-9 (Cf. HeEsvcHIUS [AUBINEAU, ed.], op. cit., I: 192.).

4 Ibid., VI: 7: 11-21: “orient” (Zech. 6: 12); “sun of justice” (Mal. 3: 20); “man of
desires” (Dan. 9: 23, 10: 11—Theodotion); the closed door (Ezek. 44: 2-3); and the “son
of man” (Dan. 7: 13). '

- b E. StaurrFER, @cdg, in ThWKrTTEL (Eng) III: 116, n. 163. (Cf. Emmanuel in Isa.
8: 10, Am. 5: 14, Isa. 8: 8. Cf. G. QUELL, éxAéyouar [0.T.], in ThWKITTEL [Eng] IV: 161,
n. 86.)
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of naming is particularly clear when the accusative of object is linked with
a predicative accusative as in the verses we are considering—Matthew
1: 21, 23 (Is. 7: 14), Matthew 1: 25, Luke 1: 13, 31.1 We have already
noted how certain names bring salvific effect: Emmanuel is among them. -

In speaking of the term maglévoc for ’almih in the Hebrew, the
Fathers usually enter into a polemic against the unbelievers. Chrysostom
uses examples from the Bible where the term can mean, in his opinion, an
unmarried woman who is a virgin. The term ’almah appears nine times
within the Bible, and in Genesis 24: 43, Exodus 2: 8, Psalm 68: 25,
and I Chronicles 15: 20 it can mean an unmarried woman. The em-
phasis in the texts may be on the physical maturity and marriageable age
of the woman rather than on her virginity. Even so, the term ’almah is not
normally used for the mother of a son who has long since been able to walk—
that is, if one interprets the son of Isaiah to be the promised “Emmanuel.”
Some scholars state that the notion of parthogenesis would require the term
bethuldh rather than ’almah.2

The Fathers, however, coming from the tradition of an Ignatius of
Antioch and Justin Martyr are not wont to succumb to lexical arguments
against the virginity of the mother of the Messiah. In fact, they have their
own lexical proof texts for this verse, as we have seen in Chrysostom.® Here
the living tradition of the texts is what is important; for those who are con-
sidered orthodox, the text does mean virginity which is physical and not
only symbolic. )

There are also scholars who have spoken clearly of interpreting the text
as the Fathers have done, that is, as implying the virginal conception of
Mary in Matthew 1: 23.%

1 K. L. ScumiIpT, %aiéw, in ThWWKITTEL (Eng) I11: 487.

2 G. DeLLING, magfévog, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) V: 832,

3 Ibid., p. 833: “This review . .. makes it plain that on purely lexical grounds it is
impossible to say whether the translator is expressing true virginity when he uses wag-
Oévoc at Is. 7: 14. The total picture of LXX usage demands no more than the sense of a
“woman untouched by a man up to the moment of the conception (of Immanuel).”

4 Ibid., p. 836, esp. n. 66: “Lagrange, 70. Mt and Lk. obviously derived their account of
the virgin conception of Jesus from Palestinian Christianity. It has been noted again
and again that the infancy story in Lk. goes back to Jewish Christian tradition in style
and structure,. . . .” (Lagrange 70 refers to M.-J. LAcranGgE, “La conception surnaturelle
du Christ d’aprés saint Luc,” RB 11 [1914] 60-71, p. 70.)

Cf. E. ScewElzER, nvetua (D-F), in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VI: 402.
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Parr 1I. HesvcHius: Stuby oF TexTs wiTHIN Hypapanle 11

Introduction:

This second part of the study centers on Hesychius and texts from the
infancy narrative of St. Luke which are used to explain the role of Mary
within the Incarnation. These same texts give us a resource for studying
the methodology of Hesychius. 4

Thanks to the critical edition of the festal homilies of Hesychlus by
Father M. Aubmeau, we can analyze two of the four Marian discourses to
know the use of the Sacred Scriptures by Hesychius in his preaching about
the mysteries of Mary and of the Incarnation. Father Aubineau in his
introduction to the first homily of Hesychius on the feast of “Hypapante”
stresses the fact that: o

Hesychius draws his knowledge from the Bible: he commented on Leviti-
cus and the Psalter, and has glossed Isaiah. True, the rules for the homi-
letic genre differ from those of a learned commentary destined only to
be read. Nevertheless, we find again, in Hesychius the preacher the same
scrupulous fidelity to Scripture, and “mutatis mutandis” some of his
procedures as commentator.?

Aubineau briefly indicates some characteristics of this use of the Bible
in the example of the first homily for the feast of Hypapante.2 In particular,
Aubineau points to Hesychius’ faithfulness to follow the progression of the
biblical text itself, the commenting upon the Bible through the Bible (both
Old and New Testaments), and the use of frequent rhetorical questions in-
spired by the biblical text itself. We have also drawn our own conclusions
about this method and its characteristics, as shown in the second homily
on the Hypapante® and the important VIth discourse praising Mary, the
Mother of God*—both dated before the Council at Ephesus (431).

A. Introductory Remarks on Homily I1I, De Hypapante
Luke 2: 22-38: The Presentation of the Lord

Hesychius is among the earliest witnesses to the fact that homlhes were
delivered on the feast of Hypapante. The recent critical edition by Aubineau

1 HesycHIUS OF JERUSALEM, Les Homélies Feslales d’Hésychius de Jérusalem, ed. by
M. AUBINEAU. 2 vols. (Brussels, 1978), Vol. I: Les Homélies I-XV, p. 6.

2 Ibid., pp. 7-11.

8 Ibid., pp. 61-75.

4 Ibid., pp. 194-205,

295



[74] Greek Pairistic Exegesis (4th C.)

helps to determine this through the documentation. Father Aubineau in-
dicates that the feast was considered very important and was celebrated in
Jerusalem on February 14 (forty days after the Epiphany, January 6).2

The second homily of Hesychius is a good example of the evolution
between the composition of Luke, who stressed the importance of Jerusalem
and the event of Jesus’ Presentation in the Temple, and the explanation of
this text and this event as a mystery of salvation by Hesychius in Jerusalem,
around 400-420 A.D.

Hesychius, right from the beginning, quotes the texts indicating the
action of the Holy Spirit in this pericope (Luke 2: 25-38). This second homi-
ly—starting at verse 25, the episode of Simeon—begins with a comment
about the Holy Spirit, and stresses this Spirit throughout the entire homily
by means of a rhetorical question: “Do you not know that the Holy Spir-
it...?” The argumentation then follows with the given biblical facts,
that: (1) The Spirit has established Simeon as a prophet. (2) Simeon is
addressed with divine advice (Xpnuarioudc), corresponding to the verb in
Luke 2: 26 (xeyonuazriopévoy), that he should not see death until he had
seen the Christ (Cf. Luke 2: 26.); at once, Hesychius adds the text of the
promise fulfilled: “Now, Master, you can dismiss your servant according to
your word in peace” (Luke 2: 29). (3) The Spirit guides Simeon in the bles-
sing of Joseph and Mary (Luke 2: 34). (4) Itis the Spirit who orders Simeon
to announce to Mary: “Behold this one [the child] is established for the
fall and rise of many in Israel.” (5) It is he who inspires Anna and she, too,
becomes a “prophetess” (Luke 2: 36): “Is it not because she was filled by this
[Spirit] that she announced the redemption (Luke 2: 38) through the baby
[Jesus] 2

B. The Holy Spirit and the Mystery of Salvation

In Simeon, Hesychius shows the action of the Spirit in our salvation.
The Spirit expresses great praise of Simeon (0% uixpdv 8yxduior).2 Luke’s
text reads: “There was a man in Jerusalem” (Luke 2: 25); Hesychius am-
plified the text saying: “A man was found in Jerusalem. The grace [of
God] found him, a man whom the Prophets and the Law [the Ancient
Covenant] awaited and desired; the prophets sought him, the law desired
him, the higher grace (Xdgig) found him and ‘crowned him’; ... he was

1 Jbid., pp. 2-6.
2 Ibid., Hom. II: 3: 2, p. 62.
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just, pious, and he waited for the consolation for Israel.” (Cf. Luke 2: 25—
dative: v® ’Ioparjd, instead of Luke’s genitive.)t We should compete with
Simeon in his dispositions; we could declare him “blessed.”

The Holy Spirit was upon him (Luke 2: 25). Hesychius explains the text,
using I Corinthians 3: 16 (Simeon is a temple, the temple of God.) and the
biblical themes of the temple of Yahweh and of the people as the bride of
God: “Simeon kept pure the bridal chamber of his flesh, it was revealed to
him that he would not die before seeing the Christ ‘the one who abolishes
death . .. the one who changes tombs into bridal chambers.’”? Simeon
attracted the indwelling of the Spirit.

Simeon came to the Temple, moving in the Spirit. For Hesychius it is
evident that Simeon acted always according to the command of the Spirit
(rara mgdoraéy 108 myeduarog)® indwelling in him. The Spirit enabled
him to recognize the Child. Hesychius explains the content of this inspira-
tion and this command with the Spirit saying: “Run, old man, run; hurry
now, grasp the blessing rapidly before the star appears, before the Magi come,
so that we may not be mocked.”* Hesychius is delineating one of his prin-
ciples, namely, the plan of God. The light of the Spirit [Jesus] has to precede
the star in Bethlehem: “It must be acknowledged that through me [the
Spirit] its course was guided and received its beam. But do not be de-
prived . . 2 by the uncircumcised taking the first fruits of the benediction.”®

Luke 2: 28-32 reads: “And [Simeon] blessed God. ...” For Hesychius
this blessing is already a Trinitarian doxology: Simeon blessed God the
Father with the Son, and the Son with the Holy Spirit. Indeed the Spirit
was active; the Son was there as a baby; the Father “worked in numerous
and great mysteries.”?

“My eyes have seen your salvation (Luke 2: 30) ... the light of the
nations, and the glory of your people Israel” (Luke 2:32). Hesychius’
comment sees a direct revelation of the divinity of the Child Jesus. Simeon
speaks to the Child: “Now, through your own experience you made the Most
High present to the human race who humbled himself for us by becoming a

1 Ibid., Hom. II: 3:3-10, p. 62.

2 Ibid., Hom. II: 4, p. 64.

3 Ibid., Hom. II: 5: 2-3, p. 64.

4 Ibid., Hom. II: 5: 10-11, p. 64.

5 Since it is the Jews who must first receive the Messiah.

8 HesvcHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., Hom. II: 5: 13-16, pp. 64, 66.
7 Ibid., Hom. II: 6: 7, p. 66.
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baby.” Making use of the biblical theme of God the Father as potter,
Hesychius in this same text notes beautifully that the potter did not save
the clay without first being incorporated with it.

“My eyes have seen your salvation prepared for all the nations” (Luke
2: 30-31). This salvation is for all the nations because it is offered by the
maker of all who exists from the beginning (dzdgywv); the mystery of this
salvation is universal. Hesychius explains Luke’s word order (first: light
for the nations; second: the glory of Israel) as the Plan of Salvation in which
the last (the Gentiles) become first and the first (the Jews) last,? as St. Paul
also put it.

C. Prophecy of Simeon

The texts beginning with Simeon’s blessing and ending with the sword of
sorrow (Luke 2: 35) are of special interest since they touch upon Mary’s role
in the mystery of Christ’s Presentation in the Temple.

. Since there is a similar treatment of Luke 2: 34-35 in Homily 1, De
Hypapante, the following structural analysis showing likenesses and dif-
ferences will help in our commenting upon each one separately. The dif-
ferences are shown in parentheses.

Homily 11, De Hypapanie? Homily I, De Hypapanie*
8:1-2 (His father and mother) 7:1 (Joseph) and his mother
are astonished are asfonished
8:4-8 A reflection of Mary 7: 3-b  (developed) reflections of
Mary

8: 12-13 (the blessing of Simeon;
the parents become a bene-
diction)

9:1-2  (Child will cause) fall and 7: 5-6 Fall and rise of many
rise of many

1 Ibid., p. 67, n. 1: Jesus could present the Most High to mankind through his “personal
experience.” .

2 Ibid., p. 66 (Gf. Mt. 19: 30, etc.): a prediction of Jesus (through the Evangelists)
indicating the mystery of salvation which Hesychius summarizes (according to Rom.
9: 1-5, 11: 1-26): “Those who had preceded were deprived of their privileges because of
their apathy.”

3 Ibid., Hom. II: 8-12, pp. 68-73.

4 Ibid., Hom. I: 7-8, pp. 38-43.
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9: 415 unbelievers— (Law-be-

10:

10:

10:

11

11:

12:

12:
12:

12:

9-10

11

: 1-3

12

lievers sin, but rise)
(direct) use of I Peter
2: 6-8

sign of contradiction =
Cross

lists unbelievers (only
Pharisees)

lists believers — centurion,
MARY

key text: (was already
presented through I Peter
2: 6-8)

Sword = (Sudxpiotg)
(Pavudoerg = paradox
revealed by Spirit to Mary)
her pondered prodigies
(contrasted with Christ
hung upon Cross)
Staloyiouoi — Luke 2: 35

(Dreouevavrdv)y

Cleopas — (uixpa mepl Tod
Xpioto?)

(Mary Magdalene) — (6
Aoyiopog aolevng)

(No outward failing for
Mary)

' 8:1-6

8:7

8: 8-10

8: 11-13
8: 14-15

[77]

(Christ as [key-] stone)
unbelieving; believing

(allusion) to I Peter 2: 6-8

sign of contradiction =
Cross

listing of - unbelievers:
(Jews, Synagogue, “peo-
ple,” priests, scribes, Pa-
gans)

lists believers: centurion,
MARY

key text: (I Cor. 1: 23-24)

Sword = (duydvota)
her prodigies pondered

(IToiot) diakoyiouot;
(Varying, troubled
thoughts -about Christ
during Passion)
(drwouévovres)

Cleopas

(disciples)

(Not only simple disciples,
but the elect [Cleopas] and
his Mother have passed
through this shock.)

Hesychius cites Luke accurately (Luke 2:35). Through his technique
of rhetorical questioning, he calms his audience into understanding Joseph
is not the human father in the conception of Jesus. He has the evangelist
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(Luke) not forgetting what had been said through Gabriel (Cf. Luke 1: 35.),
and, in giving a further reason why Joseph is called father, Hesychius returns
to the tradition begun by Ignatius of Antioch and continued by Origen,
namely, that the devil would be kept uninformed about the mystery of sal-
vation, in which Mary’s virginity plays a role.

Immediately returning, as is his wont, to the text of Luke 2: 33, he
states “they were still in amazement at what things were being said of him”
(Notice that Hesychius has changed the participle avud{ovzes to “Efadua-
fov—imperfect tense.).2 Simeon then blesses them (Luke 2: 34a). Hesy-
chius interprets this to mean that Joseph and Mary in being blessed by
Simeon become a benediction for those who had been under the blow of a
malediction.® This interpretation of Hesychius is consonant with the Lukan
text.t )

Sections 9 and 10 of Hesychius’ Homily 11, De Hypapante, are treated
under the excursus for I Peter 2: 6-8.

D. Luke 2:35: “A sword shall pierce your heart...”

Hesychius introduces the péssage on the sword with a remark leading
us to conclude that the interpretation he will proffer is bound up with the
believers (those who rise) and unbelievers (those who will fall).> Thus, the
remarks made in the excursus on Luke 2: 34 are important for understanding
what follows.

Hesychius’ text is again an accurate citation of Luke 2: 35. He reads
* the particle d¢ as do the majority of the Greek manuscripts with the excep-
tion of Vaticanus. Aland’s critical edition has noted this and retained the
particle in the main body by means of a bracket.®

We will compare (pp. 310 ff.) Basil’s text with Origen’s on this verse.
Our task here is simply to note the different approach of Hesychius in his

1 Ibid., p. 69, n. 1.

2 Ibid., Hom. II: 8: 11, p. 68.

3 Ibid., Hom. II: §: 12-14, p. 68.

4 J. SCHNEIDER, &dloyéw, in ThWKirTsL (Eng) II: 761-762: “When Simeon takes the
child Jesus into his arms, he can only praise God for the grace which has been given him
to see the Savior (Lk. 2: 28). He himself has entered the kingdom of blessing which flows
from Christ. Thus the old man can also bless the parents of the child (2: 34).”

5 Hesycuius (AUBINEAUY, ed.), op. cit., Hom. II: 11: 1, p. 71 (Tovvoig éotl td éndueva
alupwra). '

8 ALanDGNT, p. 210.
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commentary on the sword which pierces Mary’s soul. Hesychius calls the
sword “#j dudxptarg,” which Aubineau translates as a doubt.!

The word didxpuoeg has the following principal meanings: a) separation,
distinction, b) division, ¢) discernment, d) hesitation, doubt.? (The word,
however, is not found in the New Testament.)

Mary will experience the “dtdxpiots” at the time of the Crucifixion. We
must remember that Hesychius is understanding Simeon as prophesying
about the future: “You will be astonished? upon seeing him suspended on the
cross.” The word Oavud{w may indicate a marvellous element of revela-
tion;¢ the fact that several of the prodigies accomplished in Mary imme-
diately follow strengthens this interpretation.

There is a revelation of the inner trouble Mary experienced because
of Simeon’s prediction, but, strictly speaking, there is not a negative judg-
ment passed on her. Struggles leading her to perfection are evident, but,
it seems, to a less “culpable” degree than those of Cleopas (uixpa megl To0
Xptot00,)° and Mary Magdalene (6 doyiouds doflevis év).® Moreover, we
have the example of the centurion who has no negative pronouncement made
about him in relationship to the death of Christ. At most, Mary’s failing
would be slighter than that of Cleopas and Magdalene; and who would put
the centurion above her?

In Luke 2: 35b the term diadoytouol is important. The word is found
thirteen times in the New Testament and all uses are pejorative. In Luke the

1 Hesvcuius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., p. 71.

2 LaMPE, pp. 375-376. Lampe’s entry has the definition “a division of opinion, dis-
cord.” The examples given treat of discord at Nicaea and other Council-like settings.
From the exegetes studied, Gregory of Nazianzen uses the word in Or. 32.2 (PG 36:
176B) and Basil has it in Epist. 260 (PG 32: 965C) and in Epist. 51.2 (PG 32: 392).
Apparently, Thomas Aquinas was aware of the problem with this word. A. pE Groor,
op. cil., has the following important statement: “Zwar wollte S. Thomas Basilius frei-
sprechen, indem er unsere Stelle nicht als, dubium infidelitatis sondern als, dubium admira-
tionis et discussionis interpretiert” (p. 14, n. 23: “Summa Theol. 111, q. 27,a. 4,ad 2. . .”).

3 HesvcHIUs (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., Hom. II: 11: 4-5, p. 70: avudoeis ydg dpdoa
énl oravpol xpepaudvoy . . .

4 G. BErTRAM, @adua, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) I11: 39: “The marvellous element in this
story corresponds to OT prophecy. Jesus Himself applied the saying in Ps. 118: 22f.
to Himself in the parable of the wicked husbandmen, Mk. 12: 11, Mt. 21: 42, in keeping
with its Messianic exposition in Judaism.”

5 HesvcHIus (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cif., Hom. II: 12: 8, p. 72.

8 Ibid., Hom. II: 12: 13, p. 72.
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other five uses refer to hostile thoughts against Jesus or, at least, questioning
him. The dcaloyiouol of 35b would be a continuation of the sign to be
contradicted in 2: 34d.

Hesychius’ interpretation of such thoughts is crucial to understanding
his concept of Mary’s holiness. It is not at all certain that he passes negative
judgment upon her. The conclusions are not drawn up with regard to her
person. Certainly, he is far from the negative decision of Origen, which we
will see in our study of Basil’s letter 260. All of the words used by Hesy-
chius touch the notion of severance within the mind or heart, doubting,
wavering, or struggling within. Hesychius presents the human psychological
condition in Mary’s heart. In a sense, the Holy Spirit through Simeon has
opened the innermost heart of Mary’s thought and revealed it to future ge-
nerations. If there is scandal to be taken, it would be absurd to blame Mary
and the Holy Spirit !

In reviewing the patristic literature on these passages, R. E. Brown is
critical of the interpretation because most of the Fathers interpreted Luke
with non-Lucan material.2 He does not cite either Amphilochius or Hesy-
chius. Hesychius has remained with Lucan texts throughout his homily.
‘We have seen how he carefully moves along from verse to verse from a given
pericope throughout his entire homily.?> He has also used texts to which
Brown himself alludes (Cf. I Peter 2: 8, Isaiah 8: 14, Psalm 118: 22, Romans
9: 30.).4 What is expressed ambiguously in Luke is also ambiguous in
Hesychius—our later doctrinal concerns about the holiness of Mary did not
influence either the evangelist or Hesychius, the preacher who commented on
Luke.

The Fathers and modern exegetes have carefully looked at the symbol
of the sword in attempting to interpret the passage. The text reads goupaia
in Luke 2: 35a.® We may note the commentary included under gougaia

1 R. E. Brown, op. cil., p. 441.

2 Ibid., p. 462. BRrown cites Origen, Epiphanius, and Ambrose.

3 HEesvycHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., pp. 6-7: “Hésychius va régler ses développements
sur la progression méme du récil, du verset 22 au verset 35, gratifiant chaque membre
de phrase, chaque expression notable, de bréves considérations commes dans ses com-
mentaires, 3 cette différence prés que les gloses seront ici un peu plus copieuses, et insé-
rées avec habileté dans une période oratoire.”

4 R. E. Brown, op. cit., p. 461.

5 'W.MicHAELIS, Joupala,in ThWWKrTTEL(Eng) VI: 994: “Thestatistics[LXX]overwhelm-
ingly support the equation dougaia = D'[h [herev] = ‘sword,’ and this is the sense
even where there is no Mas. [massorah].”
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in the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament! For Brown, the most
recent exegete to comment on this verse, the sword is one of discrimination.
He uses Ezekiel 14: 17 as the closest Old Testament vocabulary parallel:
“Let a sword pass through the land so that I may cut off man and beast.”?
Brown uses this text to develop his exegesis, yet dismisses Ambrose’s use
of the sword as representing the word of God. Naturally, he would reject
Basil’s use of Hebrews 4: 12. It is here that Hesychius has identified the
sword with the dudxpioig® for doubts cut through every human heart at
the moment of the Crucifixion. Mary is astonished at the sight and questions
how it is possible that one born in such a special manner could undergo the
Crucifixion. The contrasting of calamities with prodigies is one of the
characteristics of Hesychius’ description of those who believe the Word and
those who stumble by not believing the Word. Those who believe see the
prodigies and overcome the calamities; the reverse is true for the unbelievers.
Though the notion of stumbling because they do not believe the Word is
based more on I Peter 2: 6-8,* the notion of the Word cutting through may
be implicit (Cf. Heb. 4: 12.); the immediate context does not permit the
latter notion, but the overall section of the homily may allow for this im-
plicit reference to Hebrews 4: 12.5

We may conclude our observations on Hesychius’ understanding of
Luke 2: 35 with the assurance that he did understand Mary as participating
in the prophetic announcement of Simeon as a believer in Christ. Certainly,
as Basil had noticed, the Apostles and Mary were rapidly brought to salva-

1 Ibid., p. 995: “The saying of the aged Simeon to the mother of Jesus in Lk. 2: 34f.
contains in v. 35a the parenthetical statement: xal god 8¢ adzfjc Tiv yuysy dieAedoeTar
doupala. This intimation, influenced by OT diction, . . . looks ahead to the later fate
of Jesus and to the maternal sorrow which Mary will not be spared but which will not
lead her astray from God’s gracious guidance.” (Cf. n. 19: “Rightly, most modern com-
mentators are against the idea that there is any reference to Mary’s future doubts con-
cerning Jesus’ mission.”)

2 R.E.BRrOWN, op. cil., p. 463. (The LXX reads: ‘Poupala dieAfdTw 8id Tijg p1s.)

3 Hesvcuius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. ¢it., Hom. I1: 11: 3-4, p. 70: Pougaia cod iy poyiv”,
7 dudxpeoeg, . . .

4 Ibid., Hom. 1I: 9: 10, p. 68: oot mpooxdmTovaw,t@ Ady which AUBINEAU translates
so well: “. . . ils choppent parce qu’ils ne croient pas 4 la Parole (p. 69).” )

5 J. McHueH, op. cil., p. 109: “The meaning of Simeon’s prophecy, therefore, is that the
word of revelation brought by Jesus will pass through Israel like a sword, and will compel
men to reveal their secret thoughts.” (Cf. p. 108: “. .. In the New Testament, then, the
sword can be a metaphor for divine revelation as an instrument of judgment, whereby God
compels men to reveal their true characters.”)
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tion through the Resurrection. The clouds of doubt are over. She who had
no explicit failing is enumerated with Cleopas and Magdalene. Mary’s in-
nermost thoughts are revealed only through the Holy Spirit prophesying
through Simeon. Her mystery is known only to the Spirit. Can we not as-
sume that she who pondered so many of the prodigies accomplished in her
and her Son was always under the power of the Spirit? Hesychius leaves us
with our own conclusions.

In I, De Hypapanle, Hesychius concludes his homily with his reflec-
tions on Luke 2: 33-35.1 We have seen the comparison of its structure (that
is, the section covering Luke 2: 33-35) with II, De Hypapante. In outline
it is similar, but our concern was to indicate the differences (by means of
parentheses). Our present task is simply to draw up the significant remarks
which may help our conclusion. .

Hesychius paraphrases Luke 2: 33a to read “Joseph and his Mother,”
but does not comment on the statement as he does in homily II. He expands
the prodigies centered in the mystery of the Incarnation: How could the
Christ permit Himself to be the Son of Man, how could a woman contain
God in her womb, how could Mary give birth to the liberator of the world ?
This more extensive description fits well the @eordxog title which ap-
pears two times within this first homily.2

He cites Luke 2: 34b, alluding to I Peter 2: 6 and Isaiah 28: 16, ap-
plying the text simply to those who fall because of unbelief and those who
rise because of their belief in Christ the stone.® He gives examples of those
who fall (Judas) and rise after having fallen (Peter). Peter sins through the
words of his mouth, but rises; whereas, Judas sins in the depths of his heart.4

The homily rapidly draws to its conclusion, beginning with the “sign
of contradiction” (Luke 2: 34c) which is the Cross. The long list of un-
believers is drawn up: Jews, the Synagogue, the people, priests, scribes and
pagans.® The centurion, however, openly professes his belief.

Hesychius uses a reference to I Corinthians 1: 23-24 to summarize or,
better, to find a biblical parallel to what he has just said: “A scandal for the
Jews and foolishness for the pagans, but for those who are called, it is Christ,
the power and wisdom of God.”®

HesvcHIus (AUBINEAU, ed,), op. cil., pp. 38, 40, 42.
Ibid., Hom. I: 2: 21, 8: 15 (Cf. p. 11.).

Ibid., Hom. I: 7: 5-11, p. 38.

Ibid., 11. 15:17. :

Ibid., Hom. I: 8: 1-7, p. 40.

Ibid., 11. 8-10.

D Tt oB W o M
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Hesychius continues to cite the text of Luke 2: 35a. The sword is a
metaphor for a doubt because just as it divides and cuts a body, so, too, a
doubt divides and makes the soul hesitate.! He clearly states that though
Mary was a virgin she also was a woman; though she was @sordxog she
also was of our frail human substance (éx 7o? 7juerépov pupduarog).2 The
word used by Hesychius for Mary’s doubt is diydvota. The word means a
discord or division of opinion,? .

