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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

This volume is an experiment. If it is a success, more will follow. Sev-
eral excellent series of academic English translations of patristic texts
already exist. These invariably feature both a translation and a commen-
tary. The system of research funding and the need to publish research
mean that it is difficult for any scholar to publish a translation without
commentary and without a critical text. For some texts, therefore, the
choice of “all-or-nothing” can only mean “nothing”.

This leaves a very large number of texts that have never received
translations into any modern language. Many of these texts are of wide
interest.

A commercial company can do things differently. We believe that
there is room for another series of academic-quality translations with
minimal notes, in order to facilitate access to some of these texts. The plan
is to provide a translation, with minimal ancillary material. The text trans-
lated will be included, in response to feedback from potential purchasers.

The fragments of Eusebius of Caesarea’s Gospel Problems and Solu-
tions' have never been critically edited, since their first publication nearly
two centuries ago. Nor will such an edition appear soon.? An editor will
require deep pockets merely to purchase copies of the forty or more Greek
manuscripts in which fragments may be found. He will also need to be
competent in Greek, Latin, Syriac, Coptic, and Christian Arabic, at a min-
imum. Such was the interest of the book in antiquity that portions of it
may be found in all those languages, and probably in Armenian, Geor-

1. Clavis Patrum Graecorum 3470.

2. Claudio Zamagni has begun by publishing a critical text of the Abridged Selec-
tion, with French translation, in the Sources Chrétiennes series. It is to be hoped that
he will edit the fragments also.

- ix_
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gian, Ethiopic, and Old Slavonic, too.> Few of the texts that contain the
fragments have themselves been critically edited.

We have decided to publish an English translation of this very inter-
esting text, based on existing printed sources. This should make the text
much more widely accessible. The hope is that thereby a “virtuous circle”
of interest and research work may be encouraged.

At various points the translators have made suggestions for textual
emendation. These are based on the available printed sources rather than
a fresh study of the manuscripts.*

We hope that the volume is useful, and welcome suggestions for
improvement.

The reader is directed to Zamagni’s excellent edition for a discus-
sion of the sources for this work, but a few remarks here may assist the
general reader. The complete text of this work of Eusebius is lost, but it
comprised three books. Two were addressed to a certain Stephanus and
concerned divergences in the opening sections of the gospels. The other
was addressed to an equally unknown Marinus and was concerned with
divergences in the endings of the gospels. The most important survival of
this is an abridged selection of sixteen questions and abbreviated answers,
preserved in a Vatican manuscript once at Heidelberg.

A work of this kind could not fail to be used by medieval excerptors.
Substantial quotations from the full text are preserved in the catena of
Nicetas, and smaller portions throughout other catenas on the gospels.
These supply material not preserved in the abridged selection. It is unfor-
tunate that no critical editions exist of any of these catenas.

A now lost Greek catena was translated into Coptic, and this fur-
nishes us with material in that language; the Coptic itself was translated
into Arabic, and this gives us material now lost in the mutilated Coptic
text.

3. An attempt was made to determine whether material in Armenian existed.
Unfortunately, it proved impossible to obtain a response to an enquiry from any of
the Armeniologists approached. Without knowledge of Armenian, attempts to con-
sult catalogues likewise proved fruitless. No attempt was made to investigate sources
in Georgian or Old Slavonic. The discovery, late in the project, that material existed in
Arabic raised the question of whether catena material was transmitted into Ethiopia,
but there was no more time to investigate this.

4. The Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana closed to readers shortly before the book
was commissioned, although microfilms did become available once again much later.
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The thirteenth-century list of literature in Syriac by Abdisho® bar
Brika® mentions “a book solving the contradictions contained in the gos-
pels” by Eusebius.® This suggests that the complete text may have been
translated into Syriac, like so many of the works of Eusebius. If so, the
translation is no longer extant, but the Syriac catena of Severus of Edessa
gives us another twelve fragments of the text of To Stephanus, and both
Severus of Antioch and Ishodad of Merv quote a passage from To Mari-
nus.

Inevitably, there are further passages that seem to be influenced by
Eusebius but are not exact quotations. Considerations of space and time
mean that these have been excluded.”

The complete text of the work was extant as late as the sixteenth cen-
tury in a manuscript in Sicily. A letter from Latino Latini to Andreas
Masius reveals the important detail that it was discovered in connec-
tion with a manuscript of Pseudo-Eustathius of Antioch. The text of the
complete letter with a translation is included, as Mai’s often reprinted
quotation of it is somewhat misleading.

Most footnotes are by the translator or editor of the material against
which they appear. Editorial additions are marked with an asterisk and
consist mainly of a limited amount of bibliography.

5. Better known in older literature as Ebed-Jesu. The Syriac text of the Cata-
logus Librorum was published by Giuseppe Simone Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis
Clementino-Vaticano (3 vols.; Rome: Typis Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1719~
1728), vol. 3.1.

6. Translated into English by George Percy Badger, The Nestorians and Their Rit-
uals (2 vols.; London: Masters, 1852), 2:361-79.

7. This includes but is not limited to the material in Jerome, Letter 131, Ad Hed-
ibiam, and the East Syriac material published by G. Beyer together with the fragments
from Severus of Edessa.






PREFACE

The full title of the largest surviving part of the work is “Gospel Prob-
lems and Solutions, To Stephanus: An Abridged Selection” In the original
version of what Eusebius himself wrote, there would have been a similar
title for the separate book of Gospel Problems and Solutions, To Marinus,
but in the only known manuscript, the four Problems to Marinus follow
directly after the sixteen Problems to Stephanus, although with a separate
dedication. We refer to this version of twenty Problems as the “abridged
selection™

It follows that all we have in that manuscript, found by Mai in the
Vatican in the nineteenth century, is a selection of parts of the books
by Eusebius, and that even those parts have themselves been abridged.
Certainly the original book To Marinus, at least, was much longer. What
we have is thus neither the whole work by Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea
(tA.D. 339), nor necessarily always his actual words. If the sixteenth-cen-
tury letter of Latino Latini (see below) is to be believed, there was then
in existence a manuscript containing all three books of Eusebius on the
subject.

As well as the main body of the work that he found in the Vatican
manuscript, Mai, followed by Migne, printed the Greek text of a number
of extracts, or fragments, culled from a catena (collection of illustrative
comments on biblical passages, by various authors); these gave more of
To Stephanus, including two in Syriac, and much more of To Marinus. He
also added some smaller fragments from other sources. He accompanied
all this by a translation into Latin, and he included passages from Latin
commentaries, by Ambrose and Jerome, that show signs of being derived
from Eusebius, though they do not mention him.

What this edition presents is new in two respects: Roger Pearse, by
further search, has been able to include various other fragments from
several sources, in Greek, Syriac, Arabic, and Coptic; and he has commis-
sioned the translations.

-xiii-
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Here, then, is a complete collection of the text of all known parts of
this work of Eusebius, and all are accompanied by what is believed to be
their first-ever translation into English.

The rest of this preface concerns only the parts of the book that are
translated from Greek; that was the original language, and it forms the
great bulk of what survives.

My translation aims to convey the sense of the Greek accurately, in
English that will read as naturally as possible, given the author’s style,
which is often prolix and rhetorical, even in abridgement. It has not been
thought necessary to render each individual Greek word by a literally cor-
responding English one nor to preserve Greek idioms or the Greek order
of words or clauses, when it seemed that clarity would be better served by
greater freedom. Biblical quotations, in which the text of this work often
varies slightly from the received texts of the Septuagint and the New Tes-
tament, as well as between its own quotations of the same text, have been
translated without much reference to published versions; when required,
the one preferred was the New Revised Standard Version, with a certain
tang of the Authorised at times when it was useful to give some flavour of
the original language.

The translation of To Stephanus 1 has had the great benefit of Pro-
fessor Stuart Hall’s detailed comments and corrections. Though he and
I differ in the degree of freedom we regard as desirable, I have gratefully
accepted his corrections and the great majority of his suggestions, and
only wish that the rest of the work could also have been subjected to the
same close and valuable scrutiny from him. However, it will all at least
have benefited by my finding out, from his meticulous work, how much
more care was needed in checking my version for mistakes, omissions,
and infelicities than I had at first thought. I sincerely hope that any reader
who discovers any that remain will have the kindness to communicate
them to me at 38 Henley Grove, Bristol BS9 4EG, United Kingdom.

