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The title Christus patiens - or its Greek equivalent, viz. Xpl<nOC; miaxwv
- is generally used by scholars when referring to the dramatic representa
tion of the Passion of Christ, which is traditionally attributed to Gregory
of Nazianzus. This attribution - and, accordingly, the authenticity of the
play - has been contested since the last decades of the 16th century. In the
Introduction to his influential critical edition of the text, A. Tuilier (1969)'
argues in defence of this much-disputed authenticity. However, when judg
ing by the reviews and articles published in the intervening years, it seems
that his arguments have not enjoyed general approval.

During the long dispute regarding the true origin of the Christus patiens,
many literary parallels have been cited as part of attempts to identify either
a terminus post quem, or a terminus ante quem, by which the possible date
of origin of the play may be calculated. Scholarly opinion has discredited
some of these alleged parallels as inconclusive, mainly for the following
reasons:
1. The parallels involve themes or phrases which occur, or which may be
expected to occur, quite frequently in literary presentations of the events
relating to the crucifixion, the burial, and the resurrection of Christ. These
themes or phrases may be regarded as literary -COitOl, or loci communes,
and they do not constitute any proof of the interdependence between two
specific literary works.
2. Even in cases where literary dependence can be definitely established,
or be argued with great probability, it often remains impossible to deter
mine the direction in which the influence has operated. In other words, it
may still remain impossible to indicate with certainty which of the works
or authors concerned is the source, and which the recipient, of the influence
producing the literary parallel.

Some of these parallels, however, warrant a renewed investigation, and
a reconsideration of their significance. Among these are the analogies be
tween certain passages in the Christus patiens, and the presentation of the
Passion of Christ in two of the kontakia by Romanos the Melodist.
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This study intends to analyse these parallels between the Chr'istus patiens
and Romanos, and to examine critically the conclusions which different
scholars have drawn from them. Its aim is to illnstrate that some of these
conclnsions go beyond the evidence npon wbich they claim to be based,
while others are manifestly wrong. Finally, a newly formulated and dnly
verified conclusion will be given.

The most conspicuous parallels between Romanos and the Christus pa
tiens occur in lines 454-460 of the play, and the first strophe of Romanos'
kontakion On Mary at the Cross2 In order to appreciate the full extent of
the correspondence between these two passages, the text of both is given
here:

Christus patiens, lines 454-465:

IIfJ nfJ 1tOpEUn, TEXVOVj we; eX1tWAO/-lT)V'
EXT)tl tlVoe; tOV 'tctxuV 'tEAEle; 8p0/-l0vj
fl~ yliflo,; a~a,,; EY Kavi',< x<ixEi cptXEl';,
LV' £~ u8cttoe; OlV01tOl~e;ne; ~EVWe;j

'E<pEtJlO/-lctl am, TEXVOV, ~ [.lEVi;) 0' (tl;
£'.0'; 50'; AOyOY flOL, coD 0EOD IIacpo.; AOyE,
fl~ 5~ naptAan.; oiya 50UA~Y fl~ctpa·

yDy yitp ocoflaco.; 'I>lA[OU xpnCw ataEY
epwv~e; axovoCll XCli. npOOEll'i:ElV, WTExvo\l.
.6.6e; ~ol, 1tpee; Cllrrou TICltpOe;, wTEXVOV, oE6EV,
oou 6E01tEOtOV xpw'toe; CitJIao6ctl XEpOlV
tJlctUOctl 1to8i;)v 'tE xed 1tEPl1t'tU~cto6ct( OE,

On Mary at the Cross (Oxford 19/SC 35), strophe 1:

Toy t5wy "pya ~ <iflYit.; aEwpoDaa
npo.; a'l'ay~Y EAXOflEYOY ~XOAOUaEl Mapla cpuxoflt~

ttE6' hEpWV YVVcttx(;)v, tctu"t'ct ~Oi;)OCl'

IIov 1tOpEUn, tEXVOV; Tlvoe; XcXPlV lev tctXuv 8po!J.ov "tEAEEle;;
M~ hEpOe; ycX!J.oe; itcXAlV fo'tLV £\1 Kctv(i
xeXXEt vvvl 01t£U8EtC; tv' E~ u8cttoC; WhOle; alvo\l 1tal~e;ne;;

EV\lEA8w aOl, 'tEXVO\l, ~ ttdvw Of: t-t(i)..)..ov;
£'.0'; flOl AOyOY, AOyE· fl~ Olywv naptAan.; flE,
o ityv~y c~p~aa.; flE, b uto.; xat 0EO'; flou.