In concluding, Hesychius touches upon the final part of Luke 2: 35—"so
that the thoughts of many might be revealed.” He, as is his custom, asks,
“What thoughts? The different ones about Christ at the moment of His
Passion.” Hesychius, then, is bringing back the theme of his homily about
the believers and unbelievers. The disciples with Cleopas (an elect?) bring
to the audience concrete examples of doubt as they raise questions about
Christ as prophet and liberator. Mary,‘ who is greater than they, likewise
undergoes the inner turmoil of disturbing thoughts about her Son at the
moment of His Crucifixion. Hesychius closes his homily with the sentence:
“By the Passion of the Cross indeed all have been subjected to the crucible
and all were shaken, not only the ordinary disciples but even the elect and
His Mother.”s

E. An Excursus on I Pefer 2: 6-8

In his homily II, De Hypapante, Hesychius makes use of Scripture to
fulfill Scripture.® He has remarkably combined the interpretation of Luke
2: 34 with the text of I Peter 2: 6-8. He has recognized the fulfillment of
Isaiah 28: 16 within the words of Peter who is consciously citing Isaiah the
prophet. The texts are so inextricably bound together that we have one
of the finest biblical interpretations possible, and, as we will see, Hesychius
has seen a connection with Simeon and Mary noticed also by modern exegetes.
It is one of the finest pieces of exegesis studied within these homilies. More-

1 Ibid., 1. 12-14.
*2 Ibid., 1. 15.
3 LawmpE, p. 375 (Siydvota).
4 HesvcHIus (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., Hom. I: 8; 17-19, p. 40.
5 Ibid., 1. 31-32. Cf. R. CaRro, La Homiletica Mariana Griega en el Siglo V, MLS 3
(1971), pp. 53-58, esp. pp. 57-58.
* 6 Hrsvcnrus (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., Hom. II: 9: 1-15, pp. 68, 70.
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over, within this paragraph Hesychius gives the key to his analysis of the
sword of sorrows within Luke 2: 35.

The text in Hesychius reads: “Behold I am laying a cornerstone (key-
stone) in Zion, chosen, honorable, and he who puts his faith in it shall not be
ashamed.” The latter part of the citation follows the text of Romans 9: 33
reading 0% xarvatoyvvlyoerar (shall not be ashamed) rather than the LXX
Isaian 28: 16 03 un xaratoyvvlij (lest he not be shamed).

Asisthe method of Hesychius, especially in thematic homilies, the preach-
er continues by citing consecutive verses of the same chosen Scriptures. Thus
he continues citing the text of I Peter 2: 7-8. His second homily De Hypa-
pante started with Luke 2: 26 and consecutively and systematically works
up to Luke 2: 38. The possibly prior or earlier homily, I, De Hypapanie,?
starts with Luke 2: 22 and progresses to 2: 35. A comparison of the two
texts was made earlier in this study; both homilies have I Peter 2: 6-8 and
the “sword of sorrows” (Luke 2: 35).

The text of I Peter 2: 6-8 reads in Hesychius: “For you, then, who
believe, [the stone] is precious; but for the unbelieving the stone which the
builders rejected, this [stone], has become a “capstone” [keystone] and an
obstacle stone and a stumbling block—for such who are stumbling are those
disbelieving the Word.” He follows the text of I Peter even more closely
for these two verses than for verse six; the only difference consists in his
use of oo in place of of before mpooxdrTovaow.?

In his first homily, which contains an interpretation which identifies the
stone as Christ,* Hesychius alludes to I Peter 2: 6, then I Peter 2: 8.5 The
texts are definitely related, for they are applied to the same section of Luke
2: 33-34 and are substantially the same in understanding. This text is an

1 Ibid., 11. 4-6, p. 68. :
2 Ibid., Hom. I: 1: 16, 8: 18, pp. 26 and 40. AUBINEAU, who is the expert on HesycH1Us,

has presented convincing information that Homily I is probably a festival sermon for -

February 14: The Meeling of the Savior, and indicates it may be the earliest of such homi-
lies—though Amphilochius of Iconium has one that can be argued as pre-dating this of
Hesychius. Aubineau states: “Voild done une homélie sur I’Hypapante, peut-&tre la plus
ancienne qui ait été conservée, prononcée par le prétre Hésychius, & Jérusalem, un 14
février, dans la premiére moitié du ve si¢cle: cette homélie s’insére parfaitement dars
I’ordo liturgique de la ville sainte; elle convient 4 une féte du Christ, manifesté tout en-
semble dans son humanité et sa divinité” (ibid., p. 6).

3 Ibid., Hom. II: 9: 10, p. 68.

4 Ibid., Hom. I: 7: 8, p. 38.

5 JIbid.,11. 8 and 9.
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important one for Hesychius, for, as Aubineau has pointed out, there are
other allusions to I Peter 2: 6 and Isaiah 28: 16 in his works—all touching
upon the mystery of Hypapante The text of Peter also alludes to Psalm
118: 22. The use of such a text with its parallels and sources makes it a
perfect choice for Hesychius’ theme of promise-fulfillment through Isaiah
to Peter and then in the reality of Simeon’s words to the Virgin. Itisanother
example of passing from text to event (a reality or historical occasion in the
eyes of an evangelist, in this case, Luke 2: 33-35).

Hesychius has definitely placed Simeon’s words to Mary as the starting
point for his masterful interpretation.2 The same phrase from Luke 2: 34 is
taken up again as the sign of contradiction is explained to Mary.? She and
then Cleopas and Mary Magdalene become the persons involved in his ex-
planation of the doubts and intimate thoughts to be revealed. He had used
Peter and Judas in his first homily, then Mary, the Mother of Jesus, and
Cleopas. Peter and Judas are left aside in the second homily.*

Let us return to the biblical text of I Peter 2: 6-8 and survey the back-
ground of that text and the parallels suggested by it and by Hesychius in his
homilies on the Hypapante.

Hesychius is identifying Jesus with all of the texts, but especially with
that of I Peter 2: 6. He tells us explicitly in his first homily, “Aifog #v ¢
Xototdg elc olnodoury xeluevoc.” The stonereferred to in I Peter 2: 6 is the
“final stone” in a building, probably the one set over a gate, normally
called the “keystone.” This word dxpoywwiaioc is found only in I Peter
2: 6 and Ephesians 2: 20; in both cases it refers to Christ. (“You form a
building which rises on the foundation of the apostles and prophets, with
Christ Jesus himself as the capsione.” Eph. 2: 20) The background for the

1 Ibid., p. 39, n. 1 (referring to Hom. I: 7: 8-9): “Allusion & I Pierre 2, 6 et Is. 28, 16:
‘Si lapis anguli nobis non faber factus esset, dissoluta domus non potuisset exaedificari,’
dans Hom. géorg. in Hyp., 7 (Garrite, p. 369).”

He alludes to the dating of the homily in n. 2: “La chute est imputable & I’homme
mais le relévement est I’ccuvre du Christ. Si ces propos trés ‘antipélagiens’ avaient été
tenus du vivant de Jérdme (t 419) et que d’aventure ils eussent été rapportés a Bethléem,
le vieux polémiste aurait exulté.”

2 Ibid., Hom. II: 9: 1-2, p. 68.

3 Ibid., Hom. II: 10: 1-2, p. 70.

4 Ibid., p. 39, n. 3: “. . . Hesychius in Hom. georg. in Hyp., 8: ‘Cecidit Iudas et surrexit
Paulus’”—another example of how he has applied the “rise and fall” of Luke 2: 34 now
to Judas and Paqul! :

5 Ibid., Hom. I: 7: 9-10, p. 38.
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term is fascinating. Joachim Jeremias has clearly demonstrated that the
term “final stone” or capstone is a better rendition than Isaiah 28: 16
(LXX) which identifies dxgoywvidios with the foundation stone.!

Perhaps the clinching argument is that the second parallel used in I
Peter 2: 7, ¢ic xepalry ywviag, is read 1° résh pinnah in Psalm 118: 22—
which literally means the cap of a corner or the head of a corner. In fact,

Jeremias points out that Peshitta Psalm 118: 22 reads “head of the build-
' ing.” In the New Testament, Psalm 118: 22 is found in Mark 12: 10 and
its parallels, Acts 4: 11, and, of course, I Peter 2: 7. All texts refer to Christ
chosen by God as the chief capstone in the heavenly sanctuary.?

The Christian Scriptures are using the Hebrew Scriptures as a source for
these Messianic statements about Christ as rock. The rabbinic literature,
likewise, attests to the Judaic tradition of these same texts used for the
Messiah.3 -~ .

In Chrlstlan usage, the Psalm 118: 22 translated in the Syriac has been
attested to by .Symmachus, Testimony of Solomon, Hippolytus, Tertullian,
Aphroates, Prudentius and in Synagogue poetry: the xepals) ywviag is the
stone which crowns the building, or, more precisely, the keystone of the
structure.* This tradition is also attested in the Epistle of Barnabas where
this falling or rising is on Christ as salvation.’

1 J. JEREMIAS, ywvia, axgoywviaiog (xepaky) ywviag), in ThWKITTEL (Eng) I: 792.

2 JIbid., p. 793: “I Peter 2: 7 interprets Ps. 118: 22 in terms of the oxdvdalor which Jesus
is for unbelievers. In other words, the xepals) ywviac is not so much the final stone but
a sharp stone at the corner of the building against which men stumble and fall.” J. Je-
REMIAS has also seen a relationship of Lhis concept to Luke 2: 34. Treating A{foc, t Ai0wog,
in ThWKirTEL (Eng) IV: 268-280, he writes (pp. 271-272): “Perhaps the concept of the
rock is also present in Luke 2: 34 (odtoc xeirar &lc nrdow »al dvdotacw molidv & 7d
*IopanA) with its suggestion of either stumbling or being established. Certainly the two-
fold effect which is ascribed to Christ as the stone bringing salvation or destruction in
R. 9: 33 and 1 Pt. 2: 4-8 strongly suggests an allusion to Is. 8: 14 in Luke 2: 34.”

3 Idem, TWWKirTEL (Eng) 1V: 272: “The christological rock (or stone) passages of the
NT mentioned under 1. [p. 271] rest almost entirely on OT verses: Ps. 118: 22; Is. 28: 16;
Da. 2: 34 ., 44 f.; Ex. 17: 6 and Nu. 20: 7 ff. (Zech. 4: 10). How these verses came to be
referred to Christ is obvious when we see that many of them were already associated with
the Messiah in later Judaism.” :

4 Jbid., esp. p. 274, notes 50-60. :

5 Ibid., p. 279: “Thus Barn. 6, 2-4 combines the followmg sayings: Is. 28: 16a, 16b;
50: 7; ¥ 117: 22, and Barn. seems to be answering possible objections to this kind of proof
when he himself asks: ‘Do we set our hope only on a stone?’ and he bases his negative
answer on Is. 50: 7 (xal E0nxév pe dg oregedy méroay): . . ."
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The association of all three texts from the Old Testament—Isaiah
28: 16, Isaiah 8: 14, and Psalm 118: 22—are evident in Paul’s letter to the
Romans 9: 33, and the author of I Peter 2: 7 f. follows this example of
Paul. The texts have been conflated both by Paul and by the writer of 1
Peter? .

The next step in the exegesis of both Hesychius and I Peter 2: 7-8 is to
relate the notion of salvation in Christ as a decision; for those who refuse
to believe in him, destruction awaits and the stone becomes a stumbling
block; whereas, for those who believe, it is a rising through faith in the word
which results in salvation. These notions are present in both homilies of
Hesychius;? and these notions are present in Romans 9: 32 ff. and I Peter
2: 83 . ‘

Hesychius rarely develdps the Davidic descent of Jesus, but he does pay
attention to the geographical references which relate to the city of David,
whether that be Sion or Bethlehem. For this reason, the choice of Scriptural
citations mentioning Sion is not accidental. It is this Jerusalemite’s mode
of identifying the origins of Jesus, and may even relate to Mary as ‘;daughter
of Sion.”* We have already referred to Caro and Aubineau on this point.

1 0. CuLLMANN, métea, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VI: 98.

2 HesvcHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., Hom. I: 7: 6-8, 9-15, p.' 38; Hom. II:10-15,
pp- 68 and 70.

3 G. STAHLIN, mpooxdéntw, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VI: 754: “The starting-points and
methods of the two combinations are, of course, quite different. P[aul]l. is dealing with the
destiny of Israel which stumbled on Christ, whereas 1 Pt. is dealing with the spiritual
building in which Christ is the corner-stone.” (Cf. ibid., p. 753, n. 49; cf. also idem, oxdvda-
Aov, in ThWKIrTEL (Eng) VII: 353.) '

4 E. Lousg, Ztdv, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VII: 327: “Zicddy is mentioned only 7 times in
the NT. Tt occurs 5 times in OT quotations: Mt. 21: 5 (= Is. 62: 11; Zech. 9: 9) and
Jn. 12: 15 (= Is. 40: 9; Zech. 9: 9) have the population in view when they speak of the
daughter of Zion. In R. 9: 33 a quotation from Is. 28: 16 and 8: 14 is adduced in which
the accent is on A{foy mpooxduuarog. Aifog is also emphasized in 1 Pt. 2: 6 (Is. 28: 16).
To prove the eschatological salvation of Israel from Scripture Paul in R. 11: 26 appeals to
Is. 59: 20; Ps. 14: 7; fjfet éx Zudv 6 gvduevog. Only in Hb. 12: 22; Rev. 14: 1 is there no
quotation.”
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Part III. ORIGEN AND BasiL:
A CoMPARATIVE/CONTRAST STUDY OF SCRIPTURAL TEXTS

A. Initial Considerations

Basil has a reflection on the verses of Luke 2: 34-35 in his letter to
Optimus.! Since the text of Origen probably was a source for Basil’s thinking
on this passage, the study of Origen’s homily and Basil’s letter is important.
Origen’s is the earliest of commentaries on this scene of Simeon and Mary;
his commentary may have influenced the writers and preachers who fol-
lowed; the closest in parallel to Origen’s thought is that of Basil. ‘

The comparison/contrast chart which follows presents the sequence of
Origen and Basil's reflections with an emphasis on the Scriptures cited by
them. Origen’s complete homily is highlighted so that the context is present-
ed in a better perspective when compared and contrasted with Basil’s letter.
The fact that the genre of Origen’s homily differs from that of Basil’s letter
is important. If Basil is using Origen, it could well have been from memory
rather than from a written source; after all, the context of a letter written
to a bishop and relative seems to offer a more ad hoc presentation than a
serious study from a former text. This statement is made in order to em-
phasize the difference between a homily and a letter. The best available
source for Origen’s homilies on Luke is that of Crouzel.?2 Other studies are
incomplete, for they lack the full context of the homilies.

‘What are the differences, especially from the comparison of Scriptural
texts? )

(A) Origen has an entire introduction to the text which Basil does not
employ. The exact citation of Luke 1: 35 is first given and interpreted by
Origen.?

(B) In the same section 1, Origen also cites Luke 2: 33; I retain the defec-
tive Latin eraf, even though in the introductory citation and in his XVI

|

1 BasiL THE GREAT, Letfer 260, PG 32: 964C-968A. (Cf. Saint BasiL oF CAESAREA,
Lellers, FathCh 28: 228-232 [1955].) ’

2 ORIGEN, Origéne: Homélies sur S. Luc, ed. by H. CRouzEL et al., SC 87: 250-263 (1962).

3 Ibid., p. 250, section 1. It is important that the reader follow either the homily itself
or the chart prepared for the comparison/contrast in the points presented.
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homily Origen had used “erant” for the same verse. It probably is a mistake
either in the manuscript or translation of Jerome.!

(C) Section 2 of Origen is where the parallel begins, but Basil immediately
proceeds to outline his entire response in three points:

1) 2: 34B - fall and rise

2) 2: 34C - sign of contradiction

3) 2: 35 - the sword.

Apparently Optimus was only interested in the sword and did not see
the difficulties involved in 1) and 2); Basil brings this to his attention
and offers his commentary on them.2

Origen’s method of commentary is twofold in this homﬂy He presents
a simple, literal interpretation as in sections one and two, and immediately
follows with a more profound insight or reflection on the texts in the same
sections. Origen is often working at two levels in his exegesis. Basil’s
method is on one level. This is apparent in the comparative outline which
follows.

(D) Origen’s application of the texts about Simeon’s prophecy is al-
ways made universally. Even when Mary is directly involved in his in-
terpretation, the universal application is made to her; there are no excep-
tions to this in the present homily. His use of Matthew 26: 31 is universal.
He strengthens his choice of the text by using Romans 3: 23, as we will see.
His emphasis is on the “omnes scandalizabimini” and “omnes peccaverunt.”s

Basil in his first reflection on Luke 2: 34 is speaking more of the asce-
tical condition of each individual who must experience the fall and rise
through faith in Christ. He is not as harsh or absolute about the sword of
doubt for Mary, the apostles, and Peter. The key to understanding his
interpretation of the “fall and rise of many” is through his use of Paul’s
statement “When I am weak, then am I strong’; (II Cor. 12: 10),* a theme
to which he returns in the last sentence of his letter.® Basil indirectly refers
to Genesis 3: 14: unbelievers are like the serpent who cannot fall for they
are already at the level of the earth.® It is interesting that Basil uses the
same word for serpent both for the ascetical metaphor applied to the un-

1 A. DE Groor, op. cil., p. 8, n. 4; wherein he justifies Jerome’s translation and fidelity
to Origen on Scriptural matter in Luke 2: 35.

2 BasiL THE GREAT, Lelter 260, PG 32: 964C.

3 OnieeN (CrouzeL et al., eds.), op. cil., SC 87: 250, 252,

4 BasIiL THE GREAT, Letler 260, PG 32: 964D, 965A.

5 Ibid., PG 32: 968A fine.

6 Ibid., PG 32: 965A.

311



[90] Greek Patristic Exegesis (4th C.)

believer (ueza 7o &pews) and for the sign which Moses used in the desert
(Numbers 21: 8 zé» Sqw éni onueiod).!

(E) Origen uses several texts which are not presented by Basil; for
example, John 9: 39 which contains the paradox of Jesus, “I came into
this world to divide it, to make the sightless see and the seeing blind.”2
Perhaps he intends to lead his listeners to an understanding of the phrase
“the downfall and the rise of many in Israel.” For him Israel would mean
“to see God.” He says: “in Israhel, hoc est in his, qui plena possunt acie et
ratione conspicere.”® He also had referred to Adam and Eve whose eyes
were opened (Genesis 3: 7).%

(F) Origen’s use of IT Timothy 2: 11 and Romans 6: 5 completes his
arguments more fully than Basil who does not make use of these texts. They
are an excellent choice for showing the “fall and rise” in Christ.5

(G) The triple example of falling and rising is similar. Origen’s exam-
ples are more rudimentary and not as nuanced ascetically as the contrasts of
Basil 8

(H) Origen extends his universal application of the sign of contradic-
tion even to the Virgin Mother; the Resurrection, the prophetic announce-
ments, and the words of Scripture are also each seen as a sign of contradic-
tion.”

B. Luke 2: 35 in Origen and Basil®

The comparative/contrast outline clearly indicates the fact that both
Origen and Basil have the same Scripture texts at certain points of their
development. It is here that Basil gives evidence of knowing and remem-
bering the interpretation of Origen on the sword which pierces Mary’s
heart. We must also remember that Optimus had expressly asked Basil
to explain the text of Luke 2: 35.° This text is the high point in both Origen’s
homily and Basil’s letter.

Ibid., PG 32: 965B.

OriGEN (CROUZEL et al., eds.), op. cit., SC 87: 252,
Ibid., p. 254: 4.

4 Ibid., p. 252.

5 Ibid., p. 254.

6 Ibid., (Ci. BasiL THE GREAT, Letler 260, PG 32: 965AB.)
Ibid., pp. 254, 256.

Ibid., p. 256: 6 and PG 32: 965C.

BasiL THE GREAT, Letter 260, PG 32: 964C.

W o =

o ®
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Two texts are important for seeing the similarity of their interpretation.
In introducing his exegesis about the sword (Luke 2: 35a), Basil uses the
text of Hebrews 4: 12, thereby giving to the sword a revelatory meaning.
Though today’s exegetes may disagree about such a use?! the biblical un-
derstanding of both Origen and Basil enabled them to use the Scriptures
from cover to cover without restricting themselves to the narrower use of
texts, especially parallel texts. For the Fathers, revealed ideas are parallel;
the words do not have to match perfectly; the thought contained within the
passage which helps them to understand another passage is more important
to them. Thus, Origen may have used this text of Hebrews 4: 12. If so,
then Basil is especially dependent on Origen at this point of his interpretation.
In Crouzel’s edition there is a Greek fragment which has been attributed to
Origen which is almost identical to Basil’s text.2

Origen cites the text of Matthew 26: 31 (Crouzel gives Mark 14: 27 as
the text cited, but Matthew 26: 31 is the better choice.).?

“Omnes vos scandalizabimini in nocte hac”: Basil: IIdvzeg oxavdarioOi-
oecle év duol* Both Origen and Basil apply the text to everyone, though
the immediate Scriptural context applies it to all in the sense of all of the
apostles present at the supper and following Jesus to Mount Olivet (cf.
Matt. 26: 30). There is another difference, however. Basil emphasizes the
(8 3uof) “in me,” while Origen emphasizes the time of the Passion “in
nocte hac.” Matthew 26: 31 is the better choice of reference for it contains
both expressions of emphasis, whereas Mark 14: 27 reads: 8zt mdvreg oxav-
dadigfrjoeabe.

Basil implicitly refers to John 19: 25-27, for he says Mary is standing at
the cross (mapeotdoa Td oraved).’ Origen is concerned, once again,
about universal salvation which means all have to be redeemed by Christ,
including Mary. If Mary was not “scandalized,” then Jesus did not die for

1 R. E. BrowN, op. cif., p. 462: “Much of this reflection is poor methodologically, for
it seeks to interpret Luke through non-Lucan material—material of which Luke and
his community may have been totally ignorant.”

2 BasiL THE GREAT, Leller 260, PG 32: 964C. An almost exact parallel to the Greek
fragment given in ORIGEN (CROUZEL et al., eds.), op. cil., SC 87: 494 (Frag. 43; in RAUER,
GCS, Origenes Werke IX = Frag. 69), n. 2: “Ce passage est identique a Basile, PG 32,
965C. Cependant le glaive, symbole de la Parole de Dieu, selon la citation de Hebr. 4,
12, se retrouve dans Ambroise, 11, S.C. 45, p. 99. Nous avons donc conservé ce passage.”

3 OnigeN (CROUZEL et al., eds.), op. cif., SC 87: 256.

4 BasiL THE GREAT, Letfer 260, PG 32: 965C.

5 Ibid.
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her sins. He uses the citation from Romans 3: 23 as a tour de force to
strengthen his position: “Omnes peccaverunt et indigent gloria Dei, justi-
ficati gratia ejus et redempti.” He also attends to the mention of the time
of the Passion as he had done in Matthew 26: 31 (in nocte hac); after Romans
3: 23 he says, “utique et Maria illo lempore scandalizata est.”

Basil does not use Romans 3: 23. He returns to the scene of the An-
nunciation which Mary recalls (Luke 1: 32, 33, 35)>—a point which Origen
also takes up, but not as completely—“You brought him forth as a virgin
recalling Gabriel’s words” (Luke 1: 35).2 Basil does, however, refer to John
11: 50 which has a similar connotation to Romans 3: 23. Basil says, “For
the Lord must taste of death for the sake of all, and being made a propitiation
for the world, He must justify all men in His blood.”*

Origen definitely imputes the guilt of sin to Mary: “pertransibit infi-
delitatis gladius et ambiguitatis mucrone ferieris.”® Basil does not definitely
say she sinned. He says, “Even you will feel a certain perplexity about your
soul. . . Therefore, some doubt will touch even you yourself who have been
taught from above concerning the Lord.”® For Basil, this is the sword which
pierces Mary’s heart.

Origen returns to the Mount of Olives in having Christ say, “Pater, si
possibile est, pertranseat calix iste a me” (Mt. 26: 39). Basil does not cite
this text. The letter of Basil ends with a short comment on Luke 2: 35b:
“that the thoughts of many hearts may be revealed.” His words are con-
soling: “Swift healing will come from the Lord (zayeid zi¢c laotg)” for the
disciples, for Mary and for Peter. He returns to a thought he had begun in
point one, what was human proved unsound in order that the power of the
Lord might be manifested (II Cor. 12: 10; I Cor. 1: 18, 21, 25).7

Origen’s homily continues on, but he, too, addresses the meaning of
Luke 2: 35b saying, these thoughts are the evil thoughts of men which must
be made known so that they may be healed. He breaks into a penitential
response from Psalm 32: 5 and shows through Isaiah 44: 22 that sins will be

1 Or1geN (CRouzEL et al., eds.), op. cit., SC 87: 258.

2 BasiL THE GREAT, Lelter 260, PG 32: 965C fine.

8 OrIGEN (CROUZEL et al., eds.), op. cit., SC 87: 258: 7.

4 BasIL THE GREAT, Letter 260, PG 32: 968A.

5 OricEN (CROUZEL et al., eds.). op. cil., SC 87: 258.

6 BasIL THE GREAT, Letler 260, PG 32: 968A: Ti¢ xal megl Ty ypuyiy odlog.
7 Ibid., fine.
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blotted outr The rest of his homily is concerned with Anna and widow-
hood.

Basil, then, does not impute any sin to Mary. His words are sensitive
and filled with hope.? He has used Origen’s material without being con-
strained to maintain the same opinion.

C. Outline — COMPARISON AND CONTRAST:
of Origen’s and Basil’'s Comments on Luke 2: 34-35
. (with Emphasis on Scriptural Texts Used or Alluded to by Them)

ORIGEN BASIL
HOMILIA XVII: SC 87: 250-263 EPISTOLA 260: PG 32: 964C, 965, -
968A
Legend: * texts used directly Legend: * texts used directly
() implicit texts - () implicit texts
- difference (in italics) - difference (in italics)

1. Exact citation of * Luke 1:35
which means Jesus was born of
Virgin. ’

* Luke 2: 33: Et erat pater il-
lius et mater admirantes super
his, quae dicebantur de eo.

pater illius = Joseph be-
cause
simple interpretation:
1) he cared for the Savior;
more profoundly:
2) Luke is concerned about
naming Joseph for the or-
der of genealogy.

1 QriceN (CRouZzEL et al., eds.), op. cif., SC 87: 260. -

2 L. GAMBERO, “La Madonna negli scritti di San Basilio,” Mater Ecclesiae XV (1979)
44: “La Madonna ha dunque sofferto il dubbio ai piedi della croce del Figlio; ma questi
riconfermod i suoi discepoli e la sua stessa Madre nella fede, di cui Maria & divenuta altis-
simo modello.” We must remember that Mary sfood as a believer at the Cross; Basil had
informed us that those who are unbelieving never have stood, but remain earth-bound
like the serpent (Gen. 3: 14).
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ORIGEN

Admirabantur:

1) at Angel’s words
2) at heavenly multitude
3) at shepherds

which means they marvelled ex-
ceedingly

“vehementissime mirabantur.”

2. * Luke 2:34-35 cited in toto.

Savior came for fall and rise

1) simply means: for unbe-
lievers and believers

2) more profoundly means:
the same would fall and
“rise

- use of * John 9: 39 lo explain

meaning: “In judicium ego veni,
ut, qui non videbant, videant et,
qui videbant, caeci fiant.”

Adam et Evae oculi sunt aper-
ti (Gen. 3: 7).