The text used as a basis was that of Claudio Zamagni, originally
available on the Internet as his doctoral dissertation but now published
as Eusébe de Césarée: Questions Evangéliques (SC 523; Paris: Cerf, 2008),
with French translation and notes. Zamagni’s critical notes, much fuller
than anything hitherto available on this work, allow comparison with
the readings of the manuscript Vaticanus Palatinus Gr. 220, discovered
and first published by A. Mai. Mai’s second edition, in Bibliotheca Nova
Patrum vol. 4, 1847, was reprinted in the 1857 edition of ]. P. Migne’s PG
22, columns 879 and following. All significant departures from Zamagni’s



PREFACE XV

text, which include a number of emendations of my own in places where
corruption has hitherto been unsuspected, are recorded in footnotes.
Other footnotes are attempts to clarify the few places where the author’s
meaning is not immediately obvious.

Our grateful acknowledgement is due to Zamagni’s work, which we
have found indispensable; the reader is referred to it for detailed discus-
sion on all points. The references (mainly biblical) in the footnotes for To
Stephanus 1-16 and To Marinus 1-4 are his; some Psalms references differ
in numbering from English Bibles.

Unlike Zamagni’s edition, this translation includes all the known frag-
ments of the same work of Eusebius, from Mai and various other sources.
Passages in these which correspond closely with parts of the main text are
printed in bold, to aid comparison. Some of them evidently come from a
different recension of the original work; occasionally they help to correct
the main text’s readings.

The text of the Greek fragments has been given from Mai’s second
edition plus the other sources indicated in footnotes, all of them now in
the public domain. Obvious misprints have been tacitly corrected. No
attempt has been made to impose consistency in punctuation and capitali-
sation, but, again, significant departures from the printed text are detailed
in the footnotes. The Latin, Syriac, Coptic, and Arabic texts have been re-
entered from the editions indicated. The Syriac as originally printed was
unvocalised, but vowels have been added to this text for the convenience
of readers.

In the main Greek text, the numbering of paragraphs follows that
of Zamagni, with Mai’s (turned into numerals instead of Greek letters)
added, when they differ, in square brackets. The fragments are numbered
as in Mai.

David J. D. Miller
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Translated by David J. D. Miller
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"ExAoyn) v ouvtopw €k TV ovvteBéviwy 1o
Ebdoefiov mpog Zrépavov mepl TOV €v T0ig
evayyeAiolg (nrnudtwv kai Aoewv.

IIpog Ztépavov o

A i OV Twon e AN 00 THv Mapiav oi ebayyehiotail yevealoyoborv;!

1 T166ev tov Xptotov wg viov AaPid yevealoyodoy; TTavtwg dtt S
10V Twong 1oV ¢k AaPid yeyovota: &AN’ ok €k Tod Twong 6 Xplotog
AN €k mvedpatog ayiov kal Mapiag dg notv 1 ypaen- €xpiijv toivov
v Mapiav yeveahoyely, einep 10v Xplotov yevealoyelv ¢fovhovTto
AN 00 1oV Twor @, @ undev mpoorkwy Tvyxdvel katd odpka O Xplotdg,
pn €€ adtod yeyevvnuévoc: el 8¢ pn €€ adTod Tuyxdvel @V AAN ék povng
Tiig Mapiag, ovk &v &in €k Tod Aapid, énedn v Mapiav ovdeig Adyog
dmodeikvootv amo Aapid yevopévny, patnv dpa tov XploTtov €k OEPHATOS
Aaid BpvAlodot, uire 10D Twong Svta vidy, puite g Mapiag amo Aapid
yevealoyovpévng:

ToladTa HEV TIvaL TO TPOTOV TOV Nopnpévwy mepleiye: Aoig § dv in
avtd fide.

2 [1] Tov tod Zwtipog Hudv Incod Xpiotod mpdlewv, T pev
owwndoBatl dvaykaiov fv Toig TOTE, T4 8¢ €ig MOAADV dkodg StedidoTo,
6oa mpog weéletav fjuedle ovpPariecBal Toig dkpowuévolg. oiov wg
¢ mapadeiypatog, Tplakootov dywv Tiig Tod cwpatog Hlikiag £10g,?

1. Cf. Matt 1.1-25; Luke 1.26-38; 3.23-38.
2. Cf. Luke 3.23.
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GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS,
To STEPHANUS; AN ABRIDGED
SELECTION FROM EUSEBIUS’ WORK

To STEPHANUS 1

Why do the evangelists trace Joseph’s descent, not Mary’s?

1. “How can they trace Christ’s ancestry as ‘a son of David'? It must
be because of Joseph’s descent from David. Yet Christ was not the son of
Joseph, but of the Holy Spirit and Mary, as the scripture says; so, if they
wanted to trace the descent of Christ, it was Mary’s descent they should
have traced, not Joseph’s. Christ was not in fact fathered by Joseph, and
has no physical connection with him; and if he is not actually Joseph’s son,
but only Mary’s, he would not be descended from David, as there is no
account showing David as Mary’s ancestor. So, given that Christ is not
Joseph’s son and that Mary has no genealogical connection with David, to
talk about him as ‘from the seed of David’ is simply futile”

That is the sort of thing that presented the first of our problems. Its
solution would be as follows.

2. [1] There were some of our Saviour Jesus Christ’s actions about
which his contemporaries had to say nothing, and others—those that
would tend to the hearers’ benefit—which were disseminated for numbers
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napetowy €mi 1o mapd @ Twdvvy Pantiopa-? kai ¢vtedBev andpxetat TAg
Sidaokaliog kal T@V TepacTiwv Epywy, Tiva 8¢ Ta PO TOD PanTiopatog
¢vT0G OAwVv €T@V TpLdkovta mpaxfévta adt®d ovdepia iotopia dnhoi,
ovd’ €0ty and Tvog Beiag ypagiig TOV mpod TovTov Katapabeiv avtod
Biov. AAG kai ¢§ omep i mavtag éyvwodn, Ta pév €ig dkodg maviwy
¢kfpuTTe T& 8¢ povovg Todg adtod padntag épvotaydyert kai mote
utv apadoonol@dv maprvel undevi Aéyew,® moté 8¢ dvev Tig Toldode
napawvéoews t& Bavpdota katepydleto.b‘Ev 8f) odv pdhiota TV
oeotyfjoBat Sedoypévov, TO katd TNV yéveowv avtod Badpa fv: 008evog
TOV kab Ov évnvBpwnnoe xpovov, OAlywv €KToG, TOOUTOL YVDOLV
KEKTNHEVOU.

3 [2] ®not &€ mov 6 dylog avrip, Tyvatiog dvopa avtd, Tig Aviioxéwy
¢kkAnoiag 8evTepog yeyovwg HeTd TOVG AToaTOAOVG EMiOKOTIOG, WG dpa
Kal Tov dpxovta Tod ai®@vog tovtov éAabev 1 mapBevia Mapiag, kai 1)
ToD ZwTiipog ¢§ avtiig yéveoig: Aéyet 8¢ obtwe: kai Edabe Tov dpyovTa
100 ai@vog TovTOV 1] mapleviaw Mapiag, kal 0 TOKETOG AUTHG OUOiwS KAl
0 Bdvarog 100 XpioTod- Tpic pvoTHpLa Kpavyrs, &Tiva v fovyiq Oeod
énmpdyOn."Eott 8¢ xai Aoylopd Aafeiv 6Tt pn mdvtwv Av T@OV €v oapki
Bovvtwy, Tov Xptotov Oeod kai ovv avBpwmolg dvactpagévta oia
KooV &vBpwmov opdvtwy, To SvvacBat motedewy £§ dmepoydpov kdpng
avtov dixa maTpOG yeyovévalt.