A mere glance at these passages will probably convince most readers that
the works to which they belong are undeniably interdependent. The cor
respondence between them is quite obvious, and is so extensive, that there
seems to be but one logical conclusion: One of the authors concerned has
in all probability borrowed this passage from the other - unless, of course,
the passage in the Christus patiens is merely a later interpolation. In that
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case the borrower may be a scribe or an editor, and accordingly, the par
allels would be irrelevant to any question regarding the interdependence of
the original form of the works concerned.

It is scarcely probable, though, that the passage in question has been
interpolated. It fits the context too well, as the following considerations
indicate:
1. Both before and after these lines, there occur rhetorical patterns similar
to those occurring in the passage itself:e.g. the repetitions (anadiplosis) in
433,448,453,466, and 467, and the omission of conjunctions (asyndeton).
2. The themes of speech and touch occur in close connection, both in this
passage (lines 459-465) and directly afterwards (lines 468-469).

Consequently, only two possibilities remain: Either Romanos has bor
rowed from the Christus patiens, or the author of the play has borrowed
from Romanos. In terms of this preliminary conclusion, the question to be
decided is Iwho borrowed from whom?' :Nloreover, since scholarly opinion
is still divided between the 4th and the 12th centuries as possible dates of
origin for the play, and since the era of Romanos is a fixed point of reference
squarely between these two extremes, the question may be formulated as
follows: Does Romanos provide a terminus ante quem or a terminus post
quem for the Christus patiens?

Supporter. of the opinion that the kontakion On ManJ at the Cross
constitutes the literary source of Christus patiens 454-460, and that, ac
cordingly, the play must be of later origin, argue along the following lines:
These parallels prove only that the unknown author of the play has imi
tated the Melodist. This simply confirms - they seem to believe - what
has been accepted already, viz. that the play is unauthentic and of late
origin. After all - they say - the play is an imitation from beginning to
end, and a dull and uninspiring one tooa

With the introduction of the kanon into Orthodox liturgy, the kontakion
was reduced to prooimion and first strophe. These circumstances could
imply that the first strophe of the kontakion in question may have been
known to an author who did not have access to the kontakaria. Conse
quently, the fact that the parallels between the play and the kontakion
are limited to the first strophe of the latter, is regarded by Grosdidier de
Matons4 as indicating the unauthenticity of the Christus patiens.

Furthermore, the fact that the material occurring in Romanos presents
itself in amplified form in the play, is regarded by A. Momiglian05 as a def
inite indication that Romanos is the source and the author of the Christus
patiens the imitator.

Exponents of the opposite point of view, viz. that the play is anterior
to Romanos, cite the following evidence: the dramatic character of this
kontakion, quite probably derived from a dramatic source; the habit of
the first melodists to draw inspiration from the Fathers of the Church,
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especially from Gregory of Nazianzus and from St. John Chrysostom; and
the expressions belonging to dramatic language, specifically to the style of
Euripides.

Thilier (op. cit., 42-4) discusses four instances of expressions occurring
within these parallel passages, which reflect the language of the classical
theatre. These are:
• Jtjj Jtjj ltOpEUn, T£xvov; (454)
• EX'ln ttvoe; tOV ""xuv tEAde; &pO.LOV; (455)
• the adverb Glya (460)
• the exclamation we; &1tl,)Aofl'lv (454).

It must be admitted, though, that quite reasonable arguments have been
proposed in support of both the opposing opinions mentioned above. Ac
cordingly, if these parallels between the Christus patiens and the kontakion
On Mary at the Cross are viewed in isolation, the only reasonable conclu
sion seems to be that one of the authors involved has copied the other. It
would be hazardous trying to indicate who imitated whom.