3. * Luke 2: 34c¢: Savior will make

316

of my fall a rising

just as prophets fall on their

faces before a revelation to

be purified of their sins

* J1 Tim. 2: 11: si commor-
tui sumus, et convivemus

* Rom. 6:5: si conformes
facti sumus mortis, confor-
mes et resurrectionis eri-
mus. '

1
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BASIL

* Luke 2: 34-35 cited in toto.

Basil informs Optimus of
three points:
the Lordis for the falland rise

- applied to each individual
in interior conflict of higher
and lower nature

- use of * II Cor. 12: 10
(“When I am weak, then am
I strong.”).

Allusion to serpent = those al-
ready on ground cannot fall;
they are unbelievers (Gen.
3: 14 implicit).

Fall in order’ to rise in Christ
through faith:
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ORIGEN

pagan/ in you must fall
love of prostitution / fall
sinner / must fall.

4. * Luke 2: 34¢: “et in signum cui

contradicetur”

“In Israhel = qui plena possunt
acie et ratione conspicere.”

All things touching upon the
mystery of salvation are bound
up with this sign of contradic-
tion :
1) The Virgin Mother is a sign
of contradiction
a) Marcionites
b) Ebionites
2) Even Resurrection is a sign
which divides opinions.

. Arguing over meaning of Resur-
rection

* John 20: 26
Even words of heretics against
prophets saying He did not ful-
fill them
Even Scripture is contradictory
sign for unbelievers.

6. * Luke 2:35 “et tuam ipsius

animam pertransibit gladius.”
Fragment in Greek—In Luc.
" Hom.XVII, 6, SC 87: 494, frag.
-~ 43; RAauER (GCS, Origenes Werke
IX) 256, frag. 69.
The sword means the word

2)

[95]

BASIL

lower nature [ higher
fornication [ chastity
irrational / rational
* returns to text: “for the fall
and rise of many.”

A sign which is contradicted

A. The Cross as a sign of con-
tradiction cites * Num. 21: 3
(cf. John 3: 14-15) (serpent).

B. Sign is indicator of something
uncertain or obscure—

Various opinions on Incar-
nation: anti-Arian.

3) The sword = the word which

has the power of trying and of
discerning thoughts, and which
extends “even to the division of
soul and mind, of joints and
marrow, judging the inmost
thoughts.”
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ORIGEN

which tries and penetrates “even
to dividing the soul and mind,
the joints and the marrow,
judging even the inmost
thoughts.”

* Heb. 4: 12

Even Mary’s soul will be
pierced and that of all the
. apostles, Peter especially; for
as the Lord says:

“Omnes vos scandalizabimini
in nocte hac.”

* Matt. 26: 31
If Mary was not “scandalized”
then “Non est mortuus Jesus
pro peccala ejus.”

Yet, * Rom. 3: 23: “Omnes pec-
caverunt et indigent gloria
Dei, justificati gratia ejus et
redempti.”

“...utique et Maria illo tempore
scandalizata est.”

s

. This is what the prophecy of
Simeon means, that even though
you know you brought him
forth as a virgin recalling Ga-
briel's words (Luke 1:35):

Pertransibit infidelitatis gladius
el ambiguitatis mucrone ferieris.
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BASIL
* Heb. 4: 12

Every soul is tested at the
time of the Passion because
the Lord has said:

“All will be scandalized in
me.”

* Matt. 26: 31
Mary stands at Cross (im-
plicit John 19: 25-27).

She recalls testimony and
words of Gabriel:

- secrel of her conception

- miracles of her Son

(- Luke 1: 32, 33, 35).
“Even you will feel a certain
perplexity about your soul.”

“Forthe Lord must taste of death
for the sake of all, and, being
made a propitiation for the
world, He must justify all men
in His blood.” (— John 11: 50)

Therefore, “Some doubt will
touch even you yourself who have
been taught from above concern-
ing the Lord.” = the sword.
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8.

9.

10.
11.

ORIGEN

when you see Him crucified,
dead, subjected to ig-
nominy,

and when he has said, “Pater,

si possibile est, pertranseat

calix iste a me.”

* Matt. 26: 39

* Luke 2: 35b: These thoughts
are the evil thoughts of men,
these must be made known so
that they are healed.

Use of * Psalm 32 (31): 5: for
confession of sin: Peccatum
meum notum feci tibi, et ini-
quitatem meam non abscondi.

Dixi: annuntiabo iniustitiam
meam contra me Domino.

Result: * Is. 44: 22: Ecce, de-
lebo ut nubem iniquitates tuas
et sicut caliginem peccata tua.

Anna now mentioned by * Luke
2: 36a: fasted, was chaste: re-
ceived gift.

Widows addressed.

Recalls * I Cor. 1: 2 Virgins,
widows in Church.
* 1 Pt. 4: 11.

“That the thoughts of many
hearts may be revealed”: Luke
2: 35b.
After the scandal of the Cross
Swift healing will come from
the Lord
- for disciples,
for Mary,
for Peter.

“What was human, therefore,
was proved unsound in order
that the power of the Lord might
be manifested.” (II Cor. 12:10;
I Cor. 1:18, 21,25)
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Part IV. AMPHILOCHIUS AND HESYCHIUS:
COMMENTARY ON EzeKIEL 44: 2

A. Iniroduction

The birth of Jesus Christ from the Virgin Mary is the mystery of the
Incarnation. The Fathers have seen this mystery as a paradox which can be
understood only through Christian faith. Nevertheless, they wrestled with
Scripture texts from both Testaments in order to understand this mystery
of salvation. The feast of Hypapante presented an occasion for their use of
texts which were the source of Luke’s Infancy Narrative, especially in the
prescriptions for presentation and purification. The presentation of Jesus
in the Temple led several of the Fathers to see a relationship between the
texts of the Old Testament behind Luke’s account (Luke 2: 22-24) and
Ezekiel 44: 1-2.! The latter text enables them to proceed further and deeper
into the paradox of the mystery of Christ’s birth from the womb of Mary
which was closed to man, open to the Lord alone, and which, because of
His special power, remained intact (closed and unharmed) after the birth
of Christ. The Old Testament background of Luke’s account of the prescrip-
tion: “Every male opening the womb shall be consecrated to the Lord,” is
tdken from Exodus 13: 2, 12, 15.

Amphilochius has seen and developed the relationship of Ezekiel
44: 1-2 with Luke 2:23 (Exodus 13: 15): mdv dgoey diavolyov uvtoay
dytov T@® wvpiew »Anlrjoerar. He explains the versicle in this manner:

For every virgin the law of nature is such that only by intercourse with

a man can her womb be opened and then can she conceive and bring

about a birth. But in the case of our Savior it is not in this manner, for

without intercourse the womb of the Virgin was opened and he proceeded

immaculate so that what is said, “every male opening the womb will be
called holy,” refers only to the Lord.?

Amphilochius contrasts Christ’s birth to the defiled births of Cain, Esau, -
and Reuben—all who were firstborn, but not holy to the Lord. Jesus, how-

1 3. A. DE ALpama, Virgo Mater, Biblioteca Teologica Granadina, 7 (Granada: Facul-
tad de Teologia, 1963), esp. ch. 6: “La virginidad in Partu en la exegesis patristica de
Ex. 13, 12 y Ez. 44, 2,” pp. 129-182.

2 AmrHiLocHIUus (DATEMA, ed.), Or, II. In Occursum Domini, CCG 3: 43 (Or. II: 2,
11. 49-53).
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ever, is announced by Gabriel who séys “the holy one to be born of you
will be called a son of God.”

Amphilochius then explains the apparent contradiction of the prescrip-
tion “every male opening the womb” by having recourse to the text of
Ezekiel 44: 2: “This gate belongs to the Lord and he shall enter and he shall
go out yet the gate will be closed.” By the power of the Lord nothing remains
closed and all is opened to him.? It is here that true virginity occurs where
the Lord enters and opens the womb, yet does not harm the virginal womb.

Aldama has studied Ezekiel 44: 2 and its relationship to Exodus 13: 12.
He explains that this latter text was ordinarily interpreted in the manner of
Origen, but the Fathers of the fourth century in relating the text to Ezekiel
44: 2 have progressed and, at the same time, maintained the tradition of
Origen.? Both texts are seen as the word of God; the text of Ezekiel com-
plements and resolves the difficulties of the phrase “opening the womb.”s

Aldama has also found a similar pattern of thought and the use of
both texts in a work attributed to Gregory of Nyssa.? Even if unauthentic,
the work belongs to the same epoch. Since it is not specifically within the
texts studied in this thesis it is left aside; moreover, Aldama has given us the
history of the use of this text.

Caro nientions the text in his study of Proclus of Constantinople. The
text depicts for Proclus the mystery of the divinity and humanity which is
manifested in the normal birth and at the same time virginal birth of Christ.®

1 Ibid., 11. 54-60.

2 Ibid., 3, 11. 73-74, 77.

3 J. A. DE ALDAMA, op. cil., p. 144: “Es muy caracterfstica en este sentido la homilfa
In Hypapanten de San Anfiloquio de Iconio a fines del siglo 1v. An{iloquio desarrolla ante
todo el tema tradicional vulvam aperiens, en el sentido de Origenes. Se dijo de un modo
general en la Escritura; pero se cumple sélo en el Sefior.”

4 1bid., pp. 145-146. -

5 Ibid., p. 147: “Sélo que el autor se ha contentado con yuxtaponer Ez. 44, 2 y Ex. 13,

12, sin detenerse a compararlos. Al fin, la obra es un mero repertorio de testimonios
biblicos.” (Cf. Delecta testimonia adversus Judaeos, 3 [PG 46: 209A, C].)
. 6 R. CaRo, op. cil., MLS 3 (1971) 90: “Parto y concepcién, dos momentos virginales de
este misterio inefable: &xeivos dppdoTwg Zyewiiln, 6 xali tdv Ovpdv xexlewouévor
eloeAbw dxoldTwg . . . el Emmanuel abre las puertas de la naturaleza como hombre,
pero como Dios no rasga los sellos de la virginidad, sino que sale del seno materno como
entré por el ofdo, nace come fue concebido. . . .” (Cf. Laudatio in sanctissimam Dei geni-
tricem Mariam, PG 65: 692A.) —This homily dates from during or after Ephesus. The
text can be added to those studied by ALpama, op. cil., p. 147 and n. 51.
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Hesychius of Jerusalem has cited the text of Ezekiel 44: 2 in his works.! Our
procedure will consist in citing the text from Homily I, De Hypapante, then
Homily VI, De Sancta Maria Deipara, and, finally, Homily V, De Sancta
Maria Deipara. Aubineau’s work answers Aldama’s question about the
existence of a second homily, De Hypapante. There is no citation of Ezekiel
44: 2 in this recently published liomily.?

B. Homily I, De Hypapante (Hesychius)

Fr. M. Aubineau demonstrates the first homily on the Hypapante as a
work which is essentially biblical. He gives among many texts cited, that
of Ezekiel 44: 1-2 which Hesychius uses to honor the virginity of Mary.
The same text is seen in relationship to Exodus 13: 2, 12, 15 as implicit in
Luke 2: 23b.3 The entire context is the presentation in the temple; Hesychius
comments on the entire periocope Luke 2: 22-35.

He shows us his biblical acumen while noting that this prescription of
the law (“Every male opening the maternal womb will be sacred to the
Lord.”) is surpassed by the Legislator of the law, Christ himself, for “in fact
he has not opened but has kept closed the gate of the Virgin; he has not
violated the seal of nature, he has not caused any shame to her who has
borne him: indeed he has left intact the sign of her virginity.”* Hesychius
leads the listener to the text to which he has already hinted—*“If you do not
believe this, learn from what Ezekiel says (citing all of Ezekiel 44: 1-2).”5

We are a long distance from the commentary of Origen which influenced
many of the Fathers.® The emphasis is no longer on the text of Exodus
13: 12 but on the fulfillment of Ezekiel 44: 2 in the event of Jesus Christ
being born of the Virgin without in any way destroying her integral virginity.
The power of Christ as legislator enables him to accomplish the prescription
indicated by Luke, for he goes beyond the law while accomplishing the

1 Hesvcnius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., Vol. 1. Les homélies I-XV:
a) Hom. I, De Hypapante, 3: 12-15, with Ex. 13: 2 (1. 15-16), p. 30;
b) Hom. V, De S. Maria Deipara, 2: 19-29, pp. 160, 162 (Cf. pp. 122-123);
¢) Hom. VI, De S. Maria Deipara, 7: 18-20, pp. 202, 204 (Cf. p. 180). -
2 ALDAMA, op. cil., p. 148, notes 55 and 56.
3 HesvcHIUS (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., p. 7.
4 Ibid., Hom. I: 3: 4-9, p. 28.
5 Ibid., 1. 9-15, pp. 28 and 30.
8 ORIGEN (CROUZEL et al., eds.), op. ¢it., Hom XIV: 7-8, SC 87: 224, 226. (Cf. ALDAMA,
op. cit., pp. 132-133.)

322



Nalivity Homilies [101]

prescription, for only He is holy lo the Lord. Amphilochius referred this only
to Jesus; Hesychius, through explaining how Christ fulfilled the prescrip-
tion as legislator, showed how Jesus accomplished the magnificent event
foretold by Ezekiel 44: 1-2. Hesychius has gone from the biblical text to
another, but, even better, he has moved from lex! to evenf: the Incarnation
and its effect on the Virgin. Hesychius has advanced the understanding of
the mystery and has clearly affirmed the integral virginity of Mary after the
birth of Christ. :

There is evidence from his use of the Septuagint text that Hesychius has
actually rephrased the words of the text to show precisely what he under-
stands of Mary’s virginity. He definitely believes her to be virgin after the
birth of Christ. He has taken verse three of Ezekiel and incorporated the
“going in” (only v.2) with the “going out” of verse 3.1 This totally corrects
the exegesis of Origen which saw no man entering Mary’s virginal womb,
but when Christ was born he opened her womb, thereby changing the in-
tegral state of Mary’s virginity. Hesychius, by rephrasing the citation, has
a perfect comparison for what he received from the Christian tradition about
the nature of Mary’s virginity. We are a long way from Origen.

Hesychius now has established his understanding of the mystery. He
returns to the first text, Luke 2: 23 (Exodus 12: 2, 12, 15): “Every maleopen-
ing the womb shall be called holy to the Lord,” and makes clear “this One
is not only holy: for he excels in holiness; the more he distinguishes himself
by his birth, the more he transcends the precept of the Law.”2

C. Homily V, De S. Maria Deipara (Hesychius)

Fr. Aubineau shows that the use of Ezekiel 44: 1-2 in this homily is the
third of biblical comparisons used by Hesychius.? Bound up with the com-
parison is another Scriptural text, John 20: 19, in which Hesychius sees
Jesus rejoining his disciples on Easter evening though the doors were closed
(r@v Ovpdy xexldetouévov in Hom. V, 2: 20,26).4

1 Hesycurus (AUBINEAU,ed.),op. cil., Hom. I: 3: 14 reads: elosdedoerar xal 8kshevoe-
vai. The LXX = sloededoerar 8¢ aurijc. Fr. Aubineau points out the variant drnéorpepe
adopted by Hesyschius in place of énéovgepéy in Ezek. 44: 1 (ibid., p. 31, n. 1).

2 Ibid., 11. 16-18, p. 30.

3 Ibid., p. 122 (Aubineau’s introduction to Hom. V, De S. Maria Deipara).

4 Ibid., pp. 122-123:.11 ne reste plus A I'orateur qu’a transposer en jouant des mémes
verbes au sujet du sein (nddsy, @Yga) de Marie, pour exploiter les versets d’Ezéchiel en
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The homily has an advanced nuance of honor for the Virgin. She is
addressed personally by the preacher. The titles taken from Scripture are
directly addressed to her (“Another [Ezekiel] has named you Eastern Gate.”).t
Aubineau has shown that the “theophores” are the prophets who have given
these titles? to Mary.

Hesychius is consistent. He speaks again in this homily of the gate
which leads outside. Here the birth of Christ, not his conception, is meant.
Mary has become the gate of life presented for God’s only Son, facing the
East, for the “true light illuminating every man was coming into the world,”
leaving her womb, as from a nuptial couch. He addresses Mary personally:
“You have brought the king within although the gates were closed, and yet
again you have led him outside: He the King of glory, in fact, neither in his
conception nor in any manner in his birth, has opened the gates of your
womb, nor unloosened the bonds of your virginity.”® What is evident is
that Hesychius’ thought is thie same as in the first homily; here, however, his
theological reflection comes more to the fore than does his biblical exegesis.
The passage is not dependent on the biblical text as in I, De Hypapantie,
moreover, it is more personal and spontaneous; one could say it is almost
presented in a devotional manner. We are closer to Ephesus.

D. Homily VI, De Sancta Maria Deipara (Hesychius)

Fr. Aubineau uses the common elements of Homily V and Homily VI
to establish the authenticity of Hesychius’ authorship for both. He states
that Ezekiel 44: 2-3 is cited accurately in Homily VI: 7: 18-20, while in
Homily V: 2: 19-29, Hesychius lengthily exploits the same verses to affirm
the virginity of Mary after the birth of Christ.?

Even more crucial to the question of establishing the authenticity is to
discover whether Hesychius has cited the text in a manner similar to Homily

faveur de la maternité virginale: . . .. Tu as introduit (elojyayeg) le roi au-dedans, bien
que les portes fussent fermées, mais de nouveau tu I’as produit au-dehors (&7yayec). . . ”

1 Ibid., Hom V: 2: 19, p. 160.

2 Ibid., p. 161, n. 2 and p. 156, showing the correct use of T@» Ocopdowr and rejecting
Caro’s defense of the title feopdgog for Mary.

3 Ibid., Hom. V: 2: 19-29, pp. 160, 162.

1 Ibid., p. 181: “. . . Phomélie VI se montre discréte sur ce point, insistant plutét sur
la conception virginale. Offrirait-elle un stade de pensée moins élaborée ?”
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I, De Hypapanle. Then the result would be that there are definite biblical
facts or data which corroborate the arguments of authorship. Hesychius,
again, does rephrase the text of the Septuagint just as he had done in
Homily I, De Hypapante; thus the authorship of Homilies I, V, and VI are
rendered more probable—not that they are called into question, but this
internal evidence makes the comparative study of these texts a key to better
interpretation.

Conclusions

Hesychius uses the text of Ezekiel 44: 1-2 in three of his homilies
(Homily I, 3 ; Homily V, 2; and Homily VI, 7). By means of a transposition
of the words xai éfeietoerar from Ezekiel 44: 3 into Ezekiel 44: 2 the
virginity of Mary is affirmed before and during the birth of Christ. This
transposition helps us to identify Hesychius as author of all three homilies.
The text as cited is neither consonant with the Septuagint nor the Hebrew
for Ezekiel 44: 2. Hesychius applies the entering and leaving (xal cloeded-
oetar xal 8Eeledoerar) to the person of God of Israel in Homily I, De
Hypapante 3, 14. Both in the original Hebrew and in the Septuagint, the
subject who goes out is the king or prince of Ezekiel 44: 3. In Homily V, De
Sancta Maria Deipara, Hesychius is directly addressing the Virgin Mary as
the Eastern Gate. She is the one who introduces the king within and leads
him outside while the doors remain shut. He is, of course, applying this to
Mary’s virginity. Finally, in Homily VI, De Sancta Maria Deipara, it is
the Lord who enters and leaves while the door remains closed. In all three
citations the proximity of the two verbs eicededoerar and éEededoerar
indicates the intention of Hesychius as author and preacher. If we look at
his use of the texts, then compare them with the Septuagint and Hebrew
of Ezekiel 44: 1-3, we will observe that Hesychius has changed the text for
his homiletical purpose which is to affirm the virginity of Mary at the con-
ception and birth of Christ. In fact, in Homily V the virginity of Mary is
affirmed after the birth of Christ.
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Part V. AmpHILOCHIUS, GREGORY OF Nvssa AND HESYCHIUS:
CoMMENTARY ON Exopus 3: 2: THE BurNING Busu

A. 6 fdroc xaieTal mvpi, 6 ¢ fdros 0B xatexaicro (LXX)

Amphilochius makes use implicitly of Exodus 3: 2 in Oralio I, In Nalali-
tia Domini* The text is found within his introduction to the theme of the
homily. The feast of the Nativity has been prepared both by the prophetic
types of the past and the more recent proclamation of the salvific event.2
The invisible mystery has become visible though the Incarnation. One of the
signs from the past was the fire Moses saw in the bush. It is one among many
such signs, for Abraham saw a visible manifestation of God through the
angels, Isaiah through the seraphim, and Ezekiel through the cherubim
(Gen. 17, 1; Isa. 3: 2; Ezek. 1: 4-28). Amphilochius, by means of these
four names—Abrahafn, Moses, Isaiah, and Ezekiel, has spanned the begin-
nings of salvation history from the first believer, Abraham, to Moses, the
great prophet and recipient of the Torah, down to the classical prophets,
Isaiah and Ezekiel. All of these believers experienced the invisible mystery
of God in signs which were visible.

The burning bush was the sign Moses experienced on Horeb while
tending sheep for Jethro, the priest of Midian (Exodus 3: 1). This is the
simple and yet profound setting Amphilochius gives to the sign of the burning
bush: #dAdw d¢ dpbn T® Mwicf dwa mveos v Tff fdrw. It is an example,
one among several, chosen by the preacher to emphasize that the manifesta-
tion of God was prepared for in the stages of salvation history. Amphilochius
does not return to this theme of the burning bush in his homily nor in any
other of his discourses.

B. Gregory of Nyssa’s Use of the Tex! Exodus 3: 2 in ORATIO IN
Diem NatarLEM CHRISTI

Lampe’s entry under Sdzoc® (a bramble bush) indicates the wide range
of meanings the word has had for the Fathers. It is his sixth meaning which
concerns us in this study, namely, the burning bramble bush as typifying
Mary in her Incarnational role. It is precisely this interpretation that we find

1 AmpHiLocHius (DATEMA, ed.), op. cit., CCG 3 (1978), Or. I. In Nalalitia Domini:
1, 1. 44-45, p. 6.

2 Ibid., 1. 13-15, p. 5.

3 LAmPE, p. 294, col. 1.
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in the Nativity homily of Gregory of Nyssa. The development (which is the
most complete) of the type is found in section five of the homily. The author
of the homily is using the example of the burning bush to help his listeners
understand the integrity of Mary’s virginity. He has just made the state-
ment that the “Virgin has become Mother and yet remains (dcauévet) virgin.™

Giving his personal interpretation (zodtd wot doxel),® the author de-
scribes the phenomenon not as a local experience for Moses, but as a temporal
one which causes him to look toward the future.®* We have, once again, a
setting within salvation history and a fulfillment of the prophetic sign
through the event of the Incarnation, especially in the virginity of Mary.
The last text used by Gregory was Isaiah 7: 14 in which the Virgin and Em-
manuel were emphasized both in the biblical text and his interpretation
of the text. The transition to the burning bush image is a continuing
development of the same thought concerning the virginity of Mary within
the Incarnation. He clearly says, “What in fact was then signified in the
flame and bush, with the passing of time which intervenes, especially becomes
apparent in the mystery of the virgin. Just as then the bush was alighted by
flame and yet did not burn itself out, so this Virgin who brings forth light
is not corrupted.”s

Gregory of Nyssa has brought the framework of the text into a com-
parison of Mary’s virginity with the burning bush. He is beyond Amphilo-
chius who has seen the text simply as a theophany which helps us to under-
stand the plan of God in preparing mankind for the Incarnation. Gregory
sees the details of the Incarnation by relating the mystery to the virginity
of Mary. The section on the burning bush is pastorally concluded in this
manner: “Do not [listener] be embarrassed by the similitude in understanding
that the bush signifies the body of the Virgin bearing [our] God.”®

C. Hesychius: Exodus 3: 2 as Presenied in HomILy V,
De Sancta Maria DEIpPArA

Fr. Aubineau has an excellent introduction to the text of Exodus 3: 2
which is the second comparison Hesychius used to teach about the virginal

1 In Diem Natalem Christi, PG 46: 1136A.

2 JIbid., PG 46: 1136B.

3 Ibid.: od tomuxt), olpar. . . GAAG Ty magoduxty To¥ yodvov didbaov.

4 Ibid., PG 46: 1136B, C.

5 Ibid., PG 46: 1136C: Ei 8¢ fdfos ngodiatvmol 18 Bsotdrov odua Tijc maphévoy u
aloyvvdfic v@ alviyuare.
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maternity of Mary.* The thought, as interpreted by Hesychius, parallels his
other example which we have already seen, the eastern gate of Ezekiel
44: 1-2, in the sense that Mary brings forth her son without losing the seal
of her virginity. As the seal was not broken by man, nor does Jesus in
coming forth from her womb break the virgin’s seal. The list of verbs drawn
up by Hesychius serves to develop the stages of her maternity, while the an-
titheses serve to explain further the mystery of Christ’s birth from the Virgin.2

Hesychius uses the text within the second section of his homily, wherein
he develops mysteries which were confided to the prophets and the “God-
carriers” among whom is Moses. Like Gregory of Nyssa, he exposes the
lines of prophecy-fulfillment within salvation history, but we are at a later
epoch; Hesycﬁjus personally addresses the Virgin with her own titles (Zoi
uev odv @ magléye).® Fr. Aubineau has remarked on the breadth of develop-
ment of Hesychius’ thoughts. Briefly summarized they are:4

1) the only begotten son has flesh and the virgin is ®cordxoc.

2) Mary is illumined (as by fire) but is not consumed, because she
brings forth her son without the opening of her womb.

3) she has conceived him without tarnishing her virginity.

4) she has brought him into the world as a newborn while retaining as
sealed her womb.

5) she fed him with her milk without anyone else touching her breasts.

6) she brought forth a little infant without experiencing a man as his
father.

7) she became a mother without becoming a spouse.

8) a son was raised and one does not discover his father.

In the sixth homily, Hesychius does not mention the theme of the
burning bush and is more reserved in his appeal to the prophets. Homily
VI does seem more distant from Ephesus than Homily V, as Aubineau has
astutely remarked.5 ’

1 HesvcHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., I: 121.

2 Ibid., p. 122: “On lira la quinzaine de lignes consacrées 4 I’exégése du ‘Buisson ardent’,
en prétant une particuliére attention au vocabulaire: aux verbes exprimant les étapes
d’une maternité (cvAdaufdvew, xvopogeiclar, Tixtew, dédysw), aux mots qui désignent
le ‘sein maternel’ (yaoz7jg, xoidia, uftoa),  ces images qui suggeérent la parturition vir-
ginale non sans braver les pudeurs modernes (0dx dvoiyswy, 0¥ @Osipew, xAcibbal, oppa-
yifew).” (Ci. R. CaRro, op. cit.,, MLS 3 [1971] 51.)

8 Ibid., Hom. V, De S. Maria Deipara: 2, 1. 1, p. 160.

4 Ibid., 1. 5-12, p. 160.

5 Ibid., pp. 179, 189. M. Aubineau dates Homily V before 428 (p. 183).
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Part VI. Excursus oN LiTurcicaL SETTING OF THE HOMILIES

Included in several of the homilies treated here are indications about
the liturgical celebration of the feast. Within such contexts, the inter-
pretation offered by the Fathers was primarily a call of faith to respond to
the Word of God in the special event of the Incarnation. To summarize,
an example from each of the Fathers is given.

A. THE CAPPADOCIANS

Amphilochius

In his first sentences of the Oratio I, In Natalitia Domini, Amphilochius
tells us of the feast being celebrated: “Today is the festive day of the birth
of Christ our true God.”® The entire homily is constructed on the traditional
model of an encomium.?