4 008’ eig moAhovg €xéperv 6Tt ufy €k 1od Twong 1 Mapia
ovMapodoa tovIncodv éyévva Avotteheg fv- 1 yap &v kai Siknv katd TOV
Mwvoéwg vopov 1) tapBévog déoxev wg mpod dpag ydpov dtagbapeioa
TV apBeviav-” Siomep eikdtwg emonuaivetat dkpipdg rioaca fi ypaer,
ipiv fj ovveABeiv adTovs, edpéln év yaopi éyovaa-8 povovouxi Siddokovoa
OTL pn PO yapov ovveidnge: un 8¢ mpod tod mapd TOV dvdpa éNOelv-
peta 8¢ 10 ovvaedijvat TovIwone kai map’ adTd yevéaOal, mapd naoi te
yuvaika avtod xpnpatioat, ovvovtwv dAARAOLG, kal TAG Yapkig opthiag
dnteoBat 10N yodv peAAoévtwv adTiig @g einelv dpag npiv 7 ovvelOeiv

3. Cf. Matt 3.13-17; Mark 1.9-13; Luke 3.21-22.

4. Cf. Matt 13.10-17, 34; Mark 4.10-12, 34; Luke 8.9-10.

5. Cf. Matt 8.4; 9.30; 17.9; Mark 1.44; 5.43; 7.24; 8.26; 9.9; Luke 4.41; 5.14; 8.56.
6. Cf. Matt 8.5-17; 9.2-8, 18-26, 32-34; 12.10-13; 14.14-36; 15.22-38; 17.14-18.
7. Cf. Deut 22.20-21.

8. Matt 1.18.
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of people to hear. So, to take an example, it is in the thirtieth year of his
bodily life that he presents himself for John’s baptism; and it is from that
time that his teaching and miracles begin. No account reveals what he did
during all those thirty years before the baptism, nor is it possible from any
holy scripture to discover his previous life. Even after his public recogni-
tion, there were some things that he proclaimed for everyone to hear, and
others that he treated as secrets, for his disciples alone; and in performing
his miracles he sometimes gave orders not to tell anyone, but sometimes
did his marvellous acts without any such prohibition. The miracle of his
birth, then, was just one particular example of the matters he had decided
not to divulge, and, with few exceptions, no-one at the time of his incar-
nate life gained any knowledge of it.

3. [2] The holy man named Ignatius, who became the next bishop of
Antioch after the apostles, says somewhere that in fact even the ruler of
this world did not know of Mary’s virginity and the Saviour’s birth from
her. His words are: “And the ruler of this world did not know of Mary’s
virginity, or of her giving birth, or, similarly, of Christ’s death—three
resounding miracles, which were accomplished in the stillness of God”! It
stands to reason that not all those living in the flesh, who saw God’s Christ
living a life among mankind as an ordinary person, were capable of believ-
ing that he was born without a father, of an unmarried girl.

4. Nor was it profitable to reveal publicly that Jesus’ conception and
birth from Mary were not Joseph’s doing, because surely the Virgin would
then have actually undergone prosecution, under the law of Moses, for
losing her virginity prior to her wedding. That is why the Scripture rightly
indicates, with precision, that “before they came together, she was found
to be pregnant.” This tells us, more or less explicitly, that her conception
was not prenuptial, or prior to her moving in with her husband, but took
place after she had married Joseph, moved in with him, and been publicly
recognised as his wife. It was when they were together, just about to have
conjugal intercourse, that at the very moment “before they came together,
she was found to be pregnant by the Holy Spirit”. Now that was a wholly
practical dispensation to avoid its becoming generally known.

1. Ignatius of Antioch, Ephesians 19.1.*
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5. If her pregnancy had occurred while she was still with her par-
ents, it would quite probably have been bruited about that she had been
impregnated by some unknown man, and she would even have been sum-
marily put to death under the law—or, short of that, she would in any
case never have been free from disgrace and slander. As her own witness
to her character, and to what had happened to her, she would obviously
have carried no conviction. If she told them about the angel’s appearance
and Gabriel’s message to her, no-one would have been convinced; nor, if
she had already been pregnant, would Joseph, who, we are told, was “an
upright man’, ever have taken her into his house. That is why, with good
reason, she became pregnant at the time when she was in his house with
him, virtually in the married state itself, and not with her parents; it was
“before they came together,” as the scripture testifies, that “she was found
to be pregnant”.

6. [3] And who was it but Joseph who found her so? How it came
about, and in what way Joseph discovered it, the account will tell us, in the
words “by the Holy Spirit”;? that is also how it became known to Joseph.
He was an upright man, and, as such, it is no wonder that he was also
found worthy of the Divine Spirit, both to understand about the pregnancy
of the woman who was going to be his wife, and to refrain from conjugal
intimacy with her. For the moment he was shaken by this knowledge, and
“wanted to divorce her privately”, reckoning that what had happened was
too significant for her to live with him. That, then, was why, as an upright
man, he did not judge it right to expose her, but instead wanted to divorce

2. Professor Stuart Hall has pointed out a difficulty in the Greek text here. He
suggests solving it by emending ebpntat to edpédn, kai... and repunctuating, to
give the sense “How and why [she was made pregnant], this was also made known
to Joseph. The account...”—thus making the words “by the Holy Spirit” refer to
the pregnancy, not to the making known to Joseph. As the next sentence (as well as
“Joseph realised, through the Holy Spirit”, below) implies that the Holy Spirit was
also responsible for the making known to Joseph, I would prefer a smaller emen-
dation, differently repunctuated, “...ayiov. yvwotov <8¢> yéyovev..”, which is the
reading represented in the translation. The fragment from Possinus’ catena, Fr.5t.13,
confirms that Eusebius explicitly stated that the Holy Spirit was also responsible for
Joseph’s knowing about the pregnancy; and another fragment (Cramer’s Catena on
Matthew p.10, Fr.St.21) conclusively retains a part of the sentence that was omitted
in this abridgement: wg yap tfj EAiodPet ¢k ITvedpatog Ayiov yvwotov yéyove, obtw
kai 7@ Twone. (“just as it became known to Elisabeth by the Holy Spirit, that is how it
became known to Joseph, also”).
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16. Cf. Deut 22.20-21.
17. Cf. Lev 5.1.

18. Matt 1.19.

19. Matt 1.19.
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her privately. Surely, if he had not been convinced that her conception was
by the Holy Spirit, why ever would he not, as an upright man, and know-
ing for certain that her conception was not by him, have brought her out
before everyone as a woman who had lost her virginity before marriage?
Would he not have handed her over to the usual judges of such cases,?
for them to expose her as having done that? How could anyone eager
to disguise illegal conduct, and keep it under cover, be called “upright”?
No, it is implausible that the evangelist could have called him “upright”
in such circumstances. In fact, though, Joseph realised, through the Holy
Spirit, that the Virgin's pregnancy was of divine rather than human origin.
He regarded this dispensation as being a matter of too great significance
to allow her to live with him, and so the evangelist says that his under-
standable intention was to divorce her privately, without exposing her or
letting her be exposed to public view. The evangelist’s use of the words “not
wishing to expose her” seems appropriate: he did not say “not wishing to
make an example of her (paradeigmatisai)”, but “not wishing to expose
her (deigmatisai4)”, and there is a considerable difference between them,
just as grapsai (to write) does not mean the same thing as paragrapsai (to
write in addition, to subjoin, to interpolate), or logisasthai (to reckon) as
paralogisasthai (to reckon falsely or deceptively), or psephisasthai (to vote)
as parapsephisasthai (to cheat). Deigmatisai and paradeigmatisai have
that same sort of distinction: paradeigmatisai is pejorative, implying “to
make a public example of a wrongdoer”, whereas deigmatisai is simply “to

»5
expose”.

7. [4] In this situation, it would have been too significant a matter to
escape public notice even if he had divorced her privately. That is why it
is understandable for the angel to appear to Joseph in a dream and say:

3. There appears to be something such as eiw8oowv (“accustomed to”) missing
from the text here for Toig to agree with and to govern the infinitive kptveiv, but the
overall sense is clear.

4. This is early evidence for the reading Setypatioat in the text of Matt 1.19. That
is found in the Vatican MS but in so few others that it is ignored by Souter, who fol-
lows the received text mapadetypatioat, the reading that gave rise to the Authorised
Version’s “not wishing to make an example of her”. Liddell-Scott-Jones, A Greek-Eng-
lish-Lexicon, accepts Setypatioat as the true reading.

5. This distinction is untenable: both deiypa and mapadetypa are used to mean
“example”, and their associated verbs cannot be separated—hence their interchange-
ability in the manuscript tradition of Matthew—despite the admittedly pejorative
sense of the prefix mapa- in some other compounds.
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“Joseph, Joseph son of David, do not be afraid to accept your wife Mary.
What is conceived in her is from the Holy Spirit”. Now, observe that he
begins by calling Joseph “son of David”, linking him back to his ancestor,
because it was the one “from David’s seed” that everyone was expect-
ing. After all, why did he not address him as “son of Jacob”? It was Jacob
who was physically Joseph’s father, as the evangelist tells us: “Matthan was
Jacobss father, and Jacob was Joseph’s father”. As it is, omitting any mention
of his father, the angel reminds him of his ancestor, more or less explic-
itly indicating that the one proclaimed as David’s descendant was in fact,
surprisingly, the One conceived by Mary, not from him but from the Holy
Spirit. Next, because of Joseph’s misgivings, the angel tells him to have no
hesitation; misgivings he certainly did have, and no slight ones, when he
realised that Mary was not pregnant by a man. What the angel then tells
him is not the fact (of which he was not unaware, having found it out pre-
viously), but the reason behind it. That is why his words are: “That which
is conceived in her is from the Holy Spirit”.