There is, however, another kontakion of Romanos which is also relevant
to this discussion, viz. the first hymn On the Resurrection (Oxford 29/SC
40). This poem contains the phrase we; A£YEl b SWAoyoe; (strophe 3, line 3)
- and the reference of this phrase has caused much scholarly dispute. V.
Cottlls" asserted that b SWAOyoe; here refers to Gregory of Nazianzus, also
known as 'the Theologian'. To this Momigliano (op. cit.) and Grosdidier
de Matons (op. cit., 385 n.5) replied that the reference can only be to St.
John the Evangelist. Tullier, in his turn, defended the conclusion of Cottas,
but criticized her insufficient discussion of the matter.

However, Tullier himself limits his discussion to the passage in which the
phrase we; AiYEl b SEoAOyoe; occurs, while noting only that its content does
not reflect the Paschal events as narrated in the Fourth Gospel, and that
Romanos would not have employed tbe restrictive expression we; o[flal, if
he had intended to evoke the canonical text.

In order to be of value, a comparison between the kontakion On the
Resurrection and the play Christus patiens must be conducted on a some
what larger scale, paying attention also to the less explicit references and
to the subtle parallels which occur in these two works.

The text of the relevant extracts from the kontakion - the first ltpoolflLOV
and the third strophe - is given here:

El xal tV 'tCtepcp Xat~AaEC;, &8cXvlXtE,
&Ha. toU U Al&on xaSElAEe; t~V &uvaflLV
xal &v£Gt7)e; we; VlX'lt~e;, XplGtt b eEOe;,

ynval~l flUpO'f'OpOle; to XaipE 'f'SEY~&flEVoe;

xal 'tOLe; aOI~ cX1tOO'tOAOl<; dp~v1j\l 8WpOlJ[J.E\lOC;,
b 'tOlC; 1tEOOUm naptxwvavCtotctaLv.
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Even though you descended into the grave, Immortal One,
you have still destroyed the power of Hades
and you have arisen as victor, God Christ,

who extended joyous greetings to the women hearing perfumes
and gave peace to your apostles,
who provides resurrection to those who have fallen.

'rnb oE -rOllcou -rOU axonou al auy...al puBfl'lBElO"<xt
npOEnEfl<jJav, we; oTflal, -r~v Mayo"A'lv~v Maplav
hi -rb flv'lflEloY, we; AEyEl b 0roMyoe;.

"'Hv oE crXOtllX, &A'" Exd\lYj\l noSac; Xct.tEActl-l1tEV·

OBEY xal xa"loE -rbY flEyay AlBoy
ExxExuAlaflEYoy anb -rrje; Bupae; -rrje; -ra<prje;

xal d1tE\I U1tOOtpEt!'aaa'

Ma6rrral, tJ.a9E1"E tou'to (} ElBo"
xal fl~ flE xpu<jJ'l", Eav YO~O"T)"·

b A{Bae; QUXEU XctAlnt'tEl 'tov ta<po\l'

fl~ i'i.pa ~paY -rbY KUplOY flou;
01 <ppoupol yap OU <palVOY"flXl, aAA' E<PUYOY' fl~ Ey~yrp-ral

b 'tOte; 1tEOOUm napEXwv civeXO"'tctCflV;

Agreed on this point, the wise women
sent forth - I think - Mary Magdalene
to the tomh, as the Theologian says.

It was dark, but fervour illuminated her;
and therefore she observed that the large stone
had been rolled aside from the entrance of the tomb,

and having returned, she said:
Disciples, discern this which I have seen

and do not hide it from me if you understand:
No more does the stone cover the tomb;
have they perhaps removed my Lord?

For no guards are to be seen; they have fled: has He risen
who provides resurrection to those who have fallen?

The main theme of both the kontakion and the third part of the play is
the victory of Christ over the power of death. Of course, this theme is
explicitly formulated in the first npoolf1LOY of the kontakion. It is repeated
in the second npoolf1LOY, in the climactic formula' AA'lBwe; aYEo-r'l XplO-rOe;.
In the play, this theme is expressed in various ways. It occurs during
the course of the deliberation of the BEO-rOXOe; (1920-9), as part of the
expression of her hope and longing to see her Son resurrected (2025-30),
and in her reaction to the announcement by the first angel (2070-8). The
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Greek text of these three passages is printed here, for the purposes of
convenient reference:

ou yiLp (ma y~<; ~o,pov

(pSopa y.cnetcrx~t.PEL -ete; de; OE(1.Cie; Aoyou,
OUt' ouv XaeE~EL <jJuxiLv \l01)<; nal"pcryo<;'
txwv yap hAT) 1to-e[J.O\l, OUX Q(PAT)[J.' EXWV,
lva XatELpx8ii xat' o<pELA~v <1<; ~o,pov.