In the opinion of K. Holl, the second homily, De Occursum Domini,
may be the most ancient witness to the feast of Hypapante.?> But C. Datema
in his recent critical edition finds this impossible so early after the introduc-
tion of the feast of Christmas.*

Basil

In Homilia in Sanctam Christi Generationem (PG 31: 1457), Basil begins
with an exhortation to the faithful to honor the birth of Christ in silence.
He tells us that the feast is also called Theophania.’

1 Amruirocuius(DATEMA,ed.), op. cil.,CCG 3, Or. I:1,11.12-13: xai xopuepr) mavaefdoutog
% orjuegoy @y dyiwy yptotod Tod dAnlwod Ocob Hudv yevedliwv éotiv &oprnh. (CI.
LampE, p. 1003: mavoefdoutos: “wholly august” of festivals.) Almost all of section 1 of
this homily is set within the context of a festive celebration. See esp. Or. I: 1, 1. 21-22,
25-26.

2 Ibid., pp. xu-xmur: “Le plan de ’homélie suit le modele traditionnel pour un enco-
mium: dans la premidre partie ’orateur met en valeur la signification de la féte; ensuite,
pour la partie centrale, il fait un exposé sur le mystére, et il termine en incitant les fideles
& vivre selon leurs convictions.”

3 K. Howv, Amphilochius von Ikonium . .. (Tubingen, 1904), pp. 61 ff., 104 ff. (Cf. A.
D= Groor, op. cit., p. 15.)

4 Ampuirocuius (DATEMA, ed.), op. ¢il., GCG 3, p. xIIL

5 BasiL THE GrEar, Homilia in Sanctam Christi Generalionem, PG 31: 1473A: dvoua
Oducda 7] fopty] Hudv Oeopdvia.
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Gregory of Nazianzus

Gregory of Nazianzus’ In Theophania, sive Natalitia Salvatoris* confirms
Basil’s statement about the two names for the feast, since, in the liturgical
context of the celebration, Christ’s birth is also his manifestation (7a é¢ »ov
Oeopdyia, 7 maviyvoig, eitovy Ievéblia)? God indeed has appeared to men—
preexistent as Word, yet incarnate for the sakeof our salvation. The restora-
tion of ourselves is completed through his becoming flesh (dedoavrac 7judc
Gmo To? ed elvar dia xaxiav, meos adrd ndAw émavaydyy 8id capxdoewg).®

Gregory of Nyssa

In his Oratio in Diem Natalem Christi,* Gregory of Nyssa uses two
psalms to sound the note of celebration of the feast of the birth of Christ:
“Blow the trumpet at the new moon as a sign of your solemnity” (8v edorjuw
nuéeq foprijc dudv).5 He takes up the theme of light for this feast, since
it is the Lord'who enlightens mankind. There is a thematic inclusion; for
Gregory both begins and ends with light, concluding with John 1: 4. The
Prologue was, perhaps, one of the texts for the feast.®

The theme continues with Psalm 118: 24: “This is the day the Lord has
made, come, let us exult and rejoice in it.” He adds words from St. Paul
which corroborate the theme: “‘Because at the coming of the Lord, day
increases and night is done away with’ . .. the brilliant rays of the Gospel
enlighten the whole world.”?

B. THE ANTIOCHENES

John Chrysostom

John Chrysostom’s homily on the birth of Christ® mentions that it is not
quite ten years that they have celebrated this specific feast.? He develops

1 Grecory oF Nazianzus, Oratio XXX VIII, In Theophania, sive Natalitia Salvatoris,
PG 36: 311-344.

2 PG 36: 313C.

8 Ibid.

4 Grecory oF Nvssa, Oralio in Diem Nalalem Christi, PG 46: 1127-1150.

5 Ibid., PG 46: 1128A.

8 Ibid., PG 46: 1149B fine.

7 Ibid., PG 46: 1128B, 1129D.

8 St. John Chrysostom, Homilia in Diem Natalem, PG 49: 351-362.

9 Ibid., PG 49: 351.
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three reasons for the celebration of the feast.! He has the same excitement
and joy in announcing the feast in his other Nativity homily; the introduc-

tion is in fact an eclogue announcing the feast and its benefits to mankind.?

Theodore of Mopsueslia

Theodore of Mopsuestia gives us no indications of liturgical celebration
for the context of his commentary on the Gospel of John. But in the parallels
chosen from his works on the Nicene Creed? and the Lord’s Prayer,* we have
evidence from the content of both treatises that each was a Liber ad bapli-
zandos, that is, a handbook for the preparation of the catechumens during the
Lenten season. The second booklet contains a commentary on the Lord’s
Prayer, on the sacrament of baptism in general, and on the Greek liturgy.’

C. THE JERUSALEMITES

St. Cyril of Jerusalem

Cyril’s Calecheses (X-X1I) were studied since they treat of Christ’s In-
carnation. These lectures were not delivered at liturgical celebrations.
They were given during Lent to those who were preparing for baptism.
Cyril delivered an introductory lecture followed by eighteen more lectures
which were to form a complete course of instruction for those preparing for

1 Ibid., PG 49: 351-354: 1) the feast of Christ’s birth was accepted quickly and objec-
tions against it were removed by a clear explanation of the event; 2) the historical context
of Luke’s second chapter leads us to accept the basis for this tradition about the birth
of Christ; 3) the determination of the date is based on the knowledge of the time of the
Feast of Tabernacles, when Zachary would have offered incense in the temple. John the
Baptist’s conception took place during this time, and from Luke’s statement regarding
Elizabeth’s pregnancy of six months at the time of the Annunciation to Mary, the feast
of Christ’s birth could be determined.

2 Ecloga in Sanctam Diem Natalem Christi (Hom. XXX1V), PG 63: 821-834, esp. PG
63: 821D (CPG 4684).

3 A. MINGANA, ed. and trans., Commenlary of Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Nicene
Creed, Woodbrooke Studies, V (Cambridge, 1932).

4 Idem, ed. and trans., Commentary of Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Lord’s Prayer
and on the Sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist, Woodbrooke Studies, VI (Cambridge,
1933).

5 Idem, Commentary . . . on the Nicene Creed, p. 7.
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the fullness of the Christian faith through baptism.! Dom Cabrol has listed
lectures VI-XI during the sixth week of Lent; lecture XII belongéd, ac-
cording to Cabrol, to the seventh week.2 It is to the Mystagogic Lectures
that we must turn for precise information from Cyril on the liturgy.?

Hesychius of Jerusalem

M. Aubineau has pointed out the liturgical context of the homilies of
Hesychius in his critical edition. In Homily VI, the account of the Annun-
ciation is developed, not, however, for the Feast of the Annunciation, but
rather for a feast of Mary celebrated on the fourth day of the octave of
Epiphany.* Hesychius introduces his homily on this occasion, saying “. . . it
is indeed an assembly in honor of the Virgin who surpasses all women, since
she received voluntarily the Word of God Himself.”®

Aubineau has noted the significance of Hesychius in that he shows the
development that takes place prior to Ephesus. His Homily VI seems to
predate the Nestorian crisis (before 428); it insists more on the virginal
conception than on the divine maternity. Homily V is an amplification of
Homily VI and emphasizes more the title Theotokos; for it, Aubineau
proposes the date 432 or 433: that is, after Ephesus.?

1 W. TELFER, Cyril of Jerusalem and Nemesius of Emesa, The Library of Christian
Classics, IV (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1965).

2 F. CaBroL, Etude sur la Peregrinatio Silviae: les églises de Jérusalem, la discipline el
la liturgie au I Ve siécle (Paris, 1895), ch. 7. (Cf. W. TELFER, op. cil., p. 36, n. 47.)

3 SelectLibNicPNic VII: xli-xlvi (1894).

4 HesvcHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil.,, I: 185: “J. Grosdidier de Matons a édité une
hymne de Romanos le Mélode, pour I’Annonciation, dans laquelle il salue ‘un des premiers
kontakia, voire le tout premier, composé & I’occasion de la premiére célébration de la
féte, au 25 mars’. L’homélie VI d’Hésychius, qui traite assez longuement du mystére
de I’Annonciation, en une occasion qui n’était pas encore une féte de I’Annonciation, se
situe un bon siécle plus tét.” (Reference is to Romanos, Hymn IX, in SC 110, p. 16.)

5 Ibid., Hom. VI: 1,1l 4-7, p. 194.

$ Ibid., p. Lxv1 and pp. 192-193: “Ce sixi¢tme document [’omélie VI] en raison de son
ancienneté, éclaire d’un jour nouveau les origines de la liturgie des fétes de la Vierge a
Jérusalem; il permet de mesurer des progrés dans la formulation des doctrines mariales,
avant et aprés le concile d’Ephése; il révele, dans la Ville sainte, en ce premier quart du
ve siécle, des antagonismes profonds, qui ne désarment pas, entre les deux communautés
juive et chrétienne.”
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CHAPTER 1V

THE USE OF THE SCRIPTURES AND MARIAN IMPLICATIONS
IN THE HOMILIES AND WRITINGS OF THE FATHERS

Introduction

This final chapter proposes the theme of the virginity of Mary from the
texts presented in Chapter Three. Mary emerges as the Virgin from whom
Christ is born (éx mapfévov). The Scriptures and Mary is another title
that can be applied to this chapter, since the statements of the Fathers spring
from the texts which speak of the virginity of Mary. Her virginity is seen
as a historical fact presented to the people; it is never expressed in a sym-
bolic fashion. Her human flesh is the real medium or instrument for the
humanity of Jesus Christ.

Part 1. ON THE VIRGINITY OF MARY

THE CAPPADOCIANS

1. Amphilochius of Iconium

The principal works of Amphilochius are Oratio I, In Natalitia Domini,
and Oralio 11, In Occursum Domini. Parallels are taken from Fragmenta
11, 19-21; Homilia I1X: 5, 150-155; Conira Haereticos, 876-880; De Abrahamo;
and De Recta Fide.!

Amphilochius understands the virginity of Mary within the context of
the Incarnation. Her virginity is always seen in relationship to Christ;
never is it spoken of in isolation from his birth and its revealed meaning
within the salvific purpose of that birth.

1 For all these works, see: AmpHILOCHIUS (DATEMA, ed.), op. cil., CCG 3.
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[112] Greek Palristic Exegesis (4th C.)

The setting of Amphilochius’ first homily is in a panegyric celebrated
in honor of the birth of Christ from the perfectly pure and undefiled Virgin.
The mystery of the unblemished Virgin is not known by reason, but by the
revelation of God’s word descending among us, effecting salvation through
freeing us from sin.2 That salvation is accomplished for the whole world,
for the Lord has proceeded from a virginal womb to redeem what has been
corrupted.3 :

Amphilochius understands the Lukan statement, “Every male opening
the womb shall be sacred to the Lord” (Luke 2: 23), to mean that the vir-
ginity of Mary could only remain if the Lord himself opened the womb
without intercourse. All of the texts are seen in relationship to God, not to
the work of man.4 Thus Mary’s virginity persists.

In Oratio 1I, Amphilochius uses the texts of Ezekiel 44: 2 and Psalm
23: 7, applying their words to the virginity of Mary—only the Lord could
open and not harm the “virginal gates.”® Amphilochius develops his inter-
pretation of the texts in an apophatic and mystical sense.

Within the same homily, Amphilochius sees the text of Isaiah 9: 5
(“A son is born for us, a son is given to us”) as fulfilled in Christ “being
born” from a virgin (dca 7w éx mapbévov yévynow) and in his “being given”
from God. (“What is born is seen with the eyes; what is given is known by
the mind and the thought alone.”)8

Amphilochius, along with the other Fathers of this era, speaks of the
reality of the human nature taken from the Virgin or taken from Mary
éx Maglas dvBpwmor).” The use of the preposition éx emphasizes the
material cause of her virginity within the flesh of Christ. Irenaeus had used
the same expression éx Mapiag to combat the Gnostics (e.g., Adversus
Haereses I11: 21, 9-10). The origin of Jesus is almost always expressed by
this preposition within the New Testament: 8¢ #¢ (Mt. 1: 16); éx nveduatoc
dyiov (Mt. 1: 20; cf. Luke 1: 35); 8x onépuaroc Aavié (Rom. 9: 5); éx Oeod
(John 1: 13).8

1 Ibid., Or. I. In Natalilia Domini: 1, 11. 30-31, p. 5.

2 Ibid., 2, 1. 67, p. 6.

3 Ibid., 3, 11. 92-96, p. 7.

4 Ibid., Or.'I1, In Occursum Domini: 2,1l. 50-54, p. 43.

5 Ibid., 3, 11. 74-75, p. 45.

8 Ibid., 6, 1. 159, p. 57.

? Ibid., Or, IX. In Illud: Non Polest Filius a Se Facere: 6, 11. 150-155, p. 179.

8 R. M. GRANT, After the New Teslament (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967), pp. 113,
116-118.
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The stress is definitely on the reality of the human flesh taken from the
Virgin Mary. In De Abrahamo, Amphilochius says, “The just man under-
stood that the One who came forth from Mary would suffer in [his] body.”*

Mary’s accompanying Joseph to the temple for Jesus’ circumecision
shows that Amphilochius understood her virginity to be permanent (zeyfelc
.. . U0 Thjc dewmapfévov Mapiag . . . dvatpapels dmo tob *lwodp xal Tig
aylag magbévov Maglas....)? “Having been born of the ever-virgin
Mary . . . and reared by Joseph and the holy Virgin Mary . ...”

The entire mystery of Mary within the Incarnation is summed up by
Amphilochius in the treatise De Recta Fide.* The biblical reflection of
Amphilochius leads him to a profession of faith in the birth of Christ within
time and from the Virgin Mary. His existence with the Father surpasses
that from the Virgin. The divinity of Jesus wherein he is God is an inef-
fable mystery.?

2. St Basil

In Basil’s reflection on the birth of Jesus, the virginity of Mary is in-
terpreted primarily from the Septuagintal reading of Isaiah 7: 14. He turns
to the text three times within his homily and elucidates the meaning of
Mary’s virginity.5

His biblical reflections center upon the person of Christ in this birth;
Mary is seen in relationship to Christ.® The reality of Christ’s birth of a
virgin mother” is drawn out from the texts used: Isaiah 7: 14, John 1: 14.
These parallel texts emphasize the twofold generation of Christ, one in time
and one in eternity, and, indirectly, on two occasions the text of Baruch
3: 38 is suggested.®

1 AmprIiLocuIus (DATEMA, ed.), op. cit., De Abraham, 1. 420-421, p. 302.

2 Ibid., Contra Haereticos, 11. 876-880, p. 208.

3 Ibid., De Recta Fide,11. 50-57, pp. 316, 318.

4 Ibid., Or. 1I. In Occursum Domini: 6, 1l. 156-157, p. 57, (“Esteem not lightly this
child, because he is a child. He who is a child is coeternal with the Father.”)

5 Homilia in Sanctam Christi Generationem, PG 31: 1464D, 1465B, 1465D.

8 PG 31: 1460C: ovyxarafalvovra oot xal 8id oaprds; PG 31: 1461C: @eds &v oapxi;
cf. PG 31: 1464A.

7 PG 31: 1468A: mapbBévos xal ufrne

8 Isaiah 7: 14: PG 31: 1464D, 14658, 1465D. John 1: 14: PG 31: 1460C. Baruch
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He affirms the holiness of this woman’s virginity,® and manifests his
own devotion to the tradition that she always remained a virgin. For Mary’s
virginity, Basil uses both the reputable source of Ignatius and also an
apocryphal tradition (Profoevangelium Jacobi).2 Finally, he sees Mary’s call
to virginity within the mystery of salvation history; for him, her virginity
is an election.?

In summary, Basil has both demonstrated a biblical context for the
virginity of Mary within the history of salvation and showed the under-
standing of her virginity for his day in the Christian tradition.

3. Gregory of Nazianzus

Gregory of Nazianzus, the theologian, interprets the virginity of Mary
in the same manner as his fellow Cappadocians; however, he uses parallels
which are bolder and more paradoxical. “Christ is born in the flesh” (Xptozdg
&v oapxl), is associated with “His birth from the Virgin” (Xptozdg éx Ilap-
0évov). The fear which sin had brought about is now, through Christ’s birth,
overcome, and hope is present.* :

The reality of the human nature of Jesus is stressed by his being born in
the flesh of the Virgin while yet being God the Word; thus the celebration is
of the birth of Christ. It also can be called a manifestation of the Word
(Ievébiia . . . Ocopdyia).’

Jesus Christ is presented as a striking fulfillment-type of Melchisedech:
nature’s laws being reversed. First, he is without a mother, being eternally
one with the Father; then, at his birth in time, he has a mother but no

3: 38: PG 31: 1460B (implicit): @eoc éxi pijc, Oeog év Gvlpddmois; PG 31: 1465C: §1¢ Ocdg
&v avlgadmoug, Enedn Sounvederal, pnol, T6 *Epuavovd (Mel’ fudy § Ocdc).

1 PG 31: 1464A: ITapOévov dyias odua; PG 31: 1468A: xal év 1d dyiacud Tijs
nagleviag pévovoa.

2 PG 31: 1464A-C; PG 31: 1468C-D: Anlof 8¢ xal 7 xatd tév Zayagiav icropla, 6Tt
Hnéxot mavtog magbévog 7 Mapla. Basil is referring to the Protoevangelimn of James,
sec. 10, 1-2. Cf. E. HENNECKE, New Testament Apocrypha, 2 vols. (Philadelphia: The
‘Westminster Press, 1959), I: 379-380. E. D StrvyckER, La forme la plus ancienne du
Protévangile de Jacques, Subsidia Hagiographica, 33 (Brussels, 1961), pp. 110, 112.

3 PG 31: 1464C: &eAéyn % paxagia Iaglévos, 030év Tijc magleviag éx Tijs pvnoreiag
nagaplrafeione.

4 Oratio XXX VI1II, In Theophania, PG 36: 313A.

5 Ibid., PG 36: 313C.
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father, so to speak.! The same thought is clearly expressed by St. Augus-
tine.2 .

The paradox continues under a new image, towards the end of the same
homily on the Nativity or Manifestation, only there it is the contrast of
flesh with spirit. Mary the Virgin'is prepared by the Holy Spirit so that
Jesus’ birth from a virgin is fitting in that the contraries of flesh and spirit
become united. God deifies through the spirit; human nature is deified.
Gregory proclaims it as a wonderful union and an admirable paradox.?

4. Gregory of Nyssa

Gregory of Nyssa’s Oratio in Diem Nalalem Christi* has an abundance
of references to the virginity of Mary. Once again he agrees with the other
writers and preachers of his time in delineating the reality of the humanity
of Jesus Christ which comes through the undefiled virgin’s flesh.5 He nuances
his understanding of her virginity by setting it within the imagery of the
temple, and sees Mary as a consecrated offering to the Lord.® In the note
of consecration he has added something new to the general thought of the
Cappadocians on the virginity of Mary. In fact, the shadow of temple
imagery is persistent in his homily on the birth of Christ, and using such a
notion of a consecrated offering enhances the unity of the homily. His
use of an apocryphal writing (Profoevangelium Jacobi) adds to the temple
scénery, for it refers both to the legend of Mary being within the temple
precincts as a child and to her name being called Mary because of the un-
expected grace of her birth to her parents.”

1 Ibid., PG 36: 313B.

2 AUGUSTINE, Tracl. 8 in Joannem: “Christus singulariter natus de patre sine matre, de
matre sine patre; sine matre, Deus, sine patre, homo.”

3 Oratio XXX V111, In Theophania, PG 36: 325B.

4 Oratio in Diem Natalem Christi, PG 46: 1127-1150.

5 PG 46: 1128B(8ta 62 tijs nagbevurijc dplopias éni v dvBgdmwov Blov Stamepdoag).
It is also apparent that he is strongly rooted in the tradition of using éx magfévov to bear
out the meaning of the reality of the human flesh taken from the Virgin. (Ci. PG 46:
1136D; cf. PG 45: 1256B.)

8 PG 46: 1140D: °Eneidyy 62 v dpuepwleioay © Bed adoxa, oldy Ti @y dyiwy
dvalnudrow . . .).

7 PG 46: 1137D, 1140A. E. HENNECKE, 0p. cil., I: 374, 376, 380; STRYCKER, op. cil.,
pp. 110, 112,
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The biblical text of Isaiah 7: 14 as found in Matthew’s Gospel is the text
which Gregory of Nyssa uses to explain the how of Mary’s virginity. Unlike
other women, Mary is “both mother and virgin® CH ydp vty xal uijrne
xal ITapBévog éovi)t His reference to the burning bush of Moses as an
image of her virginity links the prophetic sacredness of the apparition of
Yahweh to Moses with what has been said by Isaiah 7: 14.2 Then he men-
tions the meeting of Jesus and John the Baptist ‘while they were within
their mothers’ wombs, indicating the superiority of Jesus over the Baptist.?
Though the texts are very loosely used in an accommodative sense, there is,
nevertheless, a sense of the history of salvation and Mary’s role within it.
The burning bush image keeps the sacredness of the temple image and
God’s presence in mind and unifies the homily once again.

In Gregory’s understanding of Mary we find that she is presented as a
virgin at the time of conception, at the birth of Jesus, and always remains
a virgin. He does not raise the question of other children nor does he express
any other thoughts beyond this simple expression: “The virgin becomes a
mother and remains a virgin”? (CH Ilagpfévoc urjrne yiveral, xar Siaxuéver
ITagbévog),2 but this implies ever-virgin.

After the birth at Bethlehem, the Virgin remains untouched by man
and embraces her son.5 Gregory emphasizes the reality of the human nature
of the baby, while the Virgin Mother rejoices.8

- Gregory has Mary formulate questions to the Angel Gabriel which help
the listener to understand more deeply the meaning of the mystery being
announced. Through the power of the Most High and the coming of the
Spirit, Christ is formed in the Virgin.? This development of thought on the
Incarnation is the result of Gregory meditating upon Luke 1: 35 and I
Corinthians 1: 24 of Paul.

1 PG 46: 1136A.

2 PG 46: 1136B.

3 PG 46: 1136D ("Emzid7) tolvoy mpolaufdver tov éx mapbeviag 6 ano tijg orelpag).
PG 46: 1136A.

PG 46: 1141B: xal 7} ueva réxov mapfévog, 1) dpbogos ufrnoe megiémer ©d Eyyovoy.
PG 56: 1137C: érnaydiierar 1} napfévos Td tdne. :
PG 46: 1141B: Toi odv dplorov Ocod 1 vaues, fric éoriv 6 Xotords, Oia vijc éneldes-
oewg Toi dylov ITveduaros éupogpoiitat Ty magbevlq.

4
5
8
7
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THE ANTIOCHENES

5. St. John Chrysostom

The favored text of John Chrysostom for speaking of the Virgin is
Isaiah 7: 14 with its fulfillment counterpart, Matthew 1: 23. In his fifth
homily on Matthew’s Gospel, Chrysostom takes up the Emmanuel saying
of Isaiah 7: 14 as it is used in Matthew 1: 231 Joseph is told to take Mary as
his wife. Having meditated on the prophet’s word, Joseph the just one
believes and is opened to the mystery of Mary’s virginity. The angel uses
the text which Joseph was familiar with to help him understand Mary’s
virginity. In fact, it is not merely a prophet who said this, but “what was
said by the Lord” through a prophet. It is at this point that Chrysostom
explains how the Septuagint, which, he says, was written a hundred years
before Christ, is more worthy of belief than those who argue that the text
means a young girl;2 Chrysostom is referring to the later translations of
Aquila and Symmachus and Theodotion who translate ‘almih by »edv:c.
Of course, this brings out the fact that Chrysostom considers the Septuagint
inspired, while he was not familiar with the Hebrew text itself. He was more
a man of Church tradition than an inquiring exegete on this point.

" In his commentary on John, the same Scriptural references are used to
affirm Mary’s virginity. Only here the texts of Isaiah 7: 14 and Matthew
1: 22-23 are seen in the context of prophetic fulfillment at the birth of Christ

1 In Matt., Hom. 5§, PG 57: 56C. The complete list of references to Isaiah 7: 14 is
comprised of:
In Isaiam 7, PG 56: 82B.
Ecloga 34, PG 63: 827A, D.
In Matt., Hom. §, PG 57: 56-57D, 58A.
In Psalm. 44, PG 55: 195C.
In Psalm. 47, PG 55: 216A.
In Psalm. 117, PG 55: 335D.
In Joh., Hom. 13, PG 59: 87B.
De Incomprehensibilia Dei, PG 48: 738C.
De Consubstantiali contra Anomoeos, PG 48: 765C.
Contra Judaeos et Gentiles, PG 48: 815B.
In Illud, Pater, . . ., PG 51: 37B.
. In Nalalem Christi, PG 56: 389AB.
2 Ibid., PG 57: 56C.

FerpmarepeEe
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so that by “mentioning the facts of the venerable prophets, the evangelists
lead the listener to singular events.” 4

Chrysostom sees Mary as virgin physically and not merely symbolically
in her relationship to her Son Jesus Christ. He speculates what her action
would have been had the Annunciation been different—even a possibility
of her suicide, but in returning to the text of Luke we see that Chrysostom
considers her admirable. His other thoughts on Mary are simply part of his
enthusiastic oratory to catch the audience’s attention. The context is the
historical reality of the setting—at least, as he understood it.2

His listings and interpretation of Isaiah 7: 14 lead to a confirmation of
the title vircIN as his preferred title for Mary, the Mother of Jesus. For
Chrysostom, the context of a prophetic announcement in Isaiah—clearly
stated in the Septuagint and understood by this master of the Greek tongue
as her physical virginity, not a symbolic one—was primarily that which was
prophesied in Isaiah 7: 14 and fulfilled in the birth of Jesus, Matthew 1: 23
being the terminal fulfillment text. In his homilies, Chrysostom does noi
use the New Adam theme in order to arrive at the virginity of Mary in the
mystery of the Incarnation. Though this theme may be in homilies at-
tributed to Chrysostom,® the virginity of Mary and the Davidic origin
of Jesus are emphasized. The prophetical Incarnation text for Chrysostom
is Baruch 3: 38 seen in relationship to Isaiah 7: 14.

Within his fifth homily on the Gospel of St. Matthew, Chrysostom uses
the Emmanuel prophecy four times.t Chrysostom discusses the objections
of those who say the text reads “a young woman” and not “virgin.” The
text is invaluable:

' «Behold a Virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a Son, and
they shall call his name Emmanuel.” How was it then that His name
was not called Emmanuel but Jesus Christ? Because he did not say
“you (sing.) shall call,” but “they shall call,” that is, the multitude, and
the issue of events. For here he puts the event as a name: and this is
customary in Scripture, fo substitute the events that take place for names.
Therefore, to say, “they shall call Him Emmanuel” means nothing else

than they shall see God among men. And He has indeed always been
among men, but never so manifestly.5

1 In Joh., Hom. 13, PG 59: 87.

2 In Mall., Hom. 4, PG 57: 45A.
3 Cf. PG 56: 385-394.

4 In Mall., Hom. 5, PG 57: 56D.
5 Ibid., PG 57: 56D-57A.
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Chrysostom reads “they shall call him Emmanuel”—contrary to the
original Septuagint and more consonant with Matthew 1: 23. He interprets
the article or pronoun as definitive, that is, he explains it to specify THis
viRGIN. That the woman is a virgin is essential to Chrysostom’s interpreta-
tion. For him it cannot be otherwise. Undoubtedly, he is following through
on his belief taken from Matthew 1: 23 and from the orthodox doctrine of the
Church, so strongly attested in the fourth-century Fathers. He uses parallel
* passages from the New Testament to corroborate his meaning of the definite
article, e.g., John 1: 19, John 1: 25, John 1: 1.2

Chrysostom does not use the text of John 1: 13 (the variant reading)
to support his affirmation of the virginity of Mary. There is only a remote
possibility of his having been aware of the singular number: “[He] who was
born, not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but of
God.” The Peshitta Syriac upon which his text was based reads in the
plural: “those who.” The text? in which the remote possibility is present
fits better under the topic of typology which will be presented in part four
of this chapter.