8. [5] Such, as I find it emerges from the Holy Scripture, and so great,
was the dispensation made to ensure that those without faith should not
know about the Virgins pregnancy. After all, the story would not have
been easy for hearers to believe, when they could see that the man himself
was physically like us, had the same feelings as ours, and differed in no
way from mortal nature. What if he did, later, astound onlookers by his
wonder-working, and by extending his acts of divine goodness to many
people? Did not Moses, too, perform many miracles, without putting him-
self outside the normal birth-process? And Elijah, and Elisha, and every
one of the prophets? So in Jesus’ case, too, his performance of miracu-
lous acts gave no ground for belief that his birth was superhuman. For one
thing, his own circle, despite seeing what he was doing, had no inkling of
anything at all exceptional about his birth when they said to each other:
“Where does all this wisdom of his come from, and his acts of power?
Isn’t this the carpenter’s son? Isn’t his mother called Mary, and his brothers
Jacob, Joseph, Simon, and Jude? Aren't his sisters all with us?” Then, again,
there was the time when his mother and brothers were standing outside,
asking to talk to him, and someone said to him: “Look, your mother and
your brothers are standing outside; they want to see you” What wonder is
it that, when even his disciples and apostles were asked: “Who do people
say that I am?”, they replied that as a matter of fact some thought he was
John, others Elijah, or Jeremiah, or one of the other prophets; and when
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they were asked what their own idea of him could be, they all stopped talk-
ing, as having no answer; it was only Peter who said that he was actually
the Christ, the Son of the living God. He was the only one to have recog-
nised that, and that is why Jesus confers on him the accolade: “Blessed are
you, Simon son of Jonah, because it was not flesh and blood that revealed
this to you, but my Father in heaven” Mary, too, provides evidence that she
kept to herself what had happened, in profound reflection: in the scrip-
ture’s words, “Mary preserved all these matters, storing them up in her
heart”

9. [6] Thus it has been shown to be advantageous that at that point
in time there was no public mention of Jesus’ origin from the Holy Spirit,
and that Joseph was accepted in the position of his father. It was, therefore,
logical for him to be put as his father in the genealogy. Had that not been
done, the boy, with no paternal descent given, would have been believed to
be fatherless; and that would have led people in general into the impiety of
slandering his birth, through not knowing the truth of the matter. Hence
it was also advantageous for him to be known as the carpenter’s son, and
the brother of the children whose names have been given. Divine Word
though he was, he did not deny that he was human. In fact he even told
his own disciples not to tell anyone that he was the Christ of God, long
ago proclaimed by the prophets as to come; most people, seeing the lowly
appearance in which he was cloaked, would simply not have believed
that. Similarly, on the mount of the transfiguration as well, he again com-
manded his disciples: “Tell no-one what you have seen until the Son of
man rises from the dead”; naturally that too would have been generally
disbelieved at the time. If those were matters that he judged should not
come into the open, it was surely necessary for the circumstances of his
virginal conception, above all, not to be spoken of publicly for the time
being, but to come into view at a moment appropriate for the truth about
him; and that was at his resurrection from the dead, his reception into
heaven, the spreading of the report about him as the Word of God into all
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the world, and the calling of the Gentiles. That was when the divine voices
about him were to find their fulfilment, plainly establishing the credibility
of the foreknowledge and prophecies of him through their coming true in
reality.

10. [7] Those in our own day to whom this information has come
down, and who have recognised Christ’s superhuman nature, naturally
acknowledge also the credibility of the rest, including the facts of his
birth. However, the admirable evangelists had no choice at the time, in
the Jewish context, but to give the descent of Joseph, who was universally
proclaimed as Jesus’ father. If they had omitted that, and traced his descent
through the maternal line instead, it would have been unbecoming, and
alien to the simplicity of the holy scriptures; there is no recorded prec-
edent for anyone having his genealogy traced through the maternal line.
What is more, it would have made the subject of that genealogy appear
to have been a fatherless person, of discreditable birth; and that, as I have
said, would have led to a great deal of adverse comment and condemna-
tion. Therefore, for the reason stated, it was advantageous for them to give
Joseph’s descent from David.

In doing so, they were also establishing Mary’s descent from David,
giving an indication of the bride’s ancestry by means of the bridegrooms.
This is because the law of Moses lays down that one may not take a bride
from any other than one’s own tribe and specific kinship-group, in order to
avoid one tribe’s inheritance shifting to another. Thus the husband’s family
registration sufficed to show the wife’s as well, as a law-abiding man would
not have taken a wife from any other group than, firstly, his own paternal
tribe, which in this case was Judah, and, secondly, from the same people
and kinship-group, which in this case was that of David—those being the
law’s provisions. Therefore, when Joseph is shown to be a member of the
tribe of Judah and the inheritance and kinship-group of David, of course it
follows that Mary must be seen as from the same ones as well!

11. [8] Do not be surprised, however, at Mary’s being called a kins-
woman of Elizabeth’s, when Mary is a member of the tribe of Judah,
while Elizabeth is a Levite. The explanation is that the Jewish race as a
whole shares a single descent, and all the tribes are interrelated. Hence
the divine apostle calls all Jews his kinsmen (“For the sake of my brothers,
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37. Cf. Phil 3.5.

38. Cf. Luke 1.36.
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41. Cf. Luke 1.39.

42. Eph 5.23; cf. 1 Cor 11.3.

43. Gen 2.24; cf. 1 Cor 6.16.

44, Cf. Deut 22.23-24.

45.Cf. 1 Cor 11.3; Eph 5.23.
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my kinsmen in the flesh, the Israelites, I would have called down a curse
on myself”), although his actual kinsmen were only those of the tribe of
Benjamin. Paul, then, called all Israelites in general his brothers and kins-
men; and that is the sense in which the angel, to Mary, called Elizabeth her
kinswoman, because of their both being Israelites.

There was another way, too, in which it was reasonable for Mary to
be called a kinswoman of Elizabeth’s: that is because of where she lived, in
the territory of Judah, which was Mary’s place of origin. Luke tells us: “In
these days Mary arose and hastened to make her way to the hill country,
to a town of Judah. She entered Zachariah’s house and greeted Elizabeth”
The law of Moses made no provision for a separate inheritance for the
priestly tribe, because it was the Lord God who was their portion; instead,
he arranged for them to live in among the other tribes. As Zachariah and
Elizabeth had settled in a town of Judah, which was Mary’s place of origin,
that was another good reason for them to be spoken of as kinswomen.

It could also, plausibly, be because of their similarity of character,
which was the reason why they had both been found worthy to be part of
the saving dispensation: one became the mother of the Saviour, the other
of the Saviour’s forerunner, and both shared one and the same Holy Spirit.
Thus it was in relation to God, above all, that they shared a kinship.

That, then, is how this problem is to be solved.®

12. [9] According to the divine apostle the man is “the woman’s
head”’” and under the law of Moses “the two shall become one flesh”, with
an engaged woman who sins being subject to the same punishment as for
adultery, on the ground that by then she has become her fiancés body and
has designated him her head. If so, once the descent of the head has been
established, it must of course follow that the body is counted along with
the head. Thus, once Mary has been linked to Joseph, she may justifiably

6. This sentence is present, and cited by Zamagni, in Mai’s second edition, though
missing from his first. Zamagni omits it from his own text, but to me there is no good
reason to doubt its authenticity; it seems likelier that Mai corrected in his second
edition an inadvertent omission in his first. The Greek is &A\d Tobt0 pEv ovTwg
amohvtéov.