'E~ aepfH-eou yap &epSl-eOV rcEepUXO"tet
rcwe; \It\l (pSe:pEi: -eCi[J.lCie; q.01}e; \le:P-CEPWV;
DV xet1 Aa(pUp' EXELSEV E-AXUaCU OOXW
Booue; ~po-cwv XetSEi:P~Ev, oue; ~u\l~p1tetaE

xlioo1)aEv tv oEcrl'oLaL nav~o<pou atEYT)<;.

-n TEXVO\l, dSe: -eaxoe; EASOte; [J.Ot epaoue;·
EA80le; VEXpW\l xe:U8[J.WVCi xCil axo-cou 1tlJAete;
Al1tWV, Lv' q.0T)c; xwplc; l{lXtO-cetl epaouc;,
\lU\l 0' dOE (pWe; [J.Eyta-CO\l t\l an xet800';).
"EAe' neE, 'pcrV1)8L, npoAa~wv ~ou<; aEAa<;.
GEO\l GEev a' OAU[J.1tlOV -ca 1t&v-c' EXEl.

we; rppouooe; ~0"lC;, XptO-COe; &VEO-C"l -ccupou,
tcr<pou DE Al80<; Eua8Evw<; ,in1)Acr81)'
<ppoupol t' liloo<; 8upEtp' <ivElaav <po~",

AEAU!J.EVOl, \lExpol OE: 1tpOC; epaoue; X80va
OXlp-CWaL, awxov EXXetAOV[J.EVOl GEOV'
-c(jj y' CiU-eO[J.Ci-CCi OEO[J.Ct 1tc!v-c' &1tEPPc!Y7J.

0EOTOKOE

1920

1925

2025

2030

2070

2075

'fl xaAAL<pEHE<; ~Alou atAa<; tOOE
1tE(p8axe:v, we; ~A1tla-CO, "tEp!J.Ci eppOV"tlOWV.
TIE1t-CWXEV Ex8pOe;, XplO-COc; ciVEO-C7J -ca(pou.

The imagery pervading these passages involves the association - the equa
tion, almost - of the tomb (b tcr,po<;) with the abode of Hades. Tbis is
plainly evident in lines 1920-2, line 1926, lines 1927-9, and lines 2026-7.
(Cf tbe text given above). However, in line 2072 this imagery is given
particular impact by the announcement that 'the guards have deserted the
gates of Hades'. This statement seems to be an allusion to the report in Mt
28.4, that 'the guards were shaken with fear of him, and became like dead
men' - <ina oE tOU <po~ou autOU tad(81)aav 0\ t1)pOUvtE<; xa\ EYEv~91)aav

w<; VExpoL This is supported by the fact that the statement is contrasted
with lines 2073b-4a (vExpol oE npa<; <pcrou<; X90va aXLptwaL), also an allusion
to Matthew's Gospel (27.52 xa[ tiL l'v1)l'Ela <ivE<\Jx91)aav xal noniL aWl'ata
tWV XEXOLl'1)l'tvwv &ylwv ~ytp91)aav).
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Apart from its Scriptural references, though, the passage is based upon
the Bacchae of Euripides (lines 445-8):

(ppouocil y' EXElVctl Ad,u/-lEVCU npoc; opyaoac;
UXlP'tWOl BPO{JlOV aVClXetAovl-leVCi.l Beov·
c"h6f'<X'" S' <Xu"Wl<; Seaf'a Sl£MST) noSwv
XAfiS'<; " av~x<xv Svpnp' avEV SVT)'~<; XEp6<;.