To help mankind reach an understanding of the mystery of the Virgin,
Chrysostom makes use of comparisons with Sarah, Rebecca, Rachel, and
Elizabeth; the miracle of the birth from a Virgin is more acceptable when
seen in the light of God’s divine pedagogy for mankind.®* We have seen the
same aﬁproach used by other Fathers of the Church referred to in this study.

Chrysostom in his homily on the birth of Christ defends the virginity of
Mary by means of grammatical parallels to the use of the word “until” in
Matthew 1: 25. Apparently, then as now, the literal and rigid understanding
of the text could imply that Mary had other children after the birth of
Christ. Chrysostom demonstates that “until” is a biblical word which has a
wider nuance. It is interesting that Chrysostom nowhere in his considera-
tion of the texts about the brothers and sisters of Jesus infers these were
children of Mary. In fact, he is not even bothered by such a consideration |

1 In Isaiam 7, PG 56: 83D-84A; Ecloga 34, PG 63: 828B.

2 In Joh., Hom. 26, PG 59: 155D. For an excellent presentation of the manuscript
evidence, consult: B. METZGER, A Texlual Commentary on the Greek New Testameni. 3rd
ed. (New York, 1971), pp. 196-197.

3 Hom. in Genesim 25, PG 54: 445D, 446A-D, 447; Peccala Fralrum Non Evulganda,
PG 51: 359A-D, 360A-D.

4 Ecloga 34, PG 63: 830D.
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Finally, in his homily on the birthday of Christ, Chrysostom, as a true
Antiochene, emphasizes the reality of the human nature which is assumed
as immaculate flesh from a virginal womb. The emphasis is clearly on Christ
being fully human through his birth of the Virgin.X

6. Theodore of Mopsuestia

Theodore of Mopsuestia accepts the virginity of Mary, seeing in her the
source for the true humanity of Jesus. He also indicates that Jesus was of
the seed of David and Abraham. His statement, made to those preparing
for baptism, seems to have been drawn from Luke 1: 35 and Romans 1: 3
for he mentions Jesus was of Mary “by the power of the Holy Spirit” and is
“of the seed of David and Abraham.”? He insists that the reality of Jesus’
human nature born from a woman is formed by the Holy Spirit in the mater-
nal womb without the agency of a human father.®

Theodore, in explaining the statement from the Creed: “And was born
of the Virgin Mary and crucified in the days of Pontius Pilate,” interprets
it in such a way that Jesus is born of the Virgin as a man and according to
the law of human nature. Though he uses the thought of St. Paul in Gala-
tians 4: 4 to emphasize further the reality of Jesus’ human nature born from
a woman, he is not, as Cyril of Jerusalem, using the text to refer explicitly
to the virginity of Mary.4

In another statement about the Creed, he shows the human instru-
mentality of Mary and its importance in the economy of salvation.

They [our fathers] wrote and arranged the Creed in short terms, and this
is the reason why they said: “Who was born of the Virgin Mary and was
crucified in the days of Pontius Pilate.” They only said the beginning
and the end of the economy that took place on our behalf, as the begin-
ning of all grace is His birth of Mary, and its end is crucifixion.b

~

1 In Diem Natalem, PG 49: 359CD.

2 A. MINGANA, ed. and trans., Commentary . . . on the Nicene Creed, p. 67.

3 Vigilius Papa, Constitutum de tribus capitulis. Collectio Avellana. Ed. by O. GuN-
THER, CSEL XXXV (1895), p. 238, 11. 29-36 (PG 86: 1059A).

4 A. MiNcaNA, Commentary . . . on the Nicene Creed, p. 67.

5 Ibid., p. 63.

[}
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THE JERUSALEMITES

7. Cyril of Jerusalem

Cyril, more than the other Fathers studied in this thesis, adheres to a
plain and almost literal paraphrasing of the texts of Scripture in his inter-
pretation. This trait enables us to discover a basic understanding of the
virginity of Mary for him as a Jerusalemite. There is only one way of
speaking of Jesus’ birth and that is &x magfévov. He gives us his own
preference for that expression when he has almost slipped into saying d:a
mapBévov The text can serve as an interpratative norm for all other re-
ferences to the birth from the Virgin. This interpretation essentially se-
parates Cyril from any Gnostic tendency to remove oneself from the reality -
of the human flesh assumed by Christ from the Virgin. The role of the Virgin
is to be seen in the physical giving to Christ from her real human flesh.

Since the basic texts studied were from Cyril's Calecheses X-X11, the
more important references will follow the sequence of the chapters:

(1) Christ is the Lord and Son of God. He is born in Bethlehem of
Judea (cf. Luke 2: 10) in the city of David. Gabriel is the servant of God
used for the announcement that the Lord would be born of a Virgin (yevvd-
ofar 8x IlapBévov).2

(2) The same archangel Gabriel bears witness to Mary, the Virgin, the
@cordroc® Here Cyril uses a faith expression for the Virgin which is not
found in Sacred Scripture but is part of his understanding of her role within
the Incarnation. As a Jerusalemite, this term ®eotd»o¢ enables us to see how
universally acceptable was that expression, that even a strong literalist like

~ Cyril would employ it freely.

(3) It is within his Catechesis X111, Illuminandorum, that the title of
Virgin predominates, more precisely because Cyril is basing his instruction

1 Caltechesis X11, De Christo Incarnato, PG 33: 741B: Aud mapOévov tijs Edag 7jA0év 6
@dvatog, E5er S1a maghévov, pdAlov 6 &x maplévov, pavivat iy Lwijp.

An important contribution to this notion is found in R. M. GraNT, op. cil., pp. 116-
121; more in keeping with the Patristic understanding, cf. pp. 117-118.

2 Catechesis X, De Uno Domino Jesu Christo, PG 33: 673AB (cf. Calechesis X VII,
n. 6). :

3 Ibid., PG 33: 685A: uagrugei I'afourjd & doydyyelos Ty Magidy edayyerilduevos -
pagtvpei Iaghévog 7 Ocotdxog.
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on the Emmanuel text, Isaiah 7: 14.1 His first sentence exhorts the ones to
be baptized to raise their hymn to the God born of a Virgin.2 It may be
suggested that the Prologue of John was used as a hymn in the communities.
This seems plausible, for Cyril immediately cites verses 1 and 14 of the
Prologue.

(4) The true prophet Isaiah also says that Emmanuel would be born
from a Virgin (éx magfévov yevynlijoerar).® The same truth is expressed by
the Church, namely, that the Word becomes flesh from the Virgin and the
Holy Spirit (8x magfévov xai mveduaros ayiov).* The reality of the In-
carnation is thereby assured, it is not merely in appearance but in truth
(Bvavbpwmioarta, od pavracie, dAda dinbeiq).

(5) The most direct expression of Cyril’s belief about Christ and his
birth from the Virgin is given in paragraph four: “Believe that He the
Only-begotten Son of God—He himself was again begotten of a Virgin.”s

(6) All of his teachings about the birth of Christ from a Virgin are based
on the Sacred Scriptures—this means both the Old Testament or, better,
. Hebrew Scriptures and the Gospels. From the latter, the manner, the place
and the time are learned.®

(7) The tour de force text of Isaiah 7: 14 is now defended by Cyril.
Even though he understands the text can mean a “young woman,” for him
the ecclesial tradition has understood Isaiah 7: 14 from the Septuagint.
Cyril justifies his usage from Scripture, I Kings 1: 4.7 In fact, there is no
passage in which the word “’Almah” can mean a married woman, but it
could imply a maiden (virgin).

(8) The next development in his thought on the Virgin is to show that
she is of the Davidic line. The standard textsof Luke 1: 32, II Timothy 2: 8,
and Romans 1: 3 are used. All is framed within the structure of the &x

1 Superscription of Calechesis X1I, Illuminandorum, PG 33: 725A.

2 Ibid., PG 33: 725A: oy éx ITagbévov yevvnbévra @cov.

3 Ibid., PG 33: 728C bis.

4 Ibid., PG 33: 728 (3)C.

5 Ibid., PG 33: 729A. See also Cafechesis XI1I, PG 33: 765B.

8 Ibid., PG 33: 729C. (Cf. PG 33: 744C.)

7 Ibid., PG 33: 753AB, 753C fine. (Cyril diligently searches the Scriptures to refute
those who say vedvig, that is, “young woman.” He has cited the Scriptures to prove his
meaning: §re xai 7 nagbévoc &v tff Oclg I'papfj. He comes back to Isaiah 7: 14 to show
that the text reads more than §z¢ *EAafev; rather, A%’ 87 Afyerar 1j mapévoc.)
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nmapfévovt The straightforward conclusion of Cyril is that the holy Virgin
is therefore of David.2

(9) He situates her virginity within the context of the creative goodness
of God in forming human nature. The nuptials of the Virgin are with God.
Mary is proclaimed (macarism) a woman of faith by Elizabeth.?

(10) He refutes the pagan Greeks for their denying that it was im-
possible for the Christ to be born of a virgin.4

(11) As Chrysostom does, Cyril develops the reasonableness of God being
able to be born of a virgin. Had not barren women, like Sarah, given birth
to a son?®

(12) He also argues from the more evident miracles to the birth from a
virgin.¢

(13) He returns to the creation narrative of Eve, the first woman, who
was born motherless. Mary by the power of God and the Holy Spirit begets
Christ.” ‘ )

(14) It is only Cyril who explicitly uses the one reference in St. Paul’s
epistle to the Galatians which refers to the birth of Christ from a woman
(Gal. 4:4) as affirming that woman to be a virgin.

Cyril reasons: Paul says, “God sent his Son not made of man and woman,
but made only from a woman, that is, from a virgin. For that the virgin
is also called a woman we showed above. For He who makes souls virgin,
was born of a virgin.”® The interpretation springs from Cyril’s belief more
than from the text itself. There is no scholar in the twentieth century who
has seen in Paul’s words the virginity of Mary being affirmed. :

(15) The final references to the Virgin are all within the context of a
parenesis meant for the listeners who are preparing for baptism. This
pastorél concern of Cyril leads him to present Mary the Virgin as a model
of faith.?

Even though Mary is mentioned and her virginity affirmed, Cyril
centers his thought on Christ Himself and always emphasizes that He is

1 Ibid., PG 33: 756ABC.

2 Ibid., PG 33: 757A: éx vo0 dafid volvuy iy 7 dyla Hag@évog
3 Ibid., PG 33: 760A. (Ci. Hosea 2: 20, Luke 1: 45.)

4 Ibid., PG 33: 760B.

5 Ibid., PG 33: 760C.

8 Ibid., PG 33: 761AB.

7 Ibid., PG 33: 761BC.

8 Ibid., PG 33: 765A.

9 Ibid., PG 33: 768AB, 769A.
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the object of his Scriptural concerns for the listening believers. Cyril of
Jerusalem brings one back to Christ no matter what the context is—“One is
the Lord Jesus Christ, an admirable name indirectly foretold by the prophets;
Isaiah the prophet had said: ‘Behold your Savior comes having his reward
with him’ (Isaiah 62: 11) ... Jesus as he is manifestly called not by all,
but by the angel.”* )

8. Hesychius of Jerusalem

Two homilies from among those recently published in M. Aubineau’s
edition of Hesychius? were chosen in order to discover Hesychius’ concepts
concerning Mary’s virginity and her role in the Incarnation. In the opinion
of Aubineau, Homily 11, De Hypapante,® and Homily VI, De Sancta Maria
Deipara,® were written prior to the Council of Ephesus in 431 A.D. It is
from these works that the following remarks are made:

" First, Hesychius clearly states the physical virginity of Mary. Just as
the other preachers and theologians of his epoch had used Isaiah 7: 14 and
Baruch 3: 38 so, too, does this Jerusalemite. Within the setting of those
two texts he states: “Indeed the Mother is a virgin even after the birth and
she preserves unshakeable the seal of virginity which nature had granted.”®
These thoughts are seen in the context of a series of texts from the prophets
down to the birth of Jesus—a salvation history, so to speak, in which Hesy-
chius includes the fact of the Mother remaining a virgin.® The text also shows
that Jesus Christ is the person on whom the Scriptures focus—through the
prophets and then through Mary’s virginal motherhood.

Secondly, Hesychius states in the opening verses of his panegyric that
the Virgin surpasses all women.?

Thirdly, Hesychius uses extended series of questions as a fascinating
way of developing the nature of Mary’s virginity. Mary herself asks these

1 Calechesis X, De Uno Domino Jesu Christo, PG 33: 677A.

2 Hesvcrius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cif., Vol. I: Les Homélies I-XV.

8 Ibid., Hom. 11, De Hypapante, pp. 44-75 (text: pp. 61-75).

4 Ibid., Hom VI, De Sancta Maria Deipara, pp. 170-205 (text: pp. 194-205).

5 Ibid., Hom. VI: 8: 7-9, p. 204: ITagOévos ydg 7 uifrne, xal uerd téxov diéuewe Tijs
maglevias opgayibas dg 1§ plais énébnxey drnagacalevrovg guidrrovaa.

8 Ibid., p. 175. M. Aubineau lists the twelve citations from the Hebrew Scriptures,
particularly Isaiah 7: 14, Baruch 3: 38, Ezekiel 44: 2-3, and Psalm 86: 5.

7 Ibid., Hom. VI:1: 6, p. 194. )
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questions of Gabriel in the dialogue,* and then the Magi discreetly avoid six-
teen questions which Hesychius, for purposes of instruction, poses for
them |2

Fourthly, in Homily 11, De Hypapante, Hesychius asks why the evan-
gelist and writer of the divine genealogy mentions Joseph as father of the
Child (“As the child’s father and mother stood there wondering at the things
which were said about him ...” [Luke 2: 33]). It is Luke who had also
explained how the Virgin would conceive and bear a son (Luke 1: 35). Luke
has not forgotten, he simply mentions Joseph in order to protect the mystery
of our salvation.® This helps us identify Hesychius with those who followed
the earlier tradition about this secret of Mary’s virginity.*

Fifthly, Hesychius uses the expression éx magOévov to express the real-
ity of the human nature of Jesus. In his homily on St. Stephen this expres-
sion is found within a text that has two of Christ’s important titles in the
New Testament: “the Son of God” and the “Word-God.” Hesychius thus
shows the eternal generation of the Son from the Father and the reality
of his human birth from the Virgin.®

Sixthly, as Aubineau has observed, the use of the prophecy of Ezekiel
44: 2-3% (“This gate will be kept shut. No one will open it or go through it,
since Yahweh, the God of Israel, has been through it and so it must be kept
shut.”) is cited exactly, whereas in his later homily, Hesychius develops more
at length the virginity of Mary “in partu.” In Homily VI (from prior to
431 A.D., as already noted), the insistence is more on the virginal conception.”

1 1bid., Hom. VI: 2: 1-15, pp. 194-197,

2 Jbid., p. 171: “La discrétion des Mages, prosternés devant leur ‘roi’ et leur ‘Dieu’
(4, 17), est longuement citée en exemple: on énumire seize questions, seize ‘comment’
(ndg), qu’ils ont eu la sagesse de ne point poser! Ainsi ‘comment la conception est-elle
divine, le sein sans semence,'l’enfantement sans flétrissure’ (4, 3-4). A la différence de ce
qu’on a constaté dans I’homélie V, on remarquera qu’Hésychius insiste ici sur la concep-
tion virginale, ne faisant qu’une br¢ve allusion a la virginité ‘in partu,’ sans le luxe de
détails, quelque peu indiscréts, auquel donnaient lieu les images de ‘porte fermée’ et de
‘fontaine scellée.’”

3 Ibid., Hom. 11, De Hypapante, 8: 1-11, p. 68.

4 Jbid., p. 69, n. 1 (Aubineau’s remark): “Il est possible qu’Hésychius remonte ici di-
rectement & Origéne (qui cite d’ailleurs Ignace d’Antioche): cf. In Lucam, Hom. VI, 3-4
(SC 87, p. 145 Crouzel; GCS 49, p. 35 Rauer).”

5 1bid., Hom, IX, In S. Stephanum: 24: 3-6, p. 346: ¢ éx ITatods adrds éx maghévov évé-

o7,
8 Ibid., Hom. VI, De Sancta Maria Deipara: 7: 18-20, pp. 202, 204.
7 Ibid., p. 181: “. .. ’homélie VI se montre discréte sur ce point, insistant plutét sur la

conception virginale. Offrirait-elle un stade de pensée moins élaborée ?”
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Part II. MARY’s ROLE IN THE SOTERIOLOGICAL PURPOSE
OF THE INCARNATION

In this second part, the place of Mary within the soteriological purpose
of the Incarnation is brought out through a presentation of the texts studied.
She will be seen:

(a) in the salvation history of God’s plan for his people;

(b) in the important fact of providing—either through Joseph, her
husband, or her own lineage—a real connection with the Davidic
line. This is an important historical fact for the Fathers; the Mes-
siahship of Jesus is entirely based upon his descendance from
David;

(c) in the biblical fulfillment of promises made to his people. All
three of these points will be presented synthetically through the
various statements made by the Fathers: the Cappadocians, the
Antiochenes, and the Jerusalemites.

THE CAPPADOCIANS

1. Amphilochius of Iconium

The soteriological purpose of the Incarnation is the predominant theme
of the homilies of Amphilochius. Mary’s role is best expressed in Oratlio I
wherein the Lord has come from virginal bowels into a contaminated world
for the salvation of the world (dmép xdouoy Avtpdoews)r The need for a
healer (iazodg) of sickness is the image used for bringing about this salva-
tion.2 This image springs from Jesus saying, “It is not those who are well
who need the doctor, but the sick. ...”® In turn, the faithful themselves
are encouraged in the pdrenesis of Amphilochius to become the seeds of
salvation for all whom they meet.# In the Oratio II (In Occursum Domini),
Anna is a model for the faithful through her open belief that the Child

1 AmpuiLocuius (DATEMA, ed.), op. cit., Or. I. In Natalitia Domini: 3, 11. 92-93, p- 7.
2 1bid., 4, 1. 123-128, p. 8.

3 Luke 5: 31.

4 AmpHiLocHius (DATEMA, ed.), op. cit., Or. I: 5,1. 150, p. 9:0népua cwrnplag.
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Jesus is the doctor-healer, the strong redeemer and the remover of sin.
The same homily concludes with the prophetic image of the sign of the cross
(Ezekiel 9: 5-6) being realized in the saving Cross through which Jesus the
Christ and Lord redeems the world.?

This redemptive purpose of the Incarnation is understood as the fulfill-
ment of God’s promises which are expressed in the text so often used within
these homilies. The pattern of promise and fulfillment emerges from the
concatenation of fixed biblical passages which serve as witness texts (“tes-
timonia”) to the Incarnation event. Amphilochius gathers texts which are
now familiar to us through all of the Fathers of his era.? The same promise-
fulfillment pattern is present in his homily on Abraham:

... From the beginning the (things) that have happened were destined
to happen, and none of the elders has failed to share the (things) that
we (now) meditate upon. For God is the beginning and also the end, He
whom Mary has borne as a man, the young man who is eternal.#

The context of universal salvation history is present in the background
of Amphilochius’ homilies. He sets the birth of Christ in the overall pattern
of the history of mankind. In Orafio II this history is poetically sketched
from creation, through Noah, through Abraham, and through Moses.’

Y Ibid., Or. I1. In Occursum Domini: 6, 11. 131-132, p. 53.

2 Ibid., 8,11. 253-256, pp. 71 and 73.

3 Ibid., Or. I: 2,11, 51-66, p. 6: in which Baruch 3: 38, Isaiah 63: 9, Isaiah 7: 14 (Mat-
thew 1: 23), and Isaiah 9: 5 appear; and Or. I: 3, 1l. 78-95, p. 7: in which the testimonia
are Isaiah 9: 5, Numbers 24: 17, Malachi 3: 20, and Zechariah 6: 12 which are all ful-
filled in: “Today is born for us a Savior, who is Christ the Lord (Luke 2: 11).” By means of
these texts, Amphilochius joins the soteriological purpose of the Incarnation with the
birth of the Lord from a virginal womb. For example, the image of the Sun of righteous-
ness (Mal. 4: 2) rising from on high is used as a poetic description of the salvific plan of
God through the Incarnation. His immediate Scriptural source is Luke 2: 11 and 2: 32
(“For to you is born this day in the city of David a Savior, who is Christ the Lord.” ...
“a light of revelation to the Gentiles, and for glory to thy people Israel”). The context
of the notion of sun of righteousness is used to support his concept of the Incarnation,
namely, that it is salvific. The prophecy of promise from the prophet Malachi fits his
context. Amphilochius has used the image as a Scriptural parallel in his contemplation
of the mystery of the Incarnation (“But for you who fear my name, the Sun of Righteous-
ness shall rise.”).

4 Ibid., De Abraham: 11. 372-377, pp. 279, 299 (translation cited from p. 298).

5 Ibid., Or. II: 6, 11, 141-163. (Cf. De Abraham, p. 300, where the same historical
perspective is presented through the persons of Adam, Noah, Abraham, Sarah, and Isaac,
up to the Virgin and Christ Himself.) !
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The Davidic lineage of Jesus is presented but once in the Opera of
Amphilochius’ works.! This is a striking difference in Amphilochius among
the other Fathers studied.

2. St Basil

Basil the Great in his homily on the hofy birth of Christ states that God
became flesh (@ed¢ év gagxi) in order that he might sanctify cursed human
nature. He asks where is the effecting of this disposition xal 7{ 76 oyaoti-
otov Tij¢ olxovouiac Tadtne) and responds that it is from the body of the
holy virgin (I7agfévov dyiac odua)? His statements are based on a direct
contemplative reflection of the text of Matthew 1: 18: “When his mother
Mary had been betrothed to Joseph, before they came together she was
found to be with child of the Holy Spirit.” Thus he combines both the
soteriological importance of the Incarnation with the effective human in-
strument of the flesh taken from the body of the Virgin.

The election of a Virgin is most fitting for this mystery; her betrothal
to Joseph adds a blessing to the married state as well. We have seen the
election of Mary in Basil’s reflections on virginity; here, the election is in the
history of the salvation of mankind in God’s plan. Basil sees Joseph as the
protector of the chosen virgin so that she would not be calumniated nor
mocked; virginity would have the protection of the married state.®

Basil then develops the thought for the listener. Mary is seen within the
history of salvation as the fitting bearer of the Lord. His words are exact:
811 ¢ émiThidetog mpds T EvavBodmmow Tod xvelov xatpds, mdiatr sow-
otouévog xal mpodiareTayuévog mpd xavafolijc xdouov, TdTe EveLoTiinEL
xa0’ 6y &et vo Ilvedua to dytov xal Ty ddvauww tob “Yyiotov iy Oco-
@doov éxelviy ovotricacfar adpxa.t (It was therefore a fitting time [event]
for the Incarnation of the Lord, as formerly determined and predestined
before the foundation of the world and thence brought about, that the

1 Ibid., Fragmenta I1: 4, 1. 68-69 p. 230: 7 6 éx 0¥ dapfid év voTépois xatgols Teydels
*Incows. (CI. the name David which appears also in Or, VIII: 1,11. 4 and 13, but without
any Messianic context.) . -

2 St. BasiL THE GREAT, Homilia in Sanctam Christi Generationem, PG 31: 1464A. For
the healing eifect on mankind, cf. PG 31: 1461AB.

8 JIbid., PG 31: 1468, (Cf. J. McHueH, op. cit., pp. 168, 170, 300.)

4 Ibid., PG 31: 1464B ad finem.
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Holy Spirit and power of the Most High made that flesh conform to the
bearer of God.) His reflection returns to the text of Matthew 1: 18: “Before
they came together she was found to be with child of the Holy Spirit.”

Basil uses the text of Balaam, “A star rises out of Jacob and a man shall
arise out of Israel” (Numbers 15: 17) as referring to the Davidic dynasty from
which the Messiah would come.? The fulfillment of the prophecy and promise
of God to Balaam is seen in the spiritual reflection of Basil upon Matthew
1: 18-25 and Matthew 2: 9: “And there in front of them was the star they
had seen rising; it went forward and halted over the place where the child
was.”3 :

Finally, the depth of God’s love is shown in such a loving plan of salva-
tion for mankind. Basil uses Titus 2: 11, Malachi 4: 2 and I Corinthians
15: 54 to express the loving kindness of God: 2 Bdfoc dyabdrnros xal
ptAavlowmias Beod 12

3. Gregory of Nazianzus

One of the soteriological principles of Gregory of Nazianzus is that only
through the assumption of real human nature by Christ are we saved.® Christ
is in the flesh because he is from the Virgin.® With his birth, once again the
light is created, the Egyptians are vexed by darkness, and a people who were
in darkness experience a great light. The old has passed away and all things
are made new. The letter yields to the spirit; shadows are removed and
truth makes its entrance. Natural laws are reversed; the figure of Melchise-
dech is brought to mind: he who was without a mother, afterwards (in Christ)
is without a father (human). Gregory casts the above scriptural reminiscen-
ces into a history of salvation with the Incarnation being the apex of
that saving action and it is applauded by all nations: “For a child is born

1 Jbid., PG 31: 1464D.

2 Ibid., PG 41: 1469B. Cf. JB, p. 205, n. 24g.

3 Ibid., PG 31: 1472A: tdya mov 7j] mpopnteiq T0d fakady referring to Numb. 24: 9.

4 Ibid., PG 31: 1461B ad finem. Titus 2: 11: “. .. God’s grace has been revealed, and
it has made salvation possible for the whole human race.” Mal. 4: 2 (= 3: 20)‘: “. .. the
sun of righteousness will shine out with healing in its wings.” I Cor. 15: 54: “Death is -
swallowed up in victory.”

5 GreaoRy oF Nazianzus, Epistola 101, PG 37: 181C. (Cf. DSp 6, col. 940.) .

* Idem, Oratio XX X1V, In Theophania, PG 36: 313A.
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for us, a son is given to us.”* This birth in time is contrasted with the eternal
generation of the Word; it is the former which is the cause of our salvation,
and is that which restores us to what we had formerly lost.?

The spiritual image of God is restored in mankind because of the In-
carnation. The word who was the perfect image of the Father (¥ dmapdi-
Aaxtog eixndv, 6 tod matpog dpoc xai Adyoc)® was conceived of the Virgin
(evnbeic pév éx tic Ilaphévov) thereby deifying human nature.

One can see that in his understanding of the soteriological principle of
the Incarnation, Gregory of Nazianzus likewise develops one of his favorite
themes, that of the divinization of the Christian.5

THE ANTIOCHENES

4. St. John Chrysostom

Chrysostom frequently alludes to the soteriological purpose of the
Incarnation and indicates the role of the Virgin within it. He has several
modes of so doing, for example, using a collection of sacred texts which
describe the fulfillment of God’s saving action among mankind; at other
times, his use of Scripture is rapid—just in passing, as it were—as he develops
salvation history with broad strokes. There are éxamples which are filled
with profound theological statements which result from biblical reflections;
and, finally, there are poetic descriptions of the salvific effect of Jesus.