7. Transposing 6 @v into @v 8.
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claim to share his descent, especially as she has been shown to belong, not
just to the same tribe as his, but to the same people and kinship-group
as well. Quite apart from that, in his divine message to her, Gabriel has
included among his prophecies the words: “and God will grant him the
throne of his father, David”, making it clear that David was the forebear
of the One who is to be her son. What else, logically, could the angel have
meant by saying this to the Virgin, but an acknowledgement that she was
descended from David? He could not have used the words “God will grant
him the throne of his father, David” to a woman not actually descended
from David. “What do you mean, ‘father’?”, the Virgin would justifiably
have asked, if it was not clear that what he said was addressed to a daughter
of David, given that she is acknowledging that she “does not know a man”
and has just been told that she is to conceive by the Holy Spirit. It is thus
with good reason that Luke says: “Joseph also went up from Galilee,
from the town of Nazareth, to be registered in a town of David called
Bethlehem, because he was from the house and kinship-group of David,
along with his duly-betrothed bride Mary, who was pregnant”. Now that
we have the proofs of such an interpretation of the wording from what has
been said above, we shall read this sentence as meaning unambiguously,
not that Mary had gone with him to be registered separately, but that she,
along with Joseph, was of the house and kinship-group of David.

I regard it, then, as clearly shown that the tracing of Joseph’s descent
by our Saviour’s admirable apostles was not “futile”, and that Mary is estab-
lished as being from the seed of David, just as is the son born to her, Jesus,
the Christ of God.
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To STEPHANUS 2

Why does one begin the genealogy at the upper end and trace it
downwards from Abraham, while the other goes upwards from the
lower end and stops, not with Abraham, but with Adam and God?8

1. The second question you put forward was: “Matthew traces the
descent downwards from Abraham, but Luke goes in the opposite direc-
tion, starting from Joseph and taking it up to Adam and God. If their work
were mutually harmonious and concordant, either Luke should have gone
upwards and stopped at Abraham, or Matthew should have begun his
genealogy from Adam, where Luke ended, instead of from Abraham?”

2. This, too, has an easy solution. In fact, it requires no very elaborate
explanation: they are both traversing a single road. After all, one would
not say that those going straight uphill, and those coming down the same
way in the opposite direction, are on different roads: the track they both
have to travel on is the same one, whether they are going up it or down it.
Well, then, one may also speak of? the steps of a genealogy in the same
way. This was the accepted practice from long ago among the Hebrews,
and is familiar in the divine scriptures.

3. Take the book of Ruth, for instance. Here is the wording of David’s
genealogy in that, tracing his family tree downwards from Judah: “These
are the descendants of Pharez”'? (Pharez being a son of Judah, the founder
of the tribe): “Pharez was Esrom’s father, Esrom was Aram’s, Aram was
Aminadab’s, Aminadab was Naasson’s, Naasson was Salmon’s, Salmon was
Booz, Booz was Obed’s, Obed was Jesse’s, and Jesse was David’s”. That is
the same style of setting it out as Matthew has used.

8. This heading appears to have been inserted by a copyist as a summary of Euse-
bius’ own wording in the next paragraph. Compare To Marinus 4, p. 121, note 24.

9. An infinitive verb meaning something like “speak of”, e.g., einelv, appears to be
missing from the Greek text here.

10. Here and in the next paragraph the more familiar names have been given in
the form found in the Revised Standard Version, while the rest are transliterated from
the Greek as they appear in the manuscript.
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54.1 Chr 6.18-23.
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4. [2] However, the very next book after Ruth, 1 Kingdoms,!! goes
upwards from the lower end, just as Luke has done. This is how it puts the
genealogy of Samuel’s father Elkanah: “There was a man from Armathem-
Soupheir in the hill country of Ephraim, an Ephrataean called Elkanah,
son of Jeremiel, son of Elias, son of Thoos, son of Sour” In Chronicles,!2
moreover, there are times when the description goes from the earliest
ones to the next in succession, as in the text of Matthew, but there are
others when the genealogy is given in the same way as in Luke. Listen to
these two, for instance: “Solomon,” he says, “was David’s son. Solomon’s
son!? was Rehoboam, his son was Abijah, Abijah’s son was Ahaz, his was
Jehoshaphat, his was Joram, his was Ahaziah, his was Joash, his was Ama-
ziah..” and so it goes on in turn down to Jeconiah and the Babylonian
captivity, as in Matthew; but Samuel’s descent, in the same book, is traced
back upwards as in Luke, with: “Samuel was the son of Elkanah, son of
Jeroboam, son of Eliel, son of Thoos, son of Souphe, son of Elkana, son
of Joel, son of Azaria, son of Sophonios, son of Thaar, son of Aseir, son of
Abiasar, son of Kore, son of Issaar, son of Kaath, son of Levi, son of Israel”.
Now, look! Is that not just the same style as Luke has modelled himself on?
You could find hundreds of examples like these for yourself, as well; so all
that remains is to agree that there is nothing odd about what our Saviour’s
evangelists have done.

5. Anyone who thinks that they are at variance is incorrect. Each has
worded his booK’s exposition to suit a design of his own: one began with
Abraham, because of the plan of his account (which this is not the occa-
sion to explain); the other goes right on past Abraham up to the first man,
and, not stopping even there, connects his whole narrative to God, taking
it up to him because of !* the mystery of the rebirth in Christ.

11. In the Hebrew and Septuagint texts, 1 and 2 Samuel and 1 and 2 Kings are
called 1- 4 Kingdoms.

12. A literal translation of the Greek name for Chronicles would be “Omissions”

13. The translation accepts both of Mai’s emendations. The manuscript has Solo-
mon’s name only once, and (as in the Septuagint) “sons”; Zamagni’s text accepts only
the first of them.

14. Reading 10 T for Tfig, with the corresponding passage in fragment Fr.St.1,
Mai?, p. 269).
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55. Cf. Matt 1.1-17.

56. Cf. Luke 3.23-38.

57. Luke 3.23.
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60. Cf. Jer 22.20-30; 36.29-31; Ps 131.12.
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To STEPHANUS 3

How is it that Matthew takes the line of succession from David and
Solomon down to Jacob and Joseph, whereas Luke takes a line opposed
to Matthew’s, from David and Nathan through Nathan’s sons to Eli and

Joseph?

[There is another version of this part of To Stephanus in fragment Fr.St.1,
from Nicetas. The two epitomators have chosen different parts to excise.]

1. It is time to consider the third problem put forward. Let us, then,
base the evangelists’ meaning firmly on their actual words, and see what
Luke says: “Jesus himself, when he began, was in about his early thirties.
He was, as was supposed, the son of Joseph, son of Eli, son of Melchi...”
Matthew, though, did not use the expression “as was supposed”. What,
then, does he say? “Matthan was Jacob’s father, Jacob was Joseph’s father...”
Now, I take it that “supposing” is one thing, affirming that something
is so is quite another. If it had been the case that Matthew affirmed that
Joseph was the son of Jacob and Matthan, while Luke insisted equally that
Joseph was the son of Eli and Melchi, there would indeed be a conflict, a
real battle—they would need to go to arbitration! In fact, though, I do not
think there is any question left to answer. Matthew is making an affirma-
tion, whereas Luke is not!® being positive; he is putting, not the view that
commands his own assent, but the one held by people in general.

2. Among the Jews, differing suppositions have prevailed about the
Christ. They all agree in taking his line back to David, because it was to
David that God’s promise was given; but from there on, some are con-
vinced that the Christ would come from David by the royal line through
Solomon, while others eschew that opinion, because of the very heavy
condemnation levelled at the subsequent kings, and because of Jeconi-
ah’s rejection by Jeremiah, with the saying that no offspring of his would
arise to sit on the throne of David. For these reasons, therefore, they take
a different line, agreeing that it was from David, but through David’s son

15. The word ov, required by the sense and present in the text of Mai and Migne,
has been omitted in Zamagnis.
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61. Cf. 2 Sam 7.2; 12.1; 1 Kgs 1.8; etc.
62. Cf. Luke 3.22.
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Nathan, certainly not through Solomon; they add that Nathan, accord-
ing to the tradition in Kingdoms, was a prophet. As there was this strong
view that the Christ was to come forth from Nathan’s successors, and that
Joseph was in some way descended from that line, Luke is recording that
opinion, not his own; it was thus absolutely necessary for him to add “as
was supposed” to the version he was giving. He left it to Matthew to give
the true facts of the descent, rather than the “as was supposed” version.

That, then, is the first reply. 3. On this topic, however, there would also
be another explanation, a deep and veiled one,® as follows.