When the passage in the Christus patieus is compared to these lines from
the Bacchae, the following changes may be noted:
1. The meaning of AEAUflEvO<; is different in the new context, being defined
by 'P6~", (2072) and by the antithesis implied in OXlP-':W(Jl (2074).
2. Tbe phrase Bp6f'LOV av<xx<XAoUf'EV<Xl SE6v (Bacchae 446) is replaced by
owxov EXX<XAOUf'EVOl 0EOV (line 2074), changing the meaning of the verb
from 'calling upon' to (proclaiming as'.
3. Tbe most significant alteration is the replacement of the phrase xAfiS'<;
-.:' av~x<xv Supnp<X (Bacchae 448) by 'PPoupo[ " alSo<; Supnp' aVEloav (line
2072). Instead of bolts giving way and letting the doors fly open, the image
becomes that of guards deserting their posts, overcome with terror.

This last change, especially, seems to reveal a conscious and deliberate
effort to continue the -':"'I'o<;-",ST)<; imagery, as is suggested by the explicit
definition 'PpOUpOl -.:' alSo<;, and by the antitbesis between 'ppoupo( (2072)
and VEXpO( (2073)7 Thus the guards at the tomb are symbolically identified
with the gate-keepers of the nether world. They are scared to death, while
their prisoners, the dead, leap up into freedom.

Does the kontakion contain any parallel to this element in the Christus
patiens? If it does, what can we learn from it?

According to Romanos (strophe 3, line 12), Magdalene found that the
guards had fled from the tomb. This is significantly different from the
Gospel narrative. Among the Evangelists, only Matthew mentions the ef
fect which the events associated with the resurrection had upon the guards:
cmo OE: 'tau <po~ou Ci.u'tou Eudu81Jaav ot 'tYJpOQV'tEt; xat EYEV~8YJuetv we; vexpol
(Mt 28.4). The other three do not even mention the guards in this context.
Note that Matthew does not imply that the guards fled, but rather that
they were unable to do so. Nor does he mention that the women who had
arrived there (and whom he identifies as Mary Magdalene and the other
Mary) took notice of the absence of the guards. Thus it appears as if Ro
manos is at variance with his main literary source, the canonical Gospels,
when he makes Mary Magdalene say: 0\ 'ppoupol yap ou 'P<X(VOVl:<XL, an'
<'Puyov.

However I when comparing this statement in Romanos to the presenta
tion of the paschal events in the Christus patieus, the agreement is at once
apparent. In the play Mary Magdalene is sent to the tomh in advance
(1930-5 and 1941-2; confirmed by the SEO-':OXO<; in 2421, and by Magda
lene in 2438). Although she is accompanied by the 6EO'OXO<; (1989), she
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takes the lead as they approach the tomb (2004-6). Both women are con
stantly aware of the guards (1907-20 and 1980-1), and Mary Magdalene
immediately notices their absence at the tomb (2032). Having noticed also
that the stone has been removed, and the tomb is empty, she reports this to
the disciples even before she sees the angel (2045-8). Note the expression
<plAat<; flulmxl<; EpW &pCllV v6wo<;. This recalls her words, which - accord
ing to Jn 20.2 - were addressed to Peter and John only. The synoptic
Gospels have no record of such a report, but mention only the report com
missioned by the angel. (cf Mt 28.7 and Mk 16.7.) Thus it appears that
the Christus patiens aims at harmonizing the different Gospel narratives,
by mentioning that Magdalene (In 20.1-2) upon noticing that the guards
have deserted their posts (Mt 28.4) and that the stone has been removed
(Lk 24.2) reports that someone has taken the body of Jesus (In 20.2). Ex
actly these same elements occur in the third strophe of the kontakion. This
is evidence of the interdependence existing between the Christus patiens
and this kontakion of Romanos.8 An examination of the vocabulary occur
ring in the kontakion - especially the terms ExxExuAl0'flEvov, ''''p0<; and
<ppoupol - will confirm this conclusion:
1. Romanos says that Magdalene saw the stone EXXEXUAlaflEVOV <'mo
'Tj<; SUpll<; 'Tj<; '"<pTj<;. The terms occurring in the Gospels are (on)
&noxExuA"Hlll (Mk 16.4), &noxExuAlcrflEvov &no 'ou flv~fldou (Lk 24.2),
and ~PflEVOV EX ,ou flv~fldou (In 20.1). Tbe Christus patiens has
ExxuAlcr8d<; (2045). Accordingly, the term used by Romanos - ExxuAlvaw
- finds a closer parallel in the Christus patiens than in any of the Gospels.