.In his sermon entitled Paler, Si Possibile Est, Transeat,® we are for-
tunate to have a passage which gathers the most favored texts used for the
Incarnation by the Fathers of the late fourth century. After catching the
ear of his listener, Chrysostom starts with Christ’s conception in the womb
of the Virgin, practically referring to the creation of human flesh from the
clay of earth; he then shows the promises God has made through the prophets,

1 Ibid., PG 36: 313AB.

2 Ibid., PG 36: 313C: *Epdvy yag Oedg dvlgdmorg dia yevmicews . . . ©o ¢, 8¢ fuds ye-
véuevog Joregoy . . . gedoavrag Hiudc dmwo Tod e elvar did xaxiav.

3 Ibid., PG 36: 321D, 324A ad finew..

4 Ibid., PG 36: 325B.

5 DSp 6, col. 948 ab imo.

8 In Illud, Pater, Si Possibile Est, Transeat, PG 51: 37BC.
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using the texts we have presented throughout this thesis. It is a veritable

florilegium of scriptural texts. The texts are:

(1) Genesis 49: 9: “From the prey, my son, thou art gone up; stooping down
he couched as a lion.” Chrysostom is accurately citing the Septuégint.
The verse is used to locate the human origins of Jesus in Judah. His
power is affirmed because of His love for God, just as certain as the
lion rises up certain of its prey.! The Septuagint uses the term “lion”
some 150 times. The passage of Genesis 49: 9 (upon which Revelations
5: 5 is based) is a passage which later Judaism interpreted in terms of the
Messiah.2 The Messiah is compared to a lion in the Messianology of IV
Esdras. Judah is that Lion (Gen. 49: 9) which is set up against the Eagle
(Rome). He is of the seed of David.?

(2) Isaiah 7: 14: Chrysostom’s text is again closest to the Septuagint with

* the variation of xaAéoovoi.® The text has sufficiently been commented
on in the study of Chrysostom’s use of it and that of Baruch 3: 38.5

(3) Isaiah 53: 2. Chrysostom has taken liberties with the Septuagintal
text: he prefaces “and we saw him” before the phrase “like a child,
like a shoot from the parched earth.” In the Septuagint, the expression
xal eidousy adrdy more correctly refers to the second phrase of 53: 2.
Chrysostom could have used the opening words dvyyyeidauey évavtiov
adzo®, which the later Fathers used for divinely ordained proclamation.®
The text fits well with the notion of salvation, where in the Bible dupdw
is used for yearning for salvation.” Perhaps the Septuagint has in-
tentionally substituted the thought of thirst for dryness as the presup-
position of the publication of salvation.®? The passage is an important
link towards understanding related passages which are considered Mes-
sianic.? Moreover, the Peshitta, a source which Chrysostom knew, iu-

1 G. QuELL, éxldéyopat, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) IV: 160.

2 W, MicHAELIS, Aéwy, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) IV: 252,

3 C. CoLPE, ¢ vidg 10 dvfpdmov in ThWKiTTEL (Eng) VIII: 427, n. 211: *. ., (ef. Mi.
5; Jer. 23: 5-8; Ez. 34: 23-31; Am. 9: §-15; Is. 9: 11) . . . ‘He is not pre-existent like the
Son of Man (13: 26), though He is kept for the end of days, . ...””

4 RanLFs, p. 575; critical apparatus.

5 Cf. Chap. III, pp. 277-284.

6 J. ScHNIEWIND, drayyéAdw in ThWK1ITTEL (Eng) I: 64 (nates 31 and 32: cf. I Cl. 16, 3;
18, 15 and Herm. v. 2,1, 3; 3, 3, 1; M. Pol., 15,1; 1 C1., 17, 7).

7 G. BERTRAM, Supdw in ThWKITTEL (Eng) II: 227,

8 Ibid., p. 228, n. 11. Co-

9 W. ZiMMERLI, naic Oceod, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) V: 676: “The ‘Pﬁ'ﬂ [Yonék] of 53: 2
is surprisingly transl. by ma:5{ov, which is familiar from the Messianic statement in 9: 5
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terpreted the statements of Isaiah 53 in a Messianic manner.! There is
evidence of a rabbi of the fourth century who used the same text Mes-
sianically.2 Unfortunately, the rapid rift between Judaism and Chris-
tianity led to removal of unwanted Messianic texts.® The notion of
gi€a (shoot or root) definitely has a Messianic sense which relates our
verse to Isaiah 11: 10.%

(4) Isaiah 9: 5: Chrysostom cites the Septuagint accurately. We have already
commented on the background of this text®: “For a child is born to us,
a son is given to us; upon his shoulder dominion rests. They name
him Wonder-Counselor, God-Hero, Father-Forever, Prince of peace.”

(5) Isaiah 11: 1: Again, Chrysostom has accurately given the Septuagint’s
reading for the verse. It may be that Chrysostom has, together with the
other Fathers, related the text to Christ’s birth by taking it from Justin
who has combined this text with another favored one for the Incarna-
tion, Numbers 24: 17 (“A star shall rise out of Jacob”).® The root of
Jesse then is taken in a Messianic sense, that is, a new root which will
establish a kingdom of peace and righteousness.” Naturally, the title
must be linked with David through whom the Messianic promise is
founded. It is interesting that even excavations have given us a re-
minder of Isaiah 11: 1.8

and par. to the correctly rendered g{{a, also reminiscent of the Messianic 11: 1. This raises
the question whether there may not be discerned in the LXX transl. a Messianic under-
standing. The reconstruction dvéreide in 53: 2 might well pt. in a similar direction.”

1 J. JEREMIAS, mtaic @cod, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) V: 688-689.

2 R. BerecHIAH (c. 340), cf. STRACK-BILLERBECK I: 50f.

3 J. JEREMIAS, mals @cod, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) V: 698, n. 328a: “At all events the
rapid replacement of the LXX by Aquila . . . shows that in the 2nd cent. the removal of
unwanted texts was in fact a weapon in Judaism’s conflict with Christianity.”

4 C. MAURER, g{{a, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VI: 987: “Isaiah 53: 2 perhaps carries with it
the Messianic sense of Is. 11: 10. ... According to the traditional LXX text (dvnyysfia-
pev) the comparison with the shoot and the root does not relate to the figure of the Servant
of the Lord but to proclamation concerning Him: ¢ We proclaim in his presence as a child
(proclaims), as a root pines in the dry ground.” But there has probably been corruption
in the Gk. and one may conjecture dvéreidey and construelike the Mas.: ‘He(sc. the Servant
of the Lord) grew up before him (sc. Yahweh) like a child, like a shoot in the dry ground.’”

5 See Chap. III, pp. 268-270.

¢ JusTiN, Apol. I, 32, 12. (Cf. H. ScHLIER, Bpaylwv, in ThWKITTEL [Eng] I: 640.)

7 C. MAURER, gi{a, in ThWWKIrTEL (Eng) VI: 986-987, for an excellent exegesis of the
text and its relationship to Isaiah 53: 2.

8 E. Lousg, vidg Aav(d, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VIIL: 479, n. 2: “‘ For the members of the
Jewish community at Dura-Europos to see before them at the very right of the central
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(6) Baruch 3: 36-38 has been treated already within the textual study of
Chrysostom.

(7) Psalm 71: 6: “He shall come down like rain upon the grass and like
showers watering the earth.” Chrysostom’s text differs from the Sep-
tuagint in reading for 71: 6b orayaw 7% grdlovoa in place of oraydves
grdlovoar. This psalm may possibly be the one used for the liturgy on
the day in which his homily was preached.!

An example of Chrysostom’s rapid use of Scripture in presenting the
soteriological purpose of the Incarnation is found in his introductory remarks
to his homily on the birth of Christ. He uses the texts of Matthew 13: 17
(“Many a prophet longed to see what you see . . . to hear what you hear”) and
Baruch 3: 38 (God “was seen upon the earth through human flesh, and
moved among men”), and then encourages the Christians to rejoice in their
Savior (rov Zwtijea).? '

An excellent example of Chrysostom’s theological reflection on the
purpose of the Incarnation is brought out in his second homily on Matthew.3
What is significant is that he repeats the same phrase in his homily for the
birthday of Christ;* thus we have a perfect parallel to his thought. In his
second homily on St. Matthew, he states that the Son of God was the Son
of Abraham and the Son of David so that the sons of Adam might become
future sons of God. He was born according to the flesh CEyevwiiln yap xata
gdpxa) that you might be born according to the spirit (fva a9 yevvnbfjc »xaza
nvebua); born of a woman so that you might cease being born of a woman
(Byewvifn éx yvvaixog). In being born of a woman he was similar to us;
however, to be born neither of the blood, nor of the will of man and the
flesh but of the Spirit—this announces our future birth of the Holy Spirit.

Torah Shrine of the House of Assembly a scene depicting the anointing of David, was
inevitably a reminder of the divine promises concerning the Messianic king who was to
come, the Lord’s Anointed himself, a “shoot out of the stock of Jesse” (Is. 11: 1) and a son
of David. In all probability the scene received its prominent position in order to perform
precisely this function.’” (C. H. KraerLiNg, “The Synagogue,” The Excavations at Dura-
Europos, VIII, 1 {1956] 168.)

1 1., SABOURIN, The Psalms: Their Origin and Meaning (New York: Alba House, 1969),
pp. 351-352.

2 In Diem Nalalem, PG 49: 351A.

3 In Mall., Hom. II, PG 57: 26A

4 Ecloga 34, PG 63: 822D: *Eyewijfn tolvvy xard odpxa, iva yevwnbfjs xard nvetua *

Eyevviln éx yuvawds, tva avony yvvaixdg dv vids. « (Underlining indicates the parallel
to In Mall., Hom. 11, i.e., PG 57: 26A.)
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Chrysostom’s biblical thought springs from the texts of Matthew and is
explained by a parallel thought taken from the Prologue of John! What
is new is his emphasis on the Holy Spirit within the soteriology of the In-
carnation and, indirectly, a reflection on the virginity of Mary—the com-
ponent of being born not according to flesh and blood or the will of man.

The homily on the birthday of Christ leads up to the completion of the
Incarnation seen by Chrysostom’s return to his favorite text, Baruch 3: 38.2
There are other modes also of expressing the soteriology of the Incarnation.
At times, Chrysostom has more poetic descriptions which seem to wander
away from the biblical texts.?

Davidic Lineage of Jesus—and Mary

In the Fathers’ choice of texts on the Incarnation, historical foundations
are emphasized.# This is evident in the important fact that Jesus was of the
Davidic line. For the Greek Fathers the insistence on the Davidic line is
an important part of the Messianic promise. Often in their homilies, the
same Fathers try to illustrate that Mary, too, is from the lineage of David.
John Chrysostom, as we will see, is no exception.

In his consecutive commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, Chrysostom
at once refers to the descent of Jesus from David and Abraham, his ances-
tors. In doing this, Chrysostom is simply relying on Matthew’s text, 1: 1.
Matthew associates the name David with the confession of Jesus as the

1 Chirysostom does not use the text of John 1: 13 explicitly as an argument for the birth
of Jesus from a Virgin. However, this text is quite close to such an interpretation, albeit
in a transferred and implicit sense. We have seen that ancient witnesses (Irenaeus, Ter-
tullian, Ambrose, Augustine and Pseudo-Athanasius) read John 1: 13 in the singular:
“[He] who was born, not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but of
God.” All Greek manuscripts, as well as other versional and patristic witnesses, attest
the plural. (Cf. B. METZGER, op. cil., pp. 196-197 for the substance of these remarks.)

2 Ecloga 34, PG 63: 823D. ’

3 Cf. Ecloga 34, PG 63: 825A (more poetic) and In Matt., Hom. III, PG 57: 34BC (a
wandering description). '

4 E. LoHSE, vid¢ Aavid, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) VIIL: 486, n. 52: “In stressing the title
Son of David the Evangelist is not so much pursuing a historical concern (Strecker, op.
cit., 118-120); he rather ‘emphasizes Jesus as the Son of David, in whom are fulfilled all
legitimate Jewish Messianic hopes’ (Gibbs, op. cit., 463), and he is thus ‘contending for
the Messiahship of Jesus predominantly under the royal title of Son of David’...” The
Fathers are already speaking from a living tradition which emphasized the Davidic origins
of Jesus. Thus the statement just made is not contradicted or dismissed by the above
remark; rather it is complemented.
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Messiah of God’s people. In him the promises are fulfilled in his earthly
life. But it is the Christian community that will associate the name Kurios
and Son of God (Mt. 22: 41-46) with Jesus, in whom all power is given both in
the heavens and on the earth.

John Chrysostom states that among the Jews it is not the custom to
give a genealogy through women—though in Matthew four women are
mentioned in the genealogy; they are not totally exemplary, and serve
another purpose.? His next step is to show that the title Son of David rather
than Son of Abraham is what is being emphasized by the Evangelist Mat-
thew.® He uses John 7: 42 as a confirmatory text, and he cites the text
accurately: “Does not the Messiah come from the seed of David and from
Bethlehem from the village where David was ?”

He continues to give his interpretation in this second homﬂy on Mat-
thew. “Why,” he asks, “if Jesus was not truly born of Joseph’s seed can
he be said to be of David? How do we know the Virgin was of the line of
David ?” By means of a grammatical interpretation, Chrysostom clearly af-
firms Mary to be of the House of David (Luke 1: 27): “to a virgin espoused
to a man whose name was Joseph, of the house and family of David.” Jo-
seph, according to law, was to choose a wife from the same tribe.? Being a
just man, he not only chose a virgin, but also one from his own tribe: odv ud-
Owpey w0y Maplay . . . xal Edeifev dvra éx 17c oiniag Aavid.s

His reasoning about the origins of Jesus takes him back to a text which
is also considered Messianic, namely, Genesis 49: 10. Chrysostom states,
“The Patriarch Jacob also foretold that He should arise out of the tribe of
Judah, saying in this manner: ‘There shall not fail a ruler out of Judah, nor
a governor out of his loins, until He would come for whom it is appointed,
and He is the expectation of the Gentiles.’”®¢ This citation, Chrysostom
says, “makes it clear that He was of the tribe of Judah.” Chrysostom goes
on to say that the Evangelist Matthew makes it evident that Jesus was also
of the house and lineage of David, since it could not happen that one could
be of the tribe of Judah, but not of the family of David.”

1 Ibid., p. 486. Chrysostom, In Mall., Hom. 11, PG 57: 25A.

2 In Mait., Hom. I, PG 57: 21B (Cf. PG 57: 28B).

3 Ibid. In Matt., Hom, II, PG 57: 27B. (Cf. E. LonsE, vidg david, in ThWKITTEL
{Eng] VIII: 486d.)

4 Ibid., PG 57: 27D. -

5 Ibid., PG 57: 28D.

8 Ibid., PG 57: 28A.

7 Ibid., PG 57: 28B.
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Chrysostom also alludes to a “mystical reason” why Mary’s genealogy
is not traced, namely, that this fact was not to be made known to the Jews |
Chrysostom avows he has taken this reason from the early Fathers—specifi-
cally he is referring to Ignatius of Antioch’s reference in his Epistle o the
Ephesians XIX.* Even the Virgin herself conceals this mystery.

After having confirmed Jesus’ genealogy to be Davidic through Joseph
and Mary as well, Chrysostom cites Luke 2: 48: “Behold, thy father and I
have sought thee.”? This is done to protect the title Son of David; for
that reason, only Joseph and Mary have been granted the revelation—even
the apostles carefully refrain from saying too much about the origins of
Jesus and his birth from a Virgin. It seems that Chrysostom is heavily
indebted to the tradition started by Ignatius of Antioch; this notion has
influenced his exegesis on this passage.

In his fourth homily, Chrysostom does a fine piece of exegesis in sepa-
rating Matthew 1: 18 from the genealogy. In this respect, he is consonant
with modern exegesis. He has his own intuitions about the reason for the
transition in Matthew: “For as though he were about to speak of something
unusual, he promises to tell the manner thereof.”® The text cited in Chrysos-
tom reads (Mt. 1:18): 7od 0é "Incod Xgiorod yévynois ofrws 7v. The
variants of significance read yéveoic which can also mean “creation,” “genera-
tion,” and “genealogy” (Mt. 1: 1); whereas the term used and cited by
Chrysostom is more suited to his exegesis, for it emphasizes “engendering”
and not the other meanings. It became the customary word used in Patristic
literature to refer to the Nativity.4

1 Ibid., PG 57: 31D. We have seen several other Fathers using the same tradition
whose source is ultimately in Ignatius of Antioch, Ad Ephes. XIX (init.); Origen, Homilia
VIin Lucam. Cf. ANF I: 57; SelectLibNicPNic X: 14, n. 1; C. Vona, “Il testo cristologico
di S. Ignazio di Antiochia: Eph. 19, 1 nella tradizione di alcuni scrittori ecclesiastici,”
Eunles Docele 9 (1956) 64-92.

2 Chrysostom’s text differs from the accepted critical text of today. His text reads:
*1609 8y xal § matip 6ob &Enrotuéy os. CGontrast with *I6od 6 mazrje oot xdyd d0vwdpe-
vot &{nroluéy ge. He has omitted the element of Joseph and Mary’s anxiety and sorrow
in searching for the Child Jesus.

3 In Matt., Hom. 1V, PG 57: 41C.

4 B. METZGER, op. cil., p. 8: “In the present passage not only do the earlier representa-
tives of several text-types support yéveoig, but the tendency of copyists would have been
to substitute a word of more specialized meaning for one that had been used in a different
sense in ver.1, particularly since yévwnoic corresponds more nearly with the verb yevvdy
used so frequently in the previous genealogy.” Cf. LAMPE, p. 311 under yewvdw (to beget,
engender). There are eight entries under Chrysostom: (1) Against Arians for whom this
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Chrysostom’s keen eye has detected the purpose and technique of Mat-
thew’s genealogy. He mentions that Matthew resumes what he began in
speaking of the arrangement of the generations into three portions. What
interests us in this technique (an inclusion) is that Chrysostom ends the
passage with the indication that it was to David and Abraham that the
promises were made! Salvation history is thus shown as factual through
Davidic lineage and as soteriological through the overall purpose of Mat-
thew’s genealogy.

In his homily on the birth of Christ, Chrysostom sets the stage for his
interpretation of how Mary likewise is of the House of David by using texts
referring to Bethlehem—Matthew 2:1-2 and Luke 2: 4. He then uses the text
of Luke 1: 26, 27 to affirm Mary, too, was of the house and lineage of David.
The similarity of argument used in his commentary on St. Matthew’'s Gospel
helps confirm that this Nativity homily belongs to Chrysostom.?

Chrysostom has also abbreviated the text of Luke 2: 4.2 He then leads
us to the same argument presented in his commentary on Matthew that
Mary was of the family of David. Chrysostom’s text differs slightly from the
critical New Testament text. He omits the d¢ before v® unvi; he reads dmo
rather than dzé—due to a more refined Greek, using the preposition 7o
instead of the dz6 and its more archaic cognate relationship to dreordan.
He also reads a perfect passive participle usuvnorevuévny in place of the

became a byword: anom. 7.2 (I. 502E) (2) baptismal (being engendered or born): Chrys.,
hom. 7.2 in Col. (11.374B); p. 312, under yévyna:g, 7 (generation, engendering, also birth):
—— (1) an ineffable mystery; Chrys., nativ. 2 (6.394B), — (2) said of the Nativity—paral-
lel with eternal generation, Chrys., nativ. 2 (6.394A) and foretold by prophets, Chrys.,
nativ. 1 (2.355D), — (38) feast of Nativity—as source for all other feasts, Chrys., Philo-
gon. 6 (1.497C),—(4) spiritual birth, regeneration, Chrys., hom. 25.1 in Jo. (8.143D) and
through baptism, Chrys., hom. 25.2 in Jo. (8.145E). 'Whereas the only entries under
yéveawg (p. 310) for Chrysostom are under (1) baptismal rebirth: Chrys., hom. 7.3 in Col.
(11.374C) and (2) his refutation of the idea of birth, fate, destiny in an astrological sense;
cf. Chrys., hom. 1.3 in I Tim. (11.553B).

1 In Matt., Hom. IV, PG 57: 41C: “Wherefore, that he was not acting without an
object or by chance, when he distributed Christ’s forefathers into three portions, is plain
from what has been said. And notice, too, whence he begins and where he ends. From
Abraham to David; from David to the Babylonian Captivity; from this unto Christ Him-
self. For both at the beginning he put the two in close succession, David and Abraham, -
and also in summing up he mentions both (an inclusion) in the same way and this, because
as I have already said, it was to them that the promises were made.”

2 In Diem Natalem, PG 49: 354CD.

3 Chrysostom has left out an entire phrase: &x méAswg Nal,‘age@ ele iy Iovdalay
elg wéAw Aavid ffric xaleirar fnbléen.
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aorist duvnorevuévny. Then he explicitly gives his grammatical interpretation,
saying that the expression &£ oixov Aav(d is said in reference to the Virgin
as it is obviously clear In the parallel to his second homily on Matthew’s
Gospel, Chrysostom amplifies his text to say &£ oixod xai maroids Aavid
(“of the house and lineage of David”). He questions his audience: “What
do you wish to be more clearly put than when you hear that the Virgin was
of the house and lineage of David 7”2

8. Theodore of Mopsueslia

v

Theodore has emphasized the soteriological purpose of the Incarnation
by focusing exclusively on Christ. There are no texts which explicitly refer
to Mary’s role in this mystery. He does, however, clearly demonstrate from
the Scriptures that her Son has lineage from David according to the flesh
and the humble form of a slave.® He likewise states that Jesus was born of the
Virgin Mary as a man, according to the law of human nature, and was made
of a woman.* In another passage, he implies the importance of Jesus’ coming
from the Davidic line; undoubtedly, because Mary then is the instrument
for his human flesh and nature.® A parallel to this thought is found in his
" instruction on the Nicene Creed which states that Jesus is fashioned from a

1 PG 49: 354D: megl v7jc magbévov vmolnnréov elgfjobar. The key word is dmoldn-
nréov, which allows for Chrysostom’s making it his assumption or opinion that the ante-
cedent refers to the Virgin and not Joseph.

2 His argument is put more forcefully for he uses 7% roivuy BovAet TovTov capéoregoy
(more clearly).

3 Vigilius Papa, Constitulum . ..(GUNTHER, ed.), PG 86: 1059A: nafum aulem esl ex
Maria, qui ex semine est David.

4 A. MiNcANA, Commentary . . . on the Nicene Creed, p. 67: “He was born of the Virgin
Mary as a man, according to the law of human nature, and was made of woman. Indeed
the Apostle said thus: ‘God sent forth His Son, made of a woman, made under the law,
to redeem them that were under the law, that we might receive the adoption of sons.’”
(Galatians 4: 4)

5 TuropoRE of MoPSUESTIA, Les Homélies Caléchétiques de Théodore de Mopsueste . . .,
ed. by R. ToNNEAaU and R. DeEVREESE (Vatican City, 1949), Caf. Hom. VIII, pp. 209-
211: “Quand en effet il est dit: Au sujet de son Fils qui fuf de la descendance de David, en la
chair, il est certain qu’ici le nom de Fils est donné & celui qui fut de la lignée de David par
la chair, et non pas & Dieu le Verbe, mais & la forme d’esclave qui fut assumé. Ce n’est pas
en effet que Dieu devint chair, ni non plus que Dieu devin{ de la lignée de David, mais cet
homume qui fut assumé pour nous, c’est lui évidemment que le bienheureux Paul appelle Fils.
Or nous le considérons comme Fils et lui en donnons le nom; non pas i lui simplement,
mais pour la conjonction qu’il eut avec le Fils véritable.” (Italics for emphasis.)
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woman without marital intercourse; He is from the nature of Mary and for
this reason is said to be of the seed of David (Joseph is not mentioned).!

Thus, Theodore’s contribution to this section is in the verification of
Scriptural evidence pointing to the Davidic origin of Jesus. He implicitly
says that the Davidic line comes through Mary. '

THE JERUSALEMITES

6. Si. Cyril of Jerusalem

From a study of Cyril’s three Catechelical Instructions on the Incarnalion,'
we have seen the Davidic lineage of the Messiah is greatly emphasized. There
are but a few texts which concern the soteriological purpose of the Incarna-
tion, aside from the Davidic texts seen in this context. . .

The names Jesus and Christ are explained as having a two-fold signifi-
cance: Jesus, because he grants salvation; Christ, because he is anointed as
priest.2 Cyril traces the name Jesus “through Auses” and then through the
type, Jesus son of Nave (or Nun).® For “Christ,” he sees a type in Aaron
who is anointed priest by Moses, his brother. '

For the title “Savior,” Cyril uses both the Old Testament—Isaiah
62: 11: “Behold, a Savior comes to you, his reward is with him” —and the
New Testament—Matthew 1: 21: “She shall bear a son and you shall call
his name Jesus for he shall save his people from their sins.” He has prefaced
this by saying that Jesus is interpreted among the Hebrews as Savior;*
among the Greeks, Savior means he who heals.s

1 A. MincaNa, Commentary . . . on the Nicene Creed, p. 67: “In this way we should also
think about Christ our Lord. It was a novel thing to have been fashioned from a woman
without marital intercourse, by the power of the Holy Spirit, but He is associated with the
human nature by the fact that He is from the nature of Mary, and it is for this that He
is said also to be the seed of David and Abraham, as in His nature He is related to them.”

2 Calechesis X, De Uno Domino Jesu Christo, PG 33: 676A.

3 Ibid., PG 33: 675D-676D. The notes are remarkable for identifying the names both
in Codices of the LXX and in a clear parallel with Eusestus, lib. IV, Demonsir. evangel.,
p. 196. Cf. Numbers 13: 16, Exodus 29: 4-9. ’ :

4 Ibid., PG 33: 677A.

5 Ibid., PG 33: 677C. (Cf. the remarks made on healing in AMPHILOCHIUS OF ICONIUM.)
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Though not directly based on a Scriptural text, the following words of
Cyril are a biblical reflection on the life of Jesus as Savior and his birth of
the Virgin:

The Savior passed nine months in the womb of the Virgin; but the Lord

was a man for thirty-three years, so that if a Virgin rejoices because of the
nine months, how much more so we because of the many years.!

7. Hesychius of Jerusalem

In the two homilies chosen to represent Hesychius, care was taken to
select those which were delivered before the Council of Ephesus.2 Hesychius,
thus, represents the latter part of the exegesis prior to that Council. The
two works presented are closely related to the first two chapters of Luke’s
Gospel. Itis within his fidelity to that Evangelist’s context that Hesychius is
speaking both in his 11, De Hypapante and VI, De Sancta Maria Deipara.

First, Hesychius presents the two mysteries which center on the In-
carnation in a soteriological framework. The first instance of this is his
treatment of Anna as prophetess who, filled with the Spirit, announces salva-
tion through the newlyborn (Adrowowv dia Tot Poépoc xatryyeider).® He
has carefully set his thought within the principal text for his homily, Luke
2: 26-38, the center pericope of the Presentation of Jesus in the Temple. All
of his interpretation recognizes the impelling initiative of the Holy Spirit
within Simeon, Joseph and Mary, and Anna. The setting is perfect for the
liturgical celebration of God’s proclaimed word on the occasion of the Hypa-
pante.