Matthew is avowedly recounting the incarnate birth of Christ, and
wishing to prove Joseph’s descent from David as genuine; the starting-
point he has used for his account is thus the appropriate one. My view,
however, is that the reason for Luke’s introducing the genealogy at this
point is that he did not!” wish to give an account of Jesus’ physical birth;
if that had been his intention, he was well aware that it was the physical
birth that he should have set out. Actually, though, it is because he has just
mentioned Jesus’ rebirth in baptism, and is introducing him as the Son
of God, that he now wishes to set before us, by way of an example, a fact
about everyone reborn in God: that even if the flesh in which he is clothed
should lead one to suppose, correctly, that he is physically of human par-
entage, the facts of his birth are not confined to his physical parents, and
do not end with his physical ancestors. Even if he is thought of as a son
of human parents, by reason of his physical descent, he still subsists as
a person not excluded from adoption by God. Thus, as Luke has not set
out his narrative with the same intention as Matthew, it is natural that he
does not take the same opportunity to put down the genealogy as Matthew
did, but waits till he reaches the rebirth through baptism. He then puts the
steps of the succession in reverse order, starting at the end and going back
to the beginning; and simultaneously, in doing so, he gets rid of any men-
tion of the guilty, sinful men in Matthew. This is because one born again in
God becomes estranged from his physical descent and his sinful forebears,

16. The phrase between commas, present in Mai’s second edition on manuscript
authority and confirmed by Fr.St.1, is recorded by Zamagni in his critical note but
omitted from his text. The Greek is BaBb¢ kai dnoppnros.

17. The parallel passage in Fr.St.1 has a different, and in my view possibly prefer-
able, reading here. See note on p. 141.
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63. Gen 15.15.
64. Isa 1.10.
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and is revealed as a son of God and of all those who have lived a blameless
and godly life.

4. Let us take it, as an example, that the apostle Paul has as his physi-
cal father some Jew, probably an unbeliever; but that he also has a father
in God, on whose character he modelled his life. Well, then, if someone
is going to trace his physical descent, which father would he be likely to
mention? It would, of course, have to be his physical father, would it not?
But if, on the other hand, someone else wanted to show his birth in Christ,
whom else would he naturally put on record but, of course, his father in
God? Similarly, when Abraham was told: “You will go to your fathers,
nurtured!® in a fine old age’, that must, surely, not mean his physical fore-
bears, unless they were also to be recorded as godly men; it must refer
to his fathers in God, because of their similarity to him in godliness. The
same applies to Abraham’s descendants, too: the irreligious ones were,
physically, the sons of Abraham, but in character they were sons of Sodom
and Gomorrah. That is why they are told: “Hear the word of the Lord,
you rulers of Sodom; heed God’s law, you people of Gomorrah”!® on the
ground that they were unlikely to turn back into sons of Abraham from
what they now were!®. At any rate, those of us Gentiles who have believed
in God’s Christ have become sons of Abraham, although our physical birth
is from fathers of other races, by becoming the sons of Christ and of his
disciples. Thus, thanks to our Christian rebirth, we can be accounted as
also having a second line of descent, far superior to our physical one.

5. That is why it is reasonable that Luke, because his subject is the
rebirth, does not take the same route as Matthew, and so does not include

18. Eusebius’ text here agrees with the older Septuagint manuscripts in reading
tpageic (“nurtured”), but current Septuagint texts emend this to Tageic “buried”, a
correct rendering of the Hebrew.

19-19. The manuscript text of this clause, as printed in Zamagni, is ¢ ad TaAw
¢§ @v fjuelev viot APpaday yiyveoBar. This must be corrupt, for two reasons: there
is no verb for the relative clause starting ¢§ @v, and the verb of the clause on which
it depends, fjuehAey, is singular, although the subject is plural (Mai’s second edition
has the plural, fjpeAdov; Migne’s fjieAAev appears to be a mere misprint). The sense
printed above requires the emendation ¢ o0 méAv ¢§ dv <viv foav> fjpeAlov vioi
APpady yiyveoBai, as the translation given seems to fit both Eusebius’ argument and
the meaning of fjueAAov better than Zamagni’s rendering “comme si deux devaient
naitre a nouveau des fils ’Abraham”, despite the fact that the original context in Isa 1
does envisage the possibility of their repentance and pardon.
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65. Cf. Matt 1.3-15.
66. Luke 3.23.
67. Cf. Matt 1.1-16; Luke 3.23-31.
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in his list Solomon, and Uriah’s wife, nor Tamar, Ruth, Jeconiah and the
disreputable men in between. Instead, he goes back though other, irre-
proachable ones; in particular, he introduces Jesus, reborn, as descended
from the prophet Nathan. By his physical birth Jesus was, as in Matthew,
a son of Abraham, and so has his descent traced from him, as Abraham
had been the first to receive the promise of the nations’ blessing,zo and
that blessing was solely to come about through one who was going to
come forth from his seed. He who is reborn in God, however, has other
forebears recorded, his forebears in God, although they are not his actual
ancestors at all, but only “as was supposed” because of their similarity of
character; he has his ascent traced up to his true Father, and is recognised
by all as the Son of God.

To STEPHANUS 4

On the genealogy in the holy gospels: from Africanus

1. Those who have been either ignorant of the gospel account, or unable
to understand it, have compounded their ignorance by an error made in an
attempt at glorification: they say that this difference in the enumeration of
the names, together with the mixing of priestly ones (as they suppose),?!
with royal ones as well, is justifiable, in that its purpose is to show that Christ
was entitled to become both priest and king. As if anyone disbelieved that he
was, or had any other idea! Christ is certainly both the eternal High Priest
of the Father, conveying up our prayers to him, as well as being the King
over all the universe, shepherding in the Spirit those whom he has freed,
and being a partner in the government of the whole; yet they?? should not

20. See Gen 22.18.

21. The text here reads &g oldv te “as far as possible”, but better sense is given by
the reading of the corresponding passage in Mai’s fragment Fr.St.8, &g olovtat, which
the above translation adopts. (These two readings would by this time have been indis-
tinguishable in pronunciation.)

22. “They”, here, are “those who have been either ignorant...” etc. in the opening
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68. Cf. 2 Sam 7.2; 12.1; 1 Kgs 1.8; etc.
69. Cf. Num 1.47-53; 3.5-10, etc.
70. Cf. Deut 25.5-6.
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have been unaware that both lists of names are David’s line, the royal tribe of
Judah. Yes, Nathan was a prophet; but so too was Solomon, and so was the
father of them both. Prophets came from several tribes, whereas priests were
not just anybody from all twelve tribes, but only Levites. That falsehood is
therefore a futile fiction. May such an argument, that a falsehood has been
composed to the praise and glorification of Christ, never by any means pre-
vail in the church of Christ and of God, the fathers of the strict truth!

2. Therefore, so that we may prove the ignorance of the one who said
that, and prevent anyone from being tripped up through similar igno-
rance, I shall put down the real explanation of the facts.

In Israel, the names of descendants were enumerated either by natu-
ral or by legal descent. “Natural” denotes succession by legitimate birth;
“legal” means succession from a different father, in the name of a brother
of his who had died childless. Because, at that stage, they had not yet been
given the clear?® hope of resurrection, they used to represent that forth-
coming promise by a mortal ‘resurrection, to keep the departed man’s
name from dying out. Some of those included in that line of descent,
therefore, were succeeding in the regular way, father to son, while others
had two different fathers: their actual father, and the man whose sons they
were called. That being so, the record contains both actual fathers and so-
called fathers. Thus neither of the gospels is wrong in giving both natural
and legal descent. The lines of descent from Solomon and from Nathan
have been interwoven, with the ‘resurrection’ of those who were childless,
by second marriages and by ‘raising-up of seed. It is thus right that the
same men are, in different contexts, regarded as sons of different fathers,
either their actual father, or the man accepted as their father; and that both
accounts are perfectly true, and bring the descent down to Joseph in a way
which, though complicated, is accurate.

To make my point clear, I shall give the interconnection of the
descents. The one with the natural descent is Matthew’s; the one with

sentence of the paragraph. The connection of thought is much clearer in the corre-
sponding fragment Fr.St.8, where “they” refers to the evangelists, from a sentence
omitted in this abridgement.

23. Reading cagng, with Mai, for the MS a¢’ fi¢ (“from which”), to give more
coherent sense.
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71. Cf. Matt 1.15-16; Luke 3.23-24.
72. Matt 1.1.
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74. Ps 88.4-5.