The question may arise whether this correspondence could be attributed
to derivation from a common source other than the Gospels, or perhaps to
the general usage of the time. The following facts seem to contradict both
these possibilities: Forms of the verb ExxuALvaw or ExxuALw occur 16 times
in John Chrysostom - though never in the context of the resurrection; once
only in Basil of Caesarea - also in a different context; never in Gregory
of Nazianzus, except in the Christus patiens (at 2045 and 2253); 4 times
in Sozomenus - of which only one occurrence, ~XxvAtaac; 1"£ 'toG E\l86toE
<ppEIl'O<; 'ov ALSov, nearly matches the context in question. On the other
hand, forms of the verb &noxuALvaw (or hoxuAl",) occur mostly in the
context of the resurrection (either of Lazarus or of Jesus) - e.g. in John
Chrysostom (12 times), in Eusebius of Caesarea (14), in Amphilochius of
Iconium (9), and in Gregory of Nyssa (7).

It may be noted, also, that hoxuAlvaw is never used in Attic tragedy; but
ExxuAlvaw occurs - in Aeschylus (Prom. 87) and in Sophocles (Oedipus
TIJrannus 812).
2. In the kontakion On the Resurrection, the term '''<po<; is used most
frequently when referring to the tomb of Christ. It occurs 18 times, and
''''p~ 3 times, whereas the terms flV~flElOV and flvTjflll occur only 4 and 11
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times, respectively. Compare to these statistics the situation in the Gospels,
where flvT}flElOV is used most frequently (e.g. Mt 27.52, 53, 60 (twice), 28.8;
Mk 15.46 (twice), 16.2, 3, 5, 8; Lk 23.55, 24.2, 9, 12, 22, 24; In 19.41,
42, and several times in chapter 20), while the term '''''1'0<; occurs only in
Matthew (27.61, 64, 66, 28.1). This reveals that the term which Romanos
prefers, differs from the one usually occurring in the Gospels, while agreeing
with the general usage in the Christus patiens. (In the third part of the
play, commencing at line 1906, '''''1'0<; occurs 42 times, but flvT}flElOV twice
only.)
3. When Magdalene reports the absence of the guards from the tomb,
according to Romanos (3.12), she uses the term 'l'poupoL Later - in 19.11
- it is said of the guards (ol 'l'UAlicrcrOV"tE<;) that they kept watch over the
Lord, but had no power over Him ('I'POUpOUalV, <in' ou xpcX"toucrtv). These
terms do not reflect the language of the Gospels, for guards are mentioned
only by Matthew, who uses either the term Xou",,,,&[ex (Mt 27.65, 66) or
a participle of 'T}pE'" (Mt 28.4). In the Christus patiens, the term 'l'poupol
(2072) is used to signify the guards - notably, in a context parallel to that
of strophe 19 of the kontakion, and which is also a literary innovation based
upon Mt 28.2-7.

In terminology - as in other respects - significant parallels thus exist
between the Christus patiens and this kontakion of Romanos. But again,
who borrowed from whom?

Since both authors use the term 'l'poupol - which they have not taken
over from the New Testament, nor, it seems, from any other Patristic
source9 - in parallel contexts, it seems quite likely that one of them has
borrowed it from the other. If we assume that the author of the Christus
patiens borrowed the term 'l'poupol from Romanos, a further question, con
cerning the origin of this term in Romanos, still remains unanswered. If,
however, the opposite sequence is assumed - that Romanos borrowed the
term from the Christus patiens - then it is not any problem to account
for the occurrence of this term in the play. The verb 'l'poup"", - and the
correlate noun <f>poup6c; - is quite common in Euripidesj and at this stage,
the Euripidean influence on the Christus patiens is beyood dispute. That
the author was aware of the presence and the specific meaning of 'l'poupo<;
in Euripides, is illustrated by Christus patiens 1737 - a line taken verbatim
from the Rhesus (506).

In terms of the interrelation between the Christus patiens and the kon
takion, these observations support the conclusion that Romanos is depen
dent upon the play, and not vice versa.