The homily entitled VI, De Sancta Maria Deipara, closely follows the
Gospel of Luke. In fact, Hesychius is attentive to Lukan soteriology in
using a phrase from the same Gospel to have Gabriel explain his message to

1 Catechesis X1I, PG 33: 768A.

2 HesvcHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., I: 428, 179-183.

8 Ibid., 11, De Hypapante: 1: 1-2, p. 62. (For an excellent excursus by Fr. AUBINEAU
on the mystery of salvation, see ibid., pp. 50-52; references are to II, De Hypapante:
II: 7: 8 and 8: 10; II: 6: 5 and 7: 3; II: 15: 11; II: 7: 1, 6; II: 7: 8; II: 7: 10; I1: 7: 11-13;
II: 9: 11; II: 9: 12-13; II: 10: 8; II: 9: 11; II: 9: 13-15; II: 10:9; II: 10: 9-11.) The
term Pgépos is used eight times within the N.T., six times by Luke-Acts, and four times
within the first two chapters of Luke’s Gospel.
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Mary; Jesus is announced as “a savior of those who were lost.”* Hesychius,
as a Jerusalemite, remains close to the Scripture, almost paraphrasing it
in order to interpret it.

The Lukan characteristics of Hesychius’ homily on the Presentation are
clearly presented in his reflections on Luke 2: 30 where Simeon exclaims:
“My eyes have seen thy salvation.”? The theme of salvation (cwz7jgtor®
twice; o@oai? once; cwrnelac® once) becomes universal. Hesychius remains
faithful to Luke’s text by announcing the theme of salvation through the
image of a “Light to the Nations”—a phrase only found in Luke-Acts in the
New Testament.®

He calls the Incarnation a “mystery of salvation”? which is hidden from
the one who lies in wait for his prey.8

Secondly, the soteriological purpose is seen through the promises within
prophecy and their fulfilment in the mystery of the Incarnation. This is
magnificently presented in the last two sections of his sixth homily, De
Sancta Maria Deipara. He presents an orchestration of the favored texts
for the Incarnation and challenges the unbeliever to pay attention to what
is being fulfilled in the history of salvation. Twelve citations from the Old
Testament are presented as promises from the Lord through his prophets,
ten of which are given in this section; they are fulfilled in Christ.® All of
the texts are used as promise-fulfillment texts:

1) Deuteronomy 18: 15: The Lord God will raise up a prophet for you from
among your brethren like unlo me; listen to him (mooprTny UUlv draotiy-
oL yvpiog 6 Bceds, éx Tty G0elpdy dudv d¢ sué* adtod dxodboete).

Hesychius has taken the text and used the plural dui» for oo, omitted
the oov after 6 @edg, reversed the phrases, changed cov 7o dudy after

1 Ibid., Hom. VI: 3: 8-9, p. 196. Hesychius has Gabriel saying of Jesus: d¢ Tdv droi-
vuévaw cwtrjg. Compare with Luke 19: 10: 7jAfev pdp 6 vids to¥ dvfpddmov {nTiicat xal
odoat T drolwide.

2 Ibid., Hom. 11: 7: 1, p. 66.

Ibid., 7: 1, 6, p. 66.

Ibid., 7: 4, p. 66.

Ibid., 7: 8, p. 66.

Luke 2: 32 and Acts 13: 47 (cf. Isaiah 49: 6).

HesvycuIius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., Hom. I11: 7: 8-9, p. 66 and 8: 10, p. 68.

Ibid., p. 69, n. 1; cf. Chap. III, p. 300, n. 1.

HesvycHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., pp. 175-176, where the twelve texts are presented:
Deut. 18: 15; Is. 7: 14; Bar. 3: 36; Bar. 3: 38; Zach. 6: 12; Mal. 3: 20; Ezek. 44: 2-3;
Dan. 7: 13; Gen. 49: 10; Ps. 86: 5; Ps. 71: 7; Ps. 71: 8.

© W a e o e w

363




[142] Greel: Patristic Exegesis (4th C.)

adedpdy; and used the future active dxodoere in place of the future middle
Grovoéobel The plural emphasizes the members of the community (which
now Hesychius regards as the Christian community), while the original
text envisioned only Israel as a corporate unity.

The text is Messianic and may have been from a Palestinian tradition
that the Messiah will be the prophet of Deuteronomy 18: 15, 18.2 In fact,
the paucity of rabbinic examples may have been due to its being expunged
because of the welcome the text received in Christianity.®? Hesychius, as a
Jerusalemite, naturally would be interested in this text. In the homilies
studied, he alone uses it. It also fits the Christian tradition behind the
Transfiguration wherein Elijah appears as the harbinger and Moses as the
immediate forerunner of the Messiah.? Both as a Jerusalemite who knew
the Hebrew tradition and as a Greek-speaking preacher and exegete, Hesy-
chius may well be aware that the phrase in Deuteronomy can mean “to cause
[someone] to be born” or to cause him to appear in history,® thereby giving
even more force to the promise-fulfillment theme expressed in this text.

Just as Matthew’s Gospel has presented Jesus as a new Moses, so, too,
Hesychius may see Jesus as an anti-type of Moses, a suffering mediator who
fasts for forty days, wrestles with God, and dies outside the promised land
just as Jesus dies outside the walls of the city.®

Despite the importance of this text for the Samaritans—they added
it to the tenth commandment and considered it Messianic—Hesychius is
depending on the tradition as he found it in Christianity and not upon
ényone in particular. One would have expected it to have been used Mes-
sianically by Justin Martyr, who rather allegorizes Moses as a moral example.?

1 Ibid., Hom. VI: 7: 4-6, p. 202. Cf. dxovere adrod (Mk. 9: 7) which contains an al-
lusion to Dt. 18: 15. See J. JEREMIAS, Mwvo7s, in ThRWKITTEL (Eng) IV: 869, also C.
COLPE, § vids oD dvBpdmov, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VIII: 445, n. 318.

2 J. SCHNIEWIND, dnayyéiiw, in ThWKittel (Eng) I: 67.

3 Ibid., p. 67, n. 26, citing a reference to STRACK-BILLERBECK 11: 479f., 626; IV: 452ff.
on Ps. 110; IV: 1223, Index s.v. Elias, etc.

4 J. JErREMIAS, HA(¢)lag, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) II: 938, esp. n. 81.

5 Idem, A{fog, in ThWWKI1TTEL (Eng) IV: 270, esp. n. 19.

8 A. OEPKkE, peoitng, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) IV: 612; (Cf. J. JEREMIAS, Mwwvof, in
ThWKirTeL [Eng] IV: 860-862, for examples from rabbinic literature and from Josephus
referring to Messiah in likeness of Moses as prototype. For a quick survey of the question
of whether Deut. 18: 15, 18 is Messianic during the time of Christ, cf. ibid., p. 858, n. 125.
Also, cf. G. FRIEDRICH, 7gogrtng, in ThWKITTEL [Eng] VI: 846-847.)

7 J. JEREMIAS, Mwvodis, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) IV: 858, n. 126 and 873, n. 257 (JusTIN,
Dial. 90). However, see Barnabas 6: 8 (ibid., p. 865, n. 199); Deuteronomy 18: 15-19 was
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Hesychius, who has relied so closely on Luke’s Gospel within this homily,
may also associate the redemptive power of Jesus’ birth with Deuteronomy
18: 15; even though Moses is never called Avrpwr7jc in the Septuagint, he is
in Acts 7: 25, with an apparent parallel to Jesus. The word has a Messianic
ring in Luke 24: 21 and Adrgwoic in 1: 68 and 2: 38> We have seen Hesy-
chius’ fondness for this word. '

Unfortunately, Hesychius does not come back to this text in his Homily
on Stephen? wherein the crucial text of Acts 7: 37 is omitted. In this text,
a promise of a prophet like Moses was fulfilled in Jesus, and Moses is a
protoype of Jesus in his sufferings.3

2) Isaiah 7: 14%: Behold aVirgin shall conceive, and bear a son and his name
shall be called Emmanuel. (We have already seen this text in combination
with use of Baruch 3: 36, 38.)

3) Baruch 3: 36, 38%: This is our God, and there shall be no other like unio
him . .. afterwards HE was seen upon earth, and conversed with men.

4) Zechariah 6: 128: Behold a man whose name is‘Orient.

Hesychius’ text is the same as the Septuagint reading. The Hebrew text
suggests the reading of Shoot or Branch ‘mgé (semah) for dvatois in the
Septuagint. The term dvatéAdew is a translation of the substantive semah
(“to sprout”) and zrah (“to arise”). In connection with Jeremiah 23: 5,
Zechariah 3: 8 and our present text, a form of dva 7éAdew is used to translate
the former (semah), whereas in the Messianic text of Numbers 24: 17, it is
zrah or darah. The latter refers to the Messiah. The two meanings merge
and it is difficult to make precise what the meaning is.” :

the locus classicus for the Messianic expectation of the Samaritans. (Cf. A. MERrx, “Der
Messias oder ta’eb d. Samaritaner,” Zeiischrift fiir die altestamentliche Wissenschaft Beih.
17 (1909) 43.

1 Ibid., p. 868, n. 226.

2 Hesvcuius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cif., pp. 328-350.

3 K. H. RENGSTORF, o7ueiov, in ThWWKItTEL (Eng) VII: 242,

4 Hesvcuius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., Homn. VI: 7: 6-8, p. 202.

5 Ibid., 11. 9, 10-11, p. 202.

8 Ibid, 1. 12, p. 202.

7 H. ScHLIER, dvatéddw, dvarods, in ThWKi1rTEL (Eng) I: 352: “Elsewhere, however,
it is more in keeping with Christian usage to render ‘arise’ or ‘shine forth’ in relation
to Christ: 2 Pt. 1: 19; Ign. Mg., 9, 1: & 7} (sc. Juépq) xatl 4 {wn judv (Christ = our life)
dvéretdey 60 adrol xal vod Oavdrov adrod. Like Christ and the sun, the martyr, too,
rises up to God. (Ign. R., 2, 2)."”
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It is a name for the Messiah in the Synagogue and may mean a “star
shining from heaven”; thus the relationship to the text from Numbers
24: 17 is seen—*“a star shall rise out of Jacob.”!

5) Malachi 3: 20: He will arise. . .a sun of juslice, and healing is in his
wings.

Since the biblical background of the text has already been commented
upon under Amphilochius,? T shall refer only to the text as found in Hesy-
chius. The text is in perfect agreement with the Septuagint.? The context
within the homily follows the overall pattern of promise and fulfillment as
is characteristic for all twelve biblical citations used in the conclusion of his
homily. Aubineau has been able to restore the text through noticing the
twin citations of Zechariah 6: 12 and Malachi 3: 20.4 This is a very helpful
contribution for biblical scholars.

1 Ibid. p. 353: “We might also refer to the exposition of Zech. 6: 12 in Justin and Melito.
Justin always understands the dvarolsj of Zech. 6: 12 (Dial. 100, 4; 106,4; 121, 2; 126, 1) in
terms of dvaréilew of LXX Nu. 24: 17,so that for him the advent of Christ is the rising
of a star. And Melito construes Lk. 1: 78 as follows: xai udvog ofiroc dvéreidev dr’ odgavod.
The visitation of the mercy of God has come with the dawn of heavenly light in the Mes-
siah Christ as the sun of the world.”

Also, for the name of the Messiah (cf. C. MAURER, ¢{fa, in ThWKiTTEL [Eng] VI:
988: “The idea that the Messiah is the root of Jesse is common in the Synagogue. In this
connection f-pj [Sores] is always related to the descendant of Jesse in the sense of

shoot, Tg. Pro'. Is. on 11: 1, ... This is supported by the general replacement of "
[Sores] by the unequivocal ypa% [semah] “shoot,” Tg. Pro. Jer. on 23: §5; 33: i5;

Zech. 3: 8, 6: 12.”

2 See Chap. III, pp. 259-260, 265-266, 270, 273-275. i

3 HesvycHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., Hom. VI: 7: 12-14, p. 202.

4 Ibid., pp. 178-179: “Les citations jumelées de Zach. 6, 12 et Mal. 3, 20, dont nous
avons pu restituer le texte intégral (VI, 7, 12-13), se lisent ensemble dans I’homélie.
In Psalmum 67, 5 (PG 93: 1288C), pour plus de sécurité, nous avons vérifi¢, en recourant
au cod. Vat. gr. 525, fol. 2477, la teneur du fragment imprimé par Migne.”

From n. 6, p. 178: “On trouvera une citation isolée . . . de Mal. 3, 20 dans I’Hom.
in Psalmum 96, 11 (PG 55: 777, lin. 8 ab imo).”

From p. 192: “On verra comment, en 7, 12-13, reprenant une suggestion de Picot,
mais I’exploitant plus complétement, nous avons restitué dans le texte un verset entier
de Mal. 3, 20, qui avait disparu par une sorte de ‘saut du méme au méme’ (dvaztois)/dvate-
Agt): ce qui disculpe Hésychius d’avoir cité, sous le nom de Zacharie, un fragment de Ma-
lachie.”
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Hesychius, in using the citation further than Amphilochius, that is,
including the phrase “and healing is in his wings (rays),” is able to have the
fulfillment of the text seen in the healing power of Jesus as he cures the
woman “who had suffered from hemorrhages many years.”!

6) Ezekiel 44: 2-3: The Lord will enter and leave by her, and the door shall
remain closed.

‘We have seen that Amphilochius in his Oration II, De Hypapante, has
used this same citation of Ezekiel? Hesychius is abbreviating the text in
passing—giving only a few words from the two verses in Ezekiel.?

7) Daniel 7: 13: I was looking and behold there came upon the clouds of the
heaven, one like o a son of man.*

His text closely parallels the Septuagint except for his leaving aside—
év Gpduate T vuxrog and his changing into the participle &oyduevos
what was #fgxeto in the Septuagint. It is striking that this text which was
so prominent in Mark’s Gospel (especially Chapter 14) is used rarely in the
homiletics of the fourth and fifth centuries. Amphilochius, as we have seen,
may have implicitly referred to it. This is the only explicit citation of it
in the works expressly studied. It is definitely a Messianic reference.® Some-
times Daniel 7: 13 was contrasted with Zechariah 9: 9.2 On the basis of

1 Ibid., Hom. VI: 7: 14-16, p. 202. ‘

2 Amprirocrrus (DATEMA, ed.), op. cit., Or. II. In Occursum Domini: 3,11, 74-75, p. 45,
applies the text to the virginal womb of Mary. (Cf. R. Caro, op. cit., MLS 3 [1971] 81,
90, has cited Proclus [PG 75: 692A] for using the text of Ezekiel 44: 1-2; “Illustra final-
mente su creencia, con el conocido testo de Ezequiel 44, 2 en que se identifica a Marfa con
la puerta cerrada a través de la cual solamente pasara el Sefior Dios de Israel quien la

cerraré a su salida” [p. 99].)
3 Hesychius has only the following from the Septuagmt ‘H nddn alitn xexdewopén

Eotat, odx dvocyrioetal xal oddels p) 81éA0n O adrijs, 6ti xdpiog 6 Peds toT Iogani
eloehevoetar 8v’ adrijs, zal Eotar xexdeiopdvy. . . . ékeledoerar (v. 4). He has reversed

the word order, picking and choosing from Ezek. 44: 2-4.

4 Hesvcrius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cit., Hom. VI: 7: 20-21, p. 204.

5 J. ScHNEIDER, #gyouar, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) II: 667, (Cf. E. STAUFFER, @cdg, in
ThWKirTEL [Eng] III: 99, n. 211.)

8 0. MicHEL, inmwog, in ThwKirTeL (Eng) ITI: 337, n. 8: “Cf. bSanh., 98a: R. Alexandrei
(c. 270) has said: R. Jehoshua b. Levi (c. 250) brought into contrast Da. 7: 13: ‘Lo, there
came with the clouds of heaven one like a son of man; ’ and Zech. 9: 9: ‘Poor and riding
on an ass.” If they (Israel) have merits (are worthy), he comes with the clouds of heaven;
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Daniel 7: 13. it is often maintained that the Messiah will come with the
clouds of the heavens.! The text fits in well with salvation history for it
indicates that the goal and end of history is the establishment of God’s
rule.?

A parallel to such Messianic thought can be seen in Justin’s Dialogue
with Trypho. Hesychius could have been aware of Justin’s ideas.* An ex-
cellent summary of the Son of Man and its relationship to the human nature
of Christ as found in Ignatius, Barnabas, Justin, Irenaeus and Tertullian is
found in Colpe’s development of the biblical notion of the son of man.t

8) Genesis 49: 10: The scepire shall not be taken away from Juda, nor a ruler
from his thigh, {ill he come that is 1o be sent, and he shall be the expecia-
tion of nations. g

‘We have seen the general biblical background for this verse already.
Hesy_chius has but one change in his text from that of the Septuagint; his
text reads: @ dndxerral® in place of ra dmoxeluevd adr®. We have seen
that his reading corresponds with that of John Chrysostom, hence, a text
which was slightly different from our reading of the critical edition of the
Septuagint text. (See table for biblical references.) The context of Hesy-
chius’ use is once again a familiar orchestration of promise-fulfillment texts
or testimonia.

if they have no merits, he comes poor and riding on an ass.” (Cf. C. SCHNEIDER, xd0nuat,
in ThWKitTEL {Eng] III: 442.)

1 A, OEPkE, vepéldn, in ThWWKirreL (Eng) IV: 909. .Cf. where Matthew follows the
Septuagint more closely than Mark 14: 62. Mt. 26: 64: &ni T@v vepeldy ToT odgavod is
not in Luke. Hesychius would be closer to Matthew than Mark who is rarely used in the
Fathers of this period of time, incl. 350-430 A.D.

2 J. BEnm, mgovoéw, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) IV: 1015. (Also, cf. A. OEPKE, nmagovoia, in
ThWKitTEL [Eng] V: 862.)

3 C. CoLrE, ¢ vidc ToT dvlpddrov, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VIII: 430: “On the other hand
Judaism, which apart from Da. 7: 27 always interpreted the a8 =9 [bar endsh] of Da.
7: 13 f. messianically, retained all the characteristics of the Son of Man, though His name
was changed, usually to abp3 =9 [ben nephli] or Son of the clouds, or else it was quoted
in the original context and implicitly related to the Messiah. Trypho in Just. Dial.,
32,1 recogniséd that a glorious and powerful Messiah will comne ace. to Da. 7: 13, though
he denies that He was come in Christ crucified or that Christ will come again. He thus
bears witness to a messianic interpretation of Da. 7: 13 {. independent of the Chr. one....”
(Cf. JusTiN, Dial. 14: 8; 31: 1, 3; 120: 4.) ’

. 4 Ibid., pp. 476-477.
5 HesvcHius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., Hom, VI: 8: 2-4, p. 204.
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9) Psalm 86: 5 (Heb. 87: 5): Sion is a niother, a man will say; and a man
has been engendered in her, and the Most High himself has established
her

Hesychius’ text has but one difference from that of the Septuagint. He
reads 8yevvrifln in place of éyevrifln. This may indicate that he directs his
attention to the birth of Jesus from Mary rather than a more general notion
of being engendered. It would follow; for his immediate application is to the
Mother/Virgin: “Indeed the Mother has remained a Virgin even after
giving birth, preserving unharmed the seal of virginity which nature had
bestowed.”? It also could show a theme of Mary as prefigured in Sion;
if so, this would take the place of a theme of Davidic lineage which is
developed more fully and explicitly in Cyril of Jerusalem, but rarely in
Hesychius.?

The theme Mary-Sion is only present in Hesychius among the Fathers
studied. The present Psalm and its application to her is the principal text
for helping us to see his understanding of Mary in relationship to Sion. Au-
bineau has seen the relationship of Sion to Mary and possibly to the place
where the liturgy and word of God is preached.*

The Psalm has the word mother only in the Greek version. The Hebrew
text only mentions Sion. Interestingly, the Jerusalem Bible maintains the
Septuagint reading: “But all call Zion ‘mother,’ since all were born in her.”s
Caro sees the relationship between Mary and Jerusalem (Sion) and probes
with a question whether the typology between Mary and Church is also
indicated.®

i

1 Ibid., 11. 5:7, p. 204.

2 Ibid., 1. 7-9, p. 204.

3 I have found but one direct reference to Davidic lineage in Hesychius, and, even here,
Hesychius applies the text to Mary’s virginity. Cf. ibid., Hom. V, De Sancta Maria
Deipara: 2: 3, p. 160: Kai d uév ae “Pdfdov *leacal xalei, bva 10 drowrov xai dxaumnic
tfic magleviag alvifnras (Cf. Isaiah 11:1.). This is more consonant with Hesychius’
pattern to view David as a psalmist and prophetic voice rather than the ancestor of Jesus.

4 Ibid., p. 187: “Par Sion, on doit entendre ici un des lieux vénérées de Jérusalem ou le
peuple de Dieu a pris naissance lors de la Pentecdte, mais aussi Ma‘rie,'mére du Christ,
célébrée en ce jour. L’ ‘homme’, ici invoqué, est son fils. Le Trés-Haut, qui a fondé Sion
et Marie, a déja été cité en VI, 3, 3, précisément dans le verset de Luc 1, 35: ‘La puissance
du Trés-Haut te prendra sous son ombre.’” Cf. p. 187, n. 1: “Lectionnaire arménien, no. 5
(PO 16, p. 219)” (“On s’assemble & la Sainte-Sion”); also, Aubineau’s reference to another
use of that verse (p. 187, n. 2), “In Psalmum 86, 5§ (PG 55, 743, lin. 32).”

5 JB, p. 871, Psalm 87: 5.

6 R. Camro, op. cit.,, MLS 3 (1971) 45.
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There are problems with both the Hebrew! and Septuagintal texts?
which may account for the varied interpretations. However, within a tradi-
tion even these “mistakes” often lead to remarkable and creative intuitions.
Yet, modern interpreters would concede Hesychius’ insight is accurate.?
Rabbinic interpretation permits our seeing redemption by the Messiah
within this Psalm.* In later writings 2y or Jerusalem is apphed to the
Church 5

10) Psalm 71: 7-8: Justice will arise in his days. He will rule from sea to sea
and from the rivers to the ends of the inhabited earth.®

Hesychius cites these verses of the psalm directly from the Septuagint;
there is but one difference, the use of the plural ¢z moraudy instead of the
Septuagint dwé morauod. The Psalm is considered Messianic by com-
mentators and in the Targum.” Both the Hebrew text and the Septuagmt
read “Rlver” (singular).8

1 1.. SABOURIN, ob. cit., pp. 212-213.

2 W. MicHAELIS, ujrng, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) IV: 642, n. 7: “y 86: 5: usfrne Zudv is a
scribal error (Rahlfs un 7, Schleusner, III, 557unr:). CE. also Jer. 15: 8. For non-biblical
examples of this use cf. Liddell-Scott s.v. Cf. also Str.-B., III, 574.”

3 G. Fourer, Zidy, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) VII: 316: “Thus everyone finds his spiritual
home in Jerusalem no matter where he was'bom, Ps. 87: 5. By acknowledgment of
Yahweh the other peoples become members of the people of God.”

4 A.S. van DER WoUDE, Xplw, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) IX: 526 (Midr. Ps., 87,6 on 87: 5)

5 E. Lonsg, Zudy, in ThWWKITTEL (Eng) VII: 338: “Jerusalem ‘is the Church, for the
city of God is the Church, the vision of peace (fgacis elgivyng),’ Orig. Hom. in Jer.,
9 on Jer. 11: 2.” Also: “The Ophites contrasted Jerusalem in the height, which is the
mother of all living creatures, with Egypt as t)y xdzw utéw.”

8 Hesvcuius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cif., Hom. VI: 8: 9-11, p. 204.

7L SABOURIN, op. cif., pp. 351-352.

8 R. RENGsTORF, *Jogddvng, in ThWKiITTEL (Eng) VI: 610: “Alongside the purely geo-
graphical and political evaluation of the Jordan there is another which is controlled by
the concept of the land of Israel as depicted in the divine promise to the patriarch Abra-
ham. Here in the framework of a theological eschatological view the Jordan is part of
the land and not its frontier. The eastern frontier is the Euphrates and the river of Egypt
borders it to the South. As one would expect, this way of looking at things is esp. in *
scribal circles and comes to expression in religio-legal judgments, esp. those which group
the territory on the far side of Jordan with Judaea and Galilee.” Also, n. 28: “Cf. esp.
Gn. 15: 18, but also Ex. 23: 31; Dt. 1: 7; 11: 24; Jos. 1: 4; Is. 27: 12; Mi. 7: 12; Zech.
9: 10; Ps. 72: 8.” (Italics added).

370



Marian Implications [149]

Parr III. TvrpoLoGY:

ParaLLELISM OF: ApaM/CHRIST—EVE/MARY

The beginnings of a comparison of Christ with Adam are found within
St. Paul, the earliest New Testament writer. Luke, too, in his genealogy,
states that Jesus is the “son of Adam, the son of God” (Luke 3: 38). Both
Paul and Luke had the Genesis account of Adam in mind when referring to
Jesus and Adam; the two chapters of Genesis 2 and 3 belong to the Yahwist
tradition.! It is from this general biblical context that the antithesis between
the first Adam and the second Adam emerges in the writings of Justin and
Irenaeus; both are ultimately dependent on the sources of Genesis, Luke, and
the letters of Paul for the materials which led them to a parallel of Adam/
Christ and a contrast of Mary/Eve or Church/Eve.2 In the fourth and fifth
centuries, the Fathers were dependent for their development of these themes
and types on both the biblical sources and the tradition Justin and Irenaeus
had begun.? .

The parallel of Adam/Christ, Eve/Mary has been described as fittin
into the overall plan of God, that is, into salvation history by both S&ll

1 See DicBibITh, pp. 6-7, under Adam; Michel JoiN-LaMBERT and Xavier LEoN-Durour
have presented the biblical data in a clear succinct fashion.

2 G. SéLL, Mariologie. Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte, Band III, Fas. 4 (Herder: 1978),
p.34: “Ohne Vorgriff auf spitere Erweiterungen und Reflexionen ergibt sich aus dieser Eva-
Maria-Parallele, die Paulus fiir Adam-Christus vorgebildet (R6m 5, 14; I Kor 15, 22 45)
und Ignatius gedanklich vorbereitet hatte, dass Justin Maria bewusst in der Heilsge-
schichte verankerte und damit zugleich die von der Ostkirche besonders entfaltete in-
karnatorische Soteriologie bestitigte, die besagt: Die Erldsung begann mit der Mensch-
werdung, und Maria hat hier einen unverdringbaren Platz.

Gleichzeitig setzte hier die weitere Entfaltung des von Lk skizzierten ethischen
Marienbildes ein. Es war der Anfané einer Bildtheologie, in der die Details der Einzel-
schilderung dazu dienten, die Gesamtgestalt Mariens vor dem Hintergrund der Kontrast-
person Eva immer mehr zum Leuchten zu bringen und sie in die Nihe ihres Sohnes zu
riicken.” (Cf. G. JouassAamRp, “La Nouvelle Eve chez les Péres Anténicéens,” BEM 12
[1954] 51.) :

3 Ibid., p. 41, and p. 47: “Das von Lukas gezeichnete Marienbild war durch die Eva-
Maria-Parallele eines Justin und Irendus bereichert worden.”

p. 35: “... versuchte Irenius die beiden Testamente auch dadurch innerlich zu verbin-
den, dass er die Schépfungsordnung mit der Erldsungsordnung als Einheit der gtttlichen
Heilsveranstaltung herausstellte und Christus schon im Alten Bund vorgezeichnet sah.”
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and Congar.! M.-J. Nicolas? has also seen this plan in his identifying the
parallel typology with the theme of recapitulation already found in Irenaeus.

Since the biblical principles of Justin and Irenaeus have been presented
in the survey of chapter one, some of the same Scriptural texts used by the
Fathers are now the object of study. Only those texts from Genesis 2 and 3
and the Pauline texts used by the Fathers are presented.