75. Cf. 1 Kgs 11.42; 2 Chr 9.30.

76.1 Chr 17.12; cf. 2 Sam 7.13.
77.Cf. 2 Kgs 24.8-17; 2 Chr 36.8-10.
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the legal raising-up of the succession is Luke’s. Matthan, descended from
Solomon, was Jacob’s father; on Matthan’s death, Melchi, descended from
Nathan, married the same woman and fathered Eli. Eli and Jacob are half-
brothers, with the same mother. When Eli died childless, Jacob ‘raised up
seed’ for him by fathering Joseph, who was his own son in nature, but Eli’s
in law. Thus Joseph is the son of them both.

To STEPHANUS 5

Why does Matthew give David precedence over Abraham in the
genealogy of Christ, in the words: “The book of the birth of
Jesus Christ, son of David, son of Abraham?”

1. It is because it was to David first, and only to him, that a prophecy
was given, confirmed by an oath, that the Christ’s birth was, in physical
terms, from him. Hence it is written: “From the fruit of your loins I shall
set one on your throne”; and again “I have covenanted a covenant with
my chosen ones; I have sworn to David my servant ‘Until eternity I shall
provide your seed, and I shall build your throne to generation and genera-
tion’”. That is how the wording of the promise of the prophesied one ran;
but Solomon’s reign was of no uncertain duration: he is recorded as having
been king over Israel for just forty years. How, in that case, could it be true
to take the words “I shall set up his throne for eternity” as referring to
him? Whereas, if anyone were to allege that that saying refers to his succes-
sors, one must not fail to observe?* that the royal succession from David
and Solomon lasted only until Jeconiah and the Babylonian captivity; after
Jeconiah there was no successor to the throne of David’s kingdom.

24. Deleting kai before 1) &nd Aapid. It is absent in the corresponding passage in
fragment Fr.St.10.
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80. 1 Kgs 11.1-2; cf. Deut 7.1-4; Exod 34.11, 16.
81.1Kgs 11.4 (11.3 LXX).

82.1Kgs 11.7-9 (11.5-7, 9 LXX).

83.1 Chr 17.13; 2 Sam 7.14; cf. 1 Chr 22.10; 28.6.
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2. Consider also the following continuation to the prophecy about
the one destined to come: “I shall be to him as a father, and he shall be
to me as a son”; then again, in another place: “He shall address me with
“You are my father, and I shall make him my firstborn” That would not
be appropriate for Solomon. One should compare what is recorded about
him in Kingdoms, in these words: “King Solomon was fond of women. He
took many foreign wives, including a daughter of Pharaoh, and Moabite
women, and Ammonites, Idumaeans, Syrians, Hittites and Amorites, the
races from which the Lord God debarred the sons of Israel, saying “You
shall not go in to themy’”. It adds: “His heart was not perfect with the Lord
his God, as the heart of his father David had been”; and a little further on:
“Then Solomon built a high place to Chemosh, the idol of Moab, on the
hill facing Jerusalem, and to Moloch the idol of the sons of Ammon, and
to Astarte the abomination of the Sidonians; and he did so for all his for-
eign wives, who burnt incense and sacrificed to their idols. And the Lord
was angry with Solomon, because he inclined his heart away from the
Lord God of Israel’.

These, then, are the sort of charges laid against Solomon; so how are
you going to apply to him the terms of the oath, in which, among other
things, occur the words: “I shall be to him as a father and he shall be to
me as a son?” No, these words are entirely inapplicable to Solomon. They
should be referred instead to the Christ of God, prophesied as to come
from the seed of David, who arose from David’s line.
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84. Cf. Matt 1.1-6; Luke 2.34-38.

85. Cf. Gen 12.3; 17.4; Gal 3.8, etc.

86. Cf. Gen 12.1-9.

87. Cf. Gen 15.6; Rom 4.3.

88. Cf. Exod 31.12-17; Lev 23.1-44; Deut 16.1-17, etc.
89. Cf. Rom 4.1-22.

90. Cf. Gal 3.9.

91. Cf. Matt 1.1.

92. Cf. 2 Sam 7.11-16; 1 Chr 17.11-14; Ps 88.4-5.
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To STEPHANUS 6

After David, why does he not take the descent down through the
successive generations, instead of jumping back to Abraham—but not
to Adam or to any other of the men of old who were loved by God?

1. Again, it is because Abraham was the first to have been given vari-
ous prophecies about the calling of the nations. It was before Moses’ giving
of the law, and before there was a race of Jews, in fact even before circum-
cision, that Abraham, a member of another race, set out from Babylonia.
He forsook the ways of his ancestors, and recognised the God who is over
all; and it is attested that, remarkably, “he reached belief in God; and it
was accounted to him for righteousness”. It was not because of physical
circumcision, or of keeping the sabbath day or festivals or new moons, nor
yet through any of the other traditional observances introduced by Moses,
that he is shown to have been upright and loved by God; it was through
his recognition of the God who is over all, through the appearance to him
of the Lord whom he saw—that was our Saviour, the Word of God—, and
through his pious and virtuous life. It was because he had achieved that
reverent character that he had been given the promise about the nations:
that one day they too, when their religious zeal matched that of God’s
beloved Abraham, would also be accounted worthy of a blessing like his.

2. That being the case, it followed that Abraham, as the forebear of
the calling of the nations, should be taken by the evangelist as second to
David, because—given that there were these two great men who were the
first to have been found worthy of God’s promise about the Saviour of the
nations, and about the calling of the nations2°—the one who received the
promise of the birth of the Saviour of all mankind had evidently to be

25. The MS text omits the words for “the Saviour of the nations”. This translation
follows Zamagni’s emendation, from Fr.Syr. 2.
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given precedence in the order of the genealogy over the one who received
the promises about the nations, while the leader of the nations should be
taken second. It is for that reason that the book of Jesus Christ is dedicated
in the first place to Jesus Christ’s physical ancestor, and secondly to the
spiritual father of those who are to be saved through Christ; he who saves
preceded the nations being saved.

To STEPHANUS 7

Why did Matthew mention Tamar? And why not also some other
woman, one whose exploits are attested as being good ones?

1. If anyone were to attempt defaming Tamar as a prostitute, he
should listen to Judah himself, whose words are: “Compared with me,
Tamar has been proved in the right, because I did not marry her to my son
Silom”. It was not for the purpose of prostitution that she took her place in
the brothel; it was a trap she was setting for Judah, with the high-minded
motive of having a child. And the reason is not hard to see: it was his tell-
ing her to stay at home until his son Silom was grown-up enough for him
to marry her. She eagerly obeyed him, and remained a childless widow,
waiting for Judah’s instructions. However, when he did not bring his
undertakings to fulfilment, she realised that he had deceived her all along,
and that the hopes she had entertained of his son were in vain; so she took
matters into her own hands,2® and turned on him. The law of Moses did
not yet exist, and there were no prophets or anyone else to forbid the kind
of thing that she then did: in her longing for children (something people
in those days took seriously, with childlessness being reckoned by every-
one as an utter disaster), she formed the ingenious plan of having a child

26. Reading avtn for abt.
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by him. Without revealing at all who she was, she contrived to have inter-
course with him, thus simultaneously proving her own self-control and
his lack of it. After all, she had been obedient to him for long years in
remaining a childless widow, when it would also have been open to her
to marry someone else and become the mother of children by a husband
of a different race. She did not do so, because her aim was for them to
have kinship with Judah’s ancestors Abraham and Isaac, and indeed with
Israel. He, on the contrary, abandoned his daughter-in-law to a childless,
unmarried widowhood, leaving her in suspense for long ages; and after his
wife’s death, he was unable to control himself: the moment his wife died he
took this woman for a prostitute—there being no law at all to forbid such
behaviour—and was caught by her in the injustice of depriving her of the
enjoyment of childbearing, after long years of awaiting his promises. She
had given evidence of a life of philosophic chastity, whereas his behaviour
was as I have described.

2. By slipping under his guard in this way, she became, after the first
intercourse, the mother of twins by him. This was God’s reward, granted
to her for her good intention. She could have taken herself off elsewhere?’
and been joined to different men, irreligious ones of other races, but that
was not her idea. Instead, she made it her aspiration to be thought worthy
of the race that God loved, even though she was not of that race. And what
a great performance she staged!