When the phrase w<; HYEt b 0WAOyO<; is regarded in the light of all
the evidence discussed, there can hardly be any doubt about its reference.
Romanos explicitly indicates the version of these events which he attributes
to Gregory of Nazianzus; and the verdict to which diverse bits of evidence
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unanimously point, is that this version is the one found in the Christus
IJatiens.

Is Tuilier's conclusion (viz. that the kontakion confirms the authenticity
of the Christus patiens) thus verified? Only in part. All the evidence cited
hy Tuilier (op. cit., 39-47) is confirmed by the arguments expounded in
this study; but it proves only the fnllowing two points:
1. Romanos was aware of the Christus patiens.
2. He regarded it as the work of Gregory of Nazianzus.

The only safe conclusion which can be drawn from these facts, is that
both the existence of the Christus patiens, and its attribution to Gregory
of Nazianzus, antedate the early sixth century - the era of Romanos the
Melodist.

NOTES

1. Gregoire de Nazianze, La Passion du Christ. °Tragedie (cd. A. Tuilier), Paris 1969.
This volume was published as no. 1·19 of the Sources chretiennes series. All quota
tions from the Christus paliens occurring in this study follow Tuilier.

2. The original title of the konlakion in question reads KOV"tO:XLOV £"tEpOV "tfl p.EyO:),.n
r.:apa.axEvn d<; "to rtO:Oo<; ,au Kvptov >cat d<; "tov 8pl1vOV "t11~ 8cotoxou. It is referred
to by Pitra tI.S Dc Virginc iU%ta CruCCUl. Although this is a misleading title - the
contents actually concern the via dolorosa - the example of Pitra is followed by
Cammelli (Maria alia Croce), Grosdidier de Matons (Marie Ii In Croix), and Mail.S
Trypanis (On Mary at the Cross). In this study, references to the kontakia will
include both the Maas-Trypanis (Oxford ed.) and the Sources Chretiennes number
ing, e.g. Oxford 19/se 35.

3. Cf the remarl, of P. Maas, By:=antinische Zeitschrift 32 (1932) 396: ' ... in VA54-460
(ist) die im Triodion erhaltene erste Strophe cines Charfreitagsliedes von Romanos
schlecht nachgebildet (454 w~ ar.w),.ollT)v nichtiges Filliwerk, 458 00<;, ooe; }.6yov \J.Ol,

,ou Beou ltcnpoc; Mye: ganz flau neben Romanos oae; 1l0L AOYov, ),.oyt)'.
4. Romanos, Hymnes (ed. J. Grosdidier de Matons) IV, Sources chretiennes no. 128,

Paris 1967, 161 nA.
5. A. Momigliano, 'Un termine post quem per iI Cliristus patiens', Sludi Italiani di

Filologia Classica 10(1932)47-51.
6. V. Cottas, Le theatre a By::ance, Paris 1931, 229.
7. The choice of the term qlpoup6~ instead of an equivalent like CPUAct~ or xoue-twO[ct

may be due to an attempt at achieving a better sound effect: CPPOUpOl,' a.t50~ (20i2)
sounds closest to qlpOUOOe; ~5l}e; two lines earlier.

8. For the discussion of a different opinion, the reader is referred to Appendix 1 (pp.
63-4).

9. The noun (PPoUPO~ does not occur in the New Testament, while the verb cPpovp£w
is rare, occurring only three times in the Pauline epistles, and once in I Peter (1.5).
Chrysostom uses the verb fppOVP£w '15 times, though only 4 of these times he uses it
in connection with guards, or the powers of Hades.
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APPENDIX

EXCURSION ON THE ALLEGED SOURCES OF ROMANOS

The harmonizing of the canonical Gospels occurring in the First Hymn on
the Resurrection by Romanos (Oxford 29/5C 40) is discussed also by W.L.
Petersen (1985), who asserts that the Diatessaron of Tatian, and Ephrem
Syrus, are the sources for many of the readings in Romanos which run
parallel to the canonical gospel text, but do not reproduce that source in
a verbatim manner. Petersen identifies Ephrem's Commentary (21.22) as
the source for Romanos' assertion that Mary Magdalene was sent ahead
to the tomb by the other women. After quoting the relevant passages, he
remarks (pp. 189-90):

In contrast to the utterances of Ephrem and Romanos, the "Theolo
gian" John (In.XX.l) says that Mary Epxn~l to the tomb; she does
not "precede" the rest of the women or anyone else. This same read
ing, 'Iprecede" I is also found in one Diatessaronic witness, Vanden
Levene ons Heren; therefore, it would be attractive to view it as a
Diatessaronic reading. Although it is found in the CommentanJ of
Ephrem, and now in Romanos, it is lacking from all the other Diates
saranic witnessesj therefore, we hesitate to call it Diatessaronic. What
is clear, however, is that Romanos' most likely source for this view of
the chronology of the women's trip(s) to the tomb was Ephrem.