THE CAPPADOCIANS

1. Amphilochius of Iconium
Genesis 3: 16: I will mulliply thy sorrows and thy conception: in sorrow shalt
thou bring forth children and thou shalt be under thy husband’s power
and he shall have dominion over thee.

The text is exactly cited from the Septuagint without any variants.®
Amphilochius has used the text to praise virginity which he sees as begin-
ning with the angels.# He lauds virginity as victory and freedom from the
curse which had been brought upon Eve. The text of Genesis 3: 16 corrob-
orates the fate of Eve, while Amphilochius has a progression of ideas for
virginity from a cosmic victory (z6v xdouoy vix@oa)® to the spiritual victory
(va 7wdfn marodoa),’ breaking with Eve (the fallen virgin) (zfj Edq u7) xoww-
vodoa),” as a state free from sadness (1¥7mng dmedlayuévn)? redeemed from

1 Y. M. J. CoNaar, “Marie et I’Eglise dans la pensée patristique,” RSPT 38 (1954) 3-38.

2 M.-J. Nicoras, “Introduction théologique 4 des études sur la Nouvelle Eve,” BEM
12 (1954) 7: “La théorie de la ‘Récapitulation’ dans saint Irénée devra donc étre analysée
dans sa profondeur, pour que nous nous rendions compte si elle implique aussi fortement
une Nouvelle Eve, réparatrice de Ia premiére, qu'un Nouvel Adam. . . . La Nouvelle Eve
met forcément en cause le Décret de I’Incarnation, ses rapports avec le Décret de la Créa-
tion.”

3 AwpnILocurus (DATEMa, ed.), op. cit., Or. I1. In Occursum Domini: 1, 11. 10-12, p. 37:
ITAnfdvwy wAnbuwd Tds Admag oov xal tov orevayudy cov’ &v Mmais Tély téwva xal
7t0d¢ 1oy dvdpa dov 1) droorpoer] gov, xal adrdc cov xvgiedoet.

4 Ibid., 1. 2: &g T@dv dyyédwv cdupuros.

5 Ibid., 11. 6-7.

8 Ibid., 1. 7. .

7 Ibid., 1. 7-8. !

8 Ibid., 1. 8.
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groans (orevayudy Achvrowuévn—perfect participle indicating those com-
pletely redeemed).! The latter statements are seen as indications of a posi-
tive nature contrasted with the original maledictions made upon Eve;
through virginity a perfectly achieved purity is brought about (dyvelag
dneidnuuévn)? and the state of virginity does not take up the sentence of
condemnation () mpoodeyouévn )y pdoxovoar).® Therefore, virginity is
“ynenslaved property” (d¢ ddovAwroy xrfjua)® and is a free dwelling place
(g 8Aedfegov évdrairnua).® Amphilochius then uses words which analyze
this freedom from the curse; it is a new, more spiritual condition, a laborious
ascetic ornament (dg T7)¢ dvOpwnivns Efews Gvwtépa)® freeing one from
sufferings in time of necessity (¢ T@v é7’ dvdyxai mabdy Grotvdeica).”
He then addresses his audience of virgins with an eschatological praise
showing virginity as bridal union with Christ in the heavenly nuptial bed
of the kingdom.* Amphilochius has sandwiched the text of Genesis 3: 16
between the heavenly, cosmic and spiritual aspects of virginity and, after
the citation of the text, with freedom, spiritual liberty and heavenly
union. ' ) '

He then addresses the married with praises, showing (in Cappadocian
style) the wedded state as the source for virgins. Marriage thus is com-
plementary to the state of virginity; there is no negative innuendo.

This is his introduction to the mystery of Jesus (Luke 2: 21-23) and more
specifically Genesis 4: 8: '

When the eighth day arrived for his circumcision, the name Jesus was

given the Child, the name the angel had given him before he was conceived.

When the day came to purify them according to the law of Moses, the

couple brought him up to the tt?mple so that he could be presented to the

Lord as it is written in the law of the Lord, every first born male shall

be called holy to the Lord.®

Ibid., 1. 9.
Ibid., 11. 9-10.
Ibid., 1. 10.
Ibid., 1. 13.
Ibid., 1. 14.
Ibid., 1. 15.
Ibid., 11. 15-16, pp. 38, 40.
Ibid., 1. 16: ¢ ouveioeAfoioa 1@ voupie Xoiwotd els Tév OdAauoy Tijs THv odgavdy
Paocirelag.
® Ibid., 2, 11. 39-44, p. 40.

W 3 & O B W P W
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Conclusion:

Genesis 3: 16 as used by Amphilochius does not directly set up a parallel
with Eve/Mary. It is more a parallel of Eve/a virgin (who brings about
malediction, sorrow, and constraint) and virginity as a choice which leads to
joy, freedom, and blessing. The first mention of Mary is some several para-
graphs later when the text of Luke 1: 35 mentions Gabriel speaking to the
Virgin. Jouassard has pointed out that the Eve/Mary cycle in Justin is
based on the virginity theme, while the contrasts between Mary/Eve are
the interests of Irenaeus.! In Amphilochius, the parallel is not explicit;
Mary is not even mentioned. Therefore, the Christian state of virginity is
what is contrasted with Eve. If we push for the entire context and allow
for the later mention of the Virgin Mary, then Amphilochius would be closer
to the cycle of Justin. '

In Oratio I, In Nalalitia Domini, Amphilochius uses the theme of
freedom achieved through a virgin while subjugation to sin comes from the
first virgin, but there is no direct citation of a biblical text from Genesis 3.
The allusion is implicitly Genesis 3: 15, but both Datema in his critical edi-
tion? and Laurentin® do not affirm the text was used. Amphilochius’ context
is that of salvation history alluding to the fact that the Incarnation took

place because the Master is being born of a virgin and is thus becoming
similar to the servants in order that they might become more similar to God.
The allusion is close to the Christ hymn of Philippians 2: 6.4

1 G. Jouassarp, “La nouvelle Eve. . .,” p. 51: “Nous sommes loin apparemment de
savoir tout ce qui s’est écrit 4 son sujet; dans ce que nous atteignons il se manifeste deux
tendances principales: 1'une qui pousse 4 montrer ce qui rapproche Marie d’Eve, la virgini-
té; 1’autre, ce qui les oppose toutes deux. La premiére tendance est représentée par le
Dialogue avec Tryphon et Tertullien; la seconde par saint Irénée et 4 peu prés uniquement
par lui, en définitive, bien qu’il y ait des amorces dans le Dialogue et qu’il reste un organe-
témoin chez Tertullien.”

2 AmpHILocHIUS (DATEMA, ed.), op. cil., cf. critical apparatus for biblical references.

3 R. LAURENTIN, “L’interprétation de la Genése 3: 15 dans la tradition jusqu’au début
du xrire siecle,” BEM 12 (1954) 140.

4 AwmpuILocuIUs (DATEMA, ed.), op. cit., Or. I: 4,11, 108-112, p. 8: (my translation) “The
world is freed through a Virgin, which, formerly through a virgin, fell under the power of
sin. Through a virginal birth so great and so many an invisible horde of demons was
destroyed. The Master became conformed to [His] servants, in order that the servants
would again be conformed to God.”
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Genesis 3: 18: Thorns and thistles shall the earth bring forth.

Amphilochius uses this text in the overall context of salvation history ef-
fected through Christ and through Mary’s overcoming the blunder of Eve.l
His Oratio VII is an address to those recently baptized. The biblical al-
lusions are well chosen. It is the text of Genesis 3: 18, “Thorns and thistles
shall the earth bring forth for you,” which is read in the pattern of Mary/Eve,
Adam/Christ contrasts. This curse is removed because of Christ. Here Am-
philochius is closer to the cycle of Mary/Eve in Irenaeus. Here is the transla-
tion of the significant lines:

No longer does Eve fear the reproach of Adam, for indeed in Mary the
blunder of the former is revoked; no longer does Adam fear the serpent,

for Christ has crushed the head of the dragon. “For you,” he says, “smashed
the head of the dragon upon the water,” that is upon the one baptized.?

The allusion is not to Genesis 3: 15 but to Psalm 73: 13.

Virgin Earth: Adam/Christ : e

A final parallel is found in De Abraham in which Adam is a symbol for
Christ: “For Adam is a symbol of him, [Adam] who has come forth out of a
virginal earth, in the same way as God, the Christ.”® The same idea has an
exact parallel in Amphilochius’ Homily VI, In Illud: Pater si possibile est.*

The notion is a commonplace one among the Fathers; E. M. Llopart, in
his study of Mary and the Church in the pre—Ephesus thought of the Fathers,
01tes all of its uses.5

’

2. St. Basil

Genesis 3: 19: For dust thou art, and unio dust shall thou r;etuir‘z; A

The verse cited is found in his homily on the birth of Christ.® The theo-
phany or revelation of Christ becoming flesh reverses this malediction. To-

1 1bid., Or. V11, De Recens Baplizatis: 4,11. 100-109, pp. 158-159.

2 Ibid., 11. 100-104.

3 JIbid., De Abraham, 1. 378-379, p. 300.

4 Ibid., Or. VI: 7,11. 138-139, 11. 141-145 (p. 144).

5 E. M. LLopART, “Marfa y la Iglesia en los Padres Preefesinos,” in Maria-Ecclesia Re-
gina et Mirabilis, p. 36, n. 62. . ’

6 Homilia in Sanctam Christi Generationem, PG 31: 1473A..
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day, Christ’s Birthday, is the liberation of Adam’s multitude (Z7juegov &Ad67
1] ®avadixny tod ’Addu.). The verse is parallel to what follows.

Genesis 3: 16: In pain thou shall bring forth children.

“This phrase will no longer be heard because blessed is she who has
borne Emmanuel, and blessed her breasts which nourished him.” Mary
is seen as a benediction reversing the malediction of Eve to whom those lines
were first addressed.

3. Gregory of Nyssa

Genesis 3: 15: He shall crush thy head.

In Gregory’s Christmas homily, the text of Genesis 3: 15 is implicit.
The author says, “Then, having put on human flesh, he crushed with his foot
the many heads of the serpent who, falling to the ground, he tread upon
it.”2 What is of interest is that the gender is correctly attributed to the
masculine pronoun—“He shall crush thy head”—as the Hebrew indicates.?
This homily would fit Laurentin’s schema of a Christological interpretation
of Genesis 3: 15, that is, it is Christ who crushes the head of the serpent.*
Since the text is not explicit, Laurentin has not cited the homily.

Genesis 3: 16: In pain shalt thou bear children.®

In the same homily, the author contrasts the malediction of Genesis
3: 16 with the joy and gladness which the words “Hail, full of grace, the
Lord is with thee” bring to the Virgin. Though neither Mary nor Eve is
explicitly referred to, the context indicates they are understood. Such a
contrast fits more the pattern of Irenaeus than Justin, if we would reflect on
the possible tradition-source.®

There is a final section of the same homily which has the pattern of a
first woman contrasted with another woman; the first man contrasted with

1 Ibid., 11. 8-10.

2 In Diem Natalem Christi, PG 46: 1132C.

3 R. LAURENTIN, “L’interprétation de la Genese 3, 15 . . .," p. 109,
4 Ibid., p. 78.

5 In Diem Natalem Christi, PG 46: 1140C.

8 G. Jouassarp, “La nouvelle Eve . . .,” p. 51.
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the second. Since the thoughts are conflated from Romans 5: 12 and Gene-
sis 3: 15, we mention their appearance. Death occurs because of the first
man; the second brings salvation. The first has fallen through sin; the second
has risen. The first woman, by listening to the advice of the serpent, surren-
dered herself to sin; the second opened the way to righteousness. The fidelity
of the author to the masculine agent in Genesis 3: 15 is brought out in the
sense that the woman gives the author of light an entrance, and that author
is the killer of the serpent.?

THE ANTIOCHENES

4. St. John Chrysostom

Chrysostom is dependent on the tradition for his use of types in his dis-
courses, homilies and treatises:?> One of the richest and most developed con-
trasts he uses is that of the virgin-earth from which Adam was formed and the
Virgin from whom the Christ took flesh.? Unfortunately, the setting for such
comparisons is often his polemic against the Jews. What concerns us is his
use of Genesis 2: 8, Genesis 3: 5, and I Corinthians 15: 47 (the second Adam-
Christ) in his treatise, De Mutatione Nominum I1.

Chrysostom starts with the meaning of the word Adam as coming from
the Hebrew which translated into Greek means “earthly,” “of the earth.”
He uses the term Eden—the place where Adam was formed—as meaning
virgin-earth (70 yagp Edeu tiy maplévov onuaiver yipy). “God, indeed,
planted a garden in Eden facing the East” (Genesis 2: 8). He then makes the
parallel to the Virgin: “Therefore, He has called that paradise Eden because
it signifies virgin-earth. This virgin is a type of the latter Virgin. For just
as that earth brought forth produce without anything being sown, so, too,
this (Virgin) brought forth Christ for us without the seed of man.”* Chry-
sostom further explains the significance: “Since, therefore, man was formed

1 PG 46: 1148AB.

2 Homilia in Genesim 25, PG 54: 445D-446AD; Sarah, Rachel, Elizabeth, and Rebecca
are used as contrasts to the Virgin. Peccata Frafrum Non Evulganda, PG 51: 359AD,
360AD.

3 De Multatione Nominum 11, PG 51: 129AB, 130CD.

4 Ibid., PG 51: 129A,
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from the virgin earth, Adam is named after his mother. And so men are
accustomed often to name their children after their mother: so God, likewise,
formed man from the earth and declared him Adam after his mother (earth).
She was called Eden, he Adam.’?

The text that Chrysostom has used is the Septuagint whlch reads:
Edeu »ara dvavoldg; in it he sees a relationship between Adau/Edeu. This
is only possible in the Greek; for the Hebrew of Genesis 2: 8 reads: j3¥3a
(be éden) for in Eden and mIR (Adam) for Adam. Both words are etynfold—
gically distinct; even the sound in the Hebrew tongue would not create a
similarity. The illustration serves to show that the Septuagint was Chrysos-
tom’s bible, and that several of his ideas are either from an earlier tradition
or from such a premise. The notion, however, of God forming Adam from
the earth is correct in its biblical context, and in Genesis 2: 8 the term
%2 (yasar) denotes the activity of a potter as he shapes the vessels of
clz-iy with his hands. It is a word used in creation terminology. There is an
interesting parallel in Jeremiah 1: 5 (formation in his mother’s womb) where
the image of : God’s invisible and omnipotent action is already present.?
Chrysostom is, therefore, drawing up a good parallel for the virginal con-
ception of Jesus; but his etymological argument is false.

The term zpves is a rendering of Eden. It is only in our texts (Genesis
2: 8, 2: 10, and 4: 16) where Eden is the Septuagint transcription that only
a place-name is meant.?

Chrysostom, in the same treatise, returns to the concept agam in his
reflection_on Genesis 3: 5: “You will be like gods.” - In order to instruct
Christians in the attitude of humility, he refers to the text on the second
Adam (I Cor. 15: 47): “The first man was of earth, formed from dust, the
second is the Lord from heaven.”® His argument leads the listener to give
the heavenly orlgm and name to Christ become flesh through the Incarna-
tion, just as Adam derived his name from the earth. Chrysostom’s text dif-
fers from the established critical text of I Corinthians 15: 47 which reads
simply d»fpwmog 8& odgavod. Chrysostom‘s text reads dvfpwmos 6 xvgiog;
it is well attested in the manuscripts.? It seems that the insertion of ¢ xdptog

1 Ibid., PG: 129B.

2 W. FOERSTER, x7ilw, in Th'WKirTEL (Eng) I1I: 1007.

3 J. JEREMIAS, mapddetoog, in ThWKITTEL (Eng) V: 766.

4 A. GeLIN, “La doctrine paulinienne du Nouvel Adain,” BEM 13 (1955) 18-19.
5 ALANDGNT, p. 616, critical apparatus. . :
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in place of d0pwmoc began with Marcion, thereby explaining the nature of
the “man from heaven.”?

Chrysostom’s use of the text is a good one exegetically. In Paul’s
preaching of the resurrection the first man, who is of the earthly ground, is
contrasted with the second man, who is from heaven. Christ is, for Paul,
this heavenly man—the last Adam—the life-giving spirit—the second man.?

THE JERUSALEMITES

5. Cyril of Jerusalem

In his twelfth lecture, Cyril of Jerusalem introduces the contrast of
Mary/Eve: “Through Eve yet virgin came death; through a virgin, or rather
from a virgin, must the Life appear; that as the serpent beguiled the one, so
to the other Gabriel might bring good tidings.”® Genesis 3: 6, 13 are implied
and contrasted with an allusion to Gabriel’s salutation in Luke 1: 35. The
Scriptural pattern established by Irenaeus in the contrast is maintained.
‘We have seen how Gregory of Nyssa used the same implicit references to
Genesis and Luke. Here the emphasis is not on crushing the serpent’s head
(It is not mentioned.), but on the good news of Gabriel contrasted with the
beguiling and bad news of the serpent. We must also see a close parallel to
Justin’s thought since both the virgin/Eve is mentioned and the Virgin/
(Mary) who brings Life. Justin’s words are similar: '

Eve, when she was a virgin and undefiled, having conceived the word of

the serpent, brought forth disobedience and death: but the Virgin Mary

received faith and joy, when the Angel Gabriel announced the good tidings
to her.t :

1 B. METZGER, 0p. ¢il., p. 568: “The insertion of ¢ »¥gtog (Marcion preferred x¥gtog asa
substitute for &Bpwrmog) is an obvious gloss added to explain the nature of ‘the man from
heaven’ . .. if this were original there is no reason why it should have been omitted.
The singular reading of P48 (&vfgwmog nmvevuarixdc) shows the influence of ver. 46, while
the omission of &vfpwsmog (copss Cyril) is merely a transcriptional accident.”

2 H. TrAUB, odgavdg, in ThWKitTEL (Eng) V: 528.

3 Catechesis XII, De Christo Incarnation, PG 33: 741B.

4 Justin, Trypho, 100.
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The next reference to the person of Eve/Mary is set in a polemical context.
Cyril is using the birth of Eve from Adam’s side as a parallel to the birth
of Christ from the Virgin. His own words are quite clear:
Of whom in the beginning was Eve begotten? What mother conceived
her the motherless? But the Scripture says that she was born out of
Adam’s side. Is Eve then born out of a man’s side without a mother,
and is a child not to be born without a father, of a virgin’s womb? This
debt of gratitude was due to men from womanhood: for Eve was begotten
of Adam, and not conceived of a mother, but as it were brought forth of
man alone. Mary, therefore, paid the debt of gratitude, when not by
man but of herself alone in an immaculate way she conceived of the Holy
Spirit by the power of God.!

The fact of the unique virgin nature of both women places this reflection of

Cyril more in line with Justin. The context, incidentally, is polemical in

both.

6. Hesychius of Jerusalem

Fr. M. Aubineau has indicated the bibliography for the theme of the
New Eve,? particularly as it applies to the work of Hesychius. Our task
is to present simply the reference to the theme as it appears only in the
homilies chosen for this study.3

Hesychius shows how the first virgin (Eve) brought sorrow and the
pains of childbirth; the second virgin (Mary) dissipates the clouds of sorrow
and brings the light of joy.* Aubineau has seen in the text of Hesychius an
allusion to Genesis 3: 16-17 identifying the malediction that has come upon
all through Eve; Mary through the intervention of the Angel has brought
back joy and enveloped her sisters (all women) with the light. The use of
Genesis and Luke has, once again, been the biblical source for this Eve/Mary
contrast. The thoughts of both Justin (who emphasizes the parallel of the
two virgins) and Irenaeus (who sets up the contrasts) are present in Hesy-
chius.

1 Catechesis XII, 29, PG 33: 761BC.

2 Hesvcaius (AUBINEAU, ed.), op. cil., Vol. I: Les Homélies I-XV, p. 27, n. 4.

3 Ibid., see Hom. I: 2: 11-16, p. 26 and Hom. V: 4: 6, p. 164, for the significant parallels
of Eve/Mary.

4 Ibid., Hom. VI: 1: 12-21, p. 194.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Fathers studied in this thesis delivered their homilies and inter-
pretations during the period of 350 A.D. to 430 A.D. Before them, there
already was a solid and mature approach to the interpretation of the Word
of God. These earlier interpreters, such as Justin and Origen, were a part
of the living tradition often referred to in the works of the Cappadocians, the
Jerusalemites, and the Antiochenes who were presented here. These latter
writers and preachers contributed to the historical enrichment of previously
developed biblical exegesis. This is apparent through the sampling of simi-
lar texts which were used constantly in reflections upon the Incarnation.
The texts chosen were limited to the mystery of the Nativity, the Presenta-
tion in the Temple, and to the fact that Mary, the Mother of Jesus, was men-
tioned within these texts. These texts also illustrate that the development
of biblical exegesis from one epoch to another can be traced through a study
of limited genres (for example, the homily) and perceived as the presence of
the Holy Spirit within the living tradition of interpreting revelation. A
primary conclusion, then, is that there is a continuity and a development of
interpretation with the tradition of the Christian Churches and areas repre-
sented by the eight Fathers who were studied. All of them were faithful to
that tradition, and, at the same time, added new insights to their study of
the same biblical texts and themes.

The second chapter demonstrates and concludes that the following
biblical principles were used by the Fathers:

1. The text of the Bible is the starting point for their exegesis. For the
Old Testament they used the Septuagint. The literal sense of the Bible
was understood by them as the principal sense.

2. Within the living tradition of Christianity, faith is necessary to under-
stand the Bible and to interpret it faithfully. For the Fathers the text
was always related to the living faith they possessed.

3. God is understood by them as Author of the Old Testament and the
New Testament. Both Testaments are divinely inspired. The Spirit
keeps alive the meaning of the texts within the community of belief.

4. The Incarnation is understood as a mystery of salvation. Christ is
always central in their reflections on this mystery. Texts chosen from
both the Old and New Testaments are used to bring out the salvific
effect of Christ within human history. The purpose of the Incarnation is .
soteriological.
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5. Scripture is best explained by Scripture. The Fathers make abundant
use of parallel passages to illustrate the meaning of texts they use.

6. There is an over-arching Divine Plan within God’s written revelation.
His condescending love has made this Plan known through the Scriptures.

_He is a Divine Pedagogue.

7. The New Testament is often seen as the fulfillment of the Old Testa-
ment—especially of the prophetic sections. This principle is seen also
through the continued use of typology which was found in the Apologists.
Basically, the relationship of the Old Testament and the New Testa-
ment is one of prophecy and its fulfillment.

8. The Fathers continually use certain clusters of texts (orchestrations) in
order to develop their interpretation of the mystery of the Incarnation.

9. For this period of time (350-430 A.D.), the Fathers emphasize the dis-
tinction of the human and divine natures of Christ in their exegesis.

10. The role of the Virgin Mary in the Incarnation is seen principally in
their use of Isaiah 7: 14 which they see fulfilled in her giving birth to
Emmanuel-Christ. The New Testament texts confirm this prophecy.
Mary is also seen as the perfection of former types and parallels.

In order to enter more concretely into the exegetical methods of the
Fathers and to show how they were using the text of the Septuagint, occa-
sionally making slight changes, an orchestration of biblical texts is presented.
The comparative study of the sword piercing the soul of Mary (Luke 2: 35)
is presented as an example to show the continuing tradition, and, at the
same time, the individual insights of the Fathers who commented upon the

text. The text also gives evidence of a growth in understanding the role of -

Mary within the tradition. The later writers removed most of the negative
connotations concerning Mary’s doubt.

Finally, a contextual study of the texts is presented. Developments are
easily noticed and pointed out. Several definite conclusions emerge from
this fuller view of the material. First, every Father affirms the physical
virginity of Mary. They are fond of the expression “ek parthenou” in order
to express this virginity. Often they refer to the notion of the enduring state
of her virginity (diamenei). Secondly, the human virginal flesh of Mary is the
real medium or instrument for the reality of Jesus’ human nature. All of
the Fathers studied are convinced that Jesus takes the fullness of His human
flesh solely from Mary, the Virgin. Thirdly, the mystery of salvation is
emphasized by each of the Fathers in his reflections on the Incarnation. It
is a salvific mystery, not merely a revelational one. This mystery is presented
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as the Plan of God. Itis a fulfillment of what was promised in the Prophets
and carried out in the Event of the Birth of Christ. Therefore, the mystery
of salvation is seen in the over-arching theme of salvation history—a history
which unites both the Old Testament texts and those of the New Testament.
In the fourth place, these later Fathers continue to make use of the typology
developed by Justin and Irenaeus. This going back and forth from the New
Testament to the Old Testament for the discovery of types and their ful-
fillment in Christ and Mary was part of the living tradition continued by
these interpreters of the fourth and fifth centuries. A fifth conclusion is that
certain texts were basic to the interpretation of the mystery of the Incarna-
tion in a homiletical context. The two texts which parallel the statement
of this thesis are Baruch 3: 38: “He appeared on earth and moved among
men” and Isaiah 7: 14: “Behold a Virgin shall conceive and bring forth a son
and they shall call him Emmanuel.” The former text illustrates the In-
carnation as a mystery embedded within the reality of human history; the
latter shows the manner of Christ’s becoming flesh from the Virgin and being
“God with us.” These two texts summarize better than any other texts the
purpose of this thesis: to show the biblical understanding of the Fathers in
their reflections on the mystery of the Incarnation and Mary’s role within it.
It is no accident that these texts were the ones most consistently used by the
Fathers in their homilies.

Lastly, as a contextual conclusion, we might say that the homiletic in-
terpretation began in the Synagogue and continued in the Christian pulpit.
The following article of Vatican II’s “Constitution on the Liturgy” is impor-
tant for understanding how the Word of God continues and is kept alive:

Sacred Scripture is of the greatest importance in the celebration of the
liturgy. For it is from it that lessons are read and explained in the homily,
and psalms are sung. . . . it is essential to promote that sweet and living
love for sacred scripture to which the venerable tradition of Eastern and
‘Western rites gives testimony. (Art. 24, Vatican II, “The Constitution
on the Sacred Liturgy,” Sacrosanctum Concilium, 4 December, 1963).

This study began with the reading of the Torah within the Synagogue
as it was presented in Nehemiah 8: 8: “Ezra read plainly from the book of the
law of God, interpreting it so that all could understand what was read,” and
ended with the plain proclamation and interpretation of the Word of God
by the Christian preachers in the Eastern Churches in the late fourth and
early fifth centuries. Such preaching was done with a warm and living love
and with great attention to the written word of God and the context of the
liturgical assembly of God’s people.
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Both the Synagogue and the Christian assembly handed on to us a
living tradition which has its source in the written revelation of God’s words.
All of the preachers and interpreters of that Word depended humbly on that
Word and on those generations who had preceded them in the proclamation
and the interpretation of divine revelation.

The genre selected for this study was intentionally the homily, or, where
that was not possible, a catechesis on the Word of God or a true simple inter-
pretation of it. The evidence of an orderly and faithful presentation of that
divine message was overwhelming. Certain principles of interpretation
formed into a definite pattern, and cherished texts were seen again and
again in the geographical areas represented: Jerusalem, Antioch, and Cap-
padocia.

This is a living testimony to their fidelity to a tradition of Christian
faith in which all shared and in their turn faithfully passed on “by word
of mouth” to their listeners and to us. '
~ The liturgical setting and occasion of these homilies and scriptural
developments was the atmosphere in which the tradition was enlivened and
deepened, as insight grew upon insight, and as inspired preachers moved their
listeners to understand and to respond, not to their words but to the Word
of God.
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