In his concluding chapter on the parallels between Romanos and the Syriac
works of Ephrem, Petersen (p. 195) says that the list of twenty-one parallels
which he has presented and discussed, 'could be extended, but then one
would begin to encounter parallels which Romanos might have acquired
from otber sources'. This implies that he regards all parallels included
in this list as decisively due to influence exerted on Romanos by Ephrem
Syrus, while excluding the possibility of derivation from any other source.

Regarding the possible sources of the readings in the First Hymn on
the Resurrection, however, it should be noted that the 'parallel' between
Romanos and the Syriac Commentary of Ephrem is not as close as the
parallel between Romanos and tbe Christus patiens. The notion of Magda
lene 'preceding' the other women, does not necessarily imply that she has
been 'sent ahead', as both Romanos and the author of the Christus patiens
explicitly state.

The matter is complicated (though Petersen does not seem to realize
it) by Romanos' statement OJ<; AEyol I> ScoAoyo<;. The 'Theologian' is un
derstood by Petersen to be the evangelist, John, who merely says that
Magdalene 'goes' (Epxnal) to the tomb. When Romanos, however, asserts
that she is 'sent ahead' to the tomb, 'as the Theologian says', the following
question arises: Why would the Melodist include a reference to the author
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of the fourth Gospel, in the very passage where he abandons this source in
favour of a divergent tradition? Is it not more reasonable to e,.-peet that
the phrase OJ<; AiyEl would introduce a reference to the source with which
he agrees? If this source were Ephrem, the reference would be enigmatic,
since the Syrian was not generally known as 'the Theologian' per se; and if
Romanos intended not to provide an unambiguous reference to his source,
what need was there then to include any reference at all? The Melodist
was simply too careful and sensitive a poet, to fill out the strophes of his
kontakia with empty phrases.

A second possibility seems to be that Romanos is referring to the Di
atessaron - Petersen says it would be attractive to view 'precede' as a
Diatessaronic reading - and identifies the author as John, whose Gospel
provided the chronological framework of this well known harmony of the
four Gospels. But this hypothesis must also be rejected, for two reasons;
1. It is not likely that the Diatessaron was still in use, especially at Con
stantinople, in the 6th century. Theodoret of Cyrrhus witnesses to the
existence of numerous (about 200) copies of the Gospel harmony in his
diocese circa 430, but these - and no doubt many more - were deliber
ately destroyed, because Tatian was in his later years considered a heretic.
2. If Romanos did regard the Diatessaron as close enough to the canonical
version to be an acceptable alternative source, he would probably feel no
need to defend his use of it in this particular instance. The fact that he adds
the reference OJ<; >.EYEl b 6wAoyo<; testifies to his awareness of digressing,
at this point, from the tradition which he normally follows.

However, if we assume the 'Theologian' on whose authority Romancs
here deviates from the Joannine tradition, to be the Nazianzen, we will
find the reference OJ<; >.EYEl b 6EOAOYO<; both functional and unambiguous,
and at the same time locate in the Christus patiens a direct parallel to the
notion of Mary Magdalene being 'sent ahead' to the tomb.

It seems obvious that Petersen did not even consider this possibility, since
(1) his primary CO'lcern is to illustrate the Syriac influence on the kon!akia
of Romanos, and (2) he evidently follows in the footsteps of scholars who
regard the Chris!us patiens as a product of the 11th or 12th century.

NOTE

W.L. Petersen, The Diatessaron and Ephrem Synu as sources of Romanos the Melodist,
Lovanii 1985 (Published as vol. 475 ofthe Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Oriental.
ium: Subsidia, tomus 74).
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