However, Tamar did not have the effrontery to present herself for
intercourse with Judah before his first wife ceased to be an obstacle; to
make the attempt before the wife’s death was something she thought
wicked. Thus she waited on her own in her father’s house, despite her
childless state, and would have remained childless to the end, if she had
not seen the opportunity as her ally. And that is why, as I said, she was
thought to deserve God’s assistance, in granting her offspring of two
children at once, from a single act of intercourse with Judah, and in simul-
taneously bringing about mysterious dispensations in the circumstances of
the children’s birth. It is mainly because of those dispensations, I believe,
that the admirable evangelist includes that whole reference to them in his
genealogy of our Saviour. You see, with the birth of these twins to her,

27. Reading dANooe avtiiv for dAloig Eavtry, to fit with the idea of motion
implied by &ydyerv.
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Zara and Phares, the scriptural account seems to me to be making a veiled
allusion to matters of extraordinary significance; and that is why Matthew
mentions them both, as well as their mother, in the words: “Judah was the
father of Phares and Zara, by Tamar”. Why else would it not have sufficed
to say “Judah was the father of Phares”, without mentioning Zara? That
is just what he did in the case of Jacob, where he mentions Jacob alone,
saying nothing about Esau.

[3] In adding also their mother’s name—“by Tamar”—he is inviting
us to look carefully at the story about them all. 3 This is what Moses wrote
in Genesis: “And it came about, when Tamar was giving birth, that she
had twins in her womb. And when she was in labour, it came about that
one put his hand out first; the midwife took hold of it and tied a piece of
scarlet to his hand, saying: “This one will come out first”. But he pulled
his hand in again, and all of a sudden his brother came out. “Why was the
barrier?® broken through because of you?” said the midwife, and gave him
the name “Phares”?8 After that his brother came out, the one with scarlet
on his hand, and she gave him the name Zara. Do you see how much is
contained in the birth of those children? That is why I believe its veiled
meanings were not passed over in silence by the admirable evangelist. So
the holy apostle, in his interpretation of the passage about the barrier—he
is, presumably, talking about the one mentioned in “Why was the barrier
broken through because of you?”—says, in his Epistle to the Ephesians, in
pretty much these words: “Because he is our?® peace, having*® made both
sides one and broken the central barrier-wall, abolishing in his incarnate
person the hostility—the law of commandments in ordinances—in order
to build the two into a single new person in himself, and reconcile the two
sides to God in a single body”

4. Direct your mind to those words, then, and consider the possibil-

28. The Septuagint’s Greek word @payuog (phragmos) means a dividing line or
fence, but the Hebrew word it is meant to translate, Y72 (perets, in Greek transcribed as
Dapég, Phares), means a break or breach. Note that below, in discussing this passage
of Genesis, Eusebius uses ¢paypog sometimes for an internal partition, sometimes for
an enclosing boundary-fence.

29. Accepting Zamagni’s emendation fju@v for the MS dpudv, which is not other-
wise attested in the text of Eph 2.14.

30. The translation follows Mai’s text; Zamagni’s follows that of Ephesians in
reading 0 before momnodg: “he who made”
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ity that the birth of these two sons just described—that of the one, Phares,
because of whom the barrier was broken through, and that of the other,
who put his hand out first but came out second—is a veiled reference to
the two ways of life of those found worthy of the birth under God: one
of these ways came into existence by the gospel, the other by the law of
Moses. The point is that it was the gospel way that was the first of them to
put out its hand, yet without also coming out first into the light; by with-
drawing its hand, it allowed the Mosaic one, which was coming second, to
come out first. Thus it then, despite being the first, comes out last, with the
token on its hand that establishes it as first. Now, the life of those before
Moses who were loved by God was the one in accordance with the gospel
of the Christ, and it is for living in that way that Abraham and his like are
recorded as having been pre-eminent: Isaac, Jacob, Melchizedek, Job, and,
long before them, men such as Noah, Shem, Japhet, Enoch and any others
like those. These at least (despite the evidence that there were some others
entirely out of keeping with the Mosaic law) were all upright, religious and
loved by God; they anticipated the Mosaic character, and constitute for us
shining examples of a philosophy in accordance with that of the gospel.

5. That first way of life, then, was signified by Zara, which translates
as “rising”, because the earliest beams of the rising of the light of religion
shone out through the first among mankind who were religious; that is,
those before Moses who were revealed as having been loved by God, ever
since the origin of mankind. They it was who, like Zara, first put out their
hand and revealed the effective way of life, even though Zara did not cause
it to prevail; instead, their way of life went into the background and, as if
a barrier had been broken through, his brother, the Mosaic life, came out.
This is what the wonderful apostle has called “the central barrier-wall”, and
that is why he was called “Phares” from his breaking through the barrier,
because the name translates as “separation”. (This is also the derivation of
“Pharisees”, from their being distinguished among the Jews by their sepa-
ration, cutting themselves oft from mingling with the ordinary people.) It
would have been a blessed thing, and far preferable, for the barrier not to
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119. Isa 58.12.

120. Cf. Matt 12.8; Mark 2.28; Luke 6.5.
121. Cf. Eph 2.14.

122. Eph 2.14.

123. Eph 2.15.
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have been broken through, but to have remained an unbroken whole; and
that would have been the case, if the second had followed the one that was
first to put its hand out, and had lived its life in the same way. It would have
been far better, I mean, if the people of the circumcision had in fact lived
their lives in accordance with the life of the men of the most ancient times
whom God loved. That way, the barrier would have been intact, and there
would have been a single building made up of both the first and the last.

6. However, as the weakness of those who came second did not allow
the first way of life to prevail, it was with good reason that a break in God’s
barrier took place. The “central wall of the barrier” was tossed aside, and
the second way of life, the one which originally had been first to put out
its hand, came out second into the light through our Saviour Jesus Christ,
who has restored the original, pre-existing barrier. That is also why the
prophecy says of him: “And he will be called the builder of fences”. He it
is who has destroyed the central division, mentioned above. Being “Lord
also of the Sabbath”, he makes both sides one, in the holy apostle’s words:
“Because he is our peace, he who has made both sides one and broken
the central barrier-wall”. To make clear what the “central wall” is, he adds:
“abolishing the law of the commandments in ordinances”—that is, taking
out of the way the central division, the Mosaic law which keeps us, the
gentiles, away from the religion of God—because it is impossible for all
nations to live by the Mosaic law, even if*! they wish to do so.

7. Therefore, as we have established in our Gospel Proofs,32 he was
setting before everyone the gospel way of life. The first form of religion
ensured the perfection of its birth, and enhanced the glory of it, by bring-
ing with it on its hand the evidence of its being the first-born. That life,
conferred on all nations through the saving gospel, was the very one which
extended its hand, even before Moses, and gave a practical demonstration
of itself through the first men whom God loved. And this, this was Zara,
who instituted the original rising among mankind of the godly way of life.
He has been the same, beginning and ending, first and last; he was that
small rising which finally shone out onto all mankind.

31. Reading und¢, with Mai, for Zamagni’s ur| 8¢.
32. Cf. Demonstratio Evangelica 1.2.4-6.
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124. Matt 1.1.

125. Cf. Matt 1.3.

126. Gal 4.4.

127. Gal 4.4-5.

128. Cf. Matt 1.6.
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130. Cf. Matt 1.1.

131. Cf. 2 Sam 12.13-23.

132. Cf. 2 Sam 11.2-12.24, etc.
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8. It is, though, also appropriate to add to the above that “the book of
the birth of Jesus Christ” does not introduce the One whose birth it is trac-
ing as having been born from the first of the two (Zara, I mean), but from
Phares, the second. This is because, physically, he is descended from the
tribe and seed of the second, being not merely “born of woman” but also
“born under the law, so that he could ransom also those under the law”, as
the apostle’s testimony, upon this matter also, has it.

To STEPHANUS 8

Why does the evangelist mention Uriah’s wife in the genealogy?

1. What this “book of the birth of Jesus Christ” seems to be telling
us, virtually in just the words “King David was the father of Solomon by
Uriah’s wife”, is something on the following lines.

It is giving the good news that David’s prayers and entreaties are
almost at the point of attaining their goal. It includes the dispensation of
Jesus Christ, Saviour of all and Physician, through whom alone David,
too, had the prospect of being absolved from his sin over Uriah and his
wife, and of being freed from imprisonment in death. David himself, in
the Psalms, predicted this Jesus Christ’s presence here till death, through
which presence his own soul, too, was going to be ransomed from Hades.33
He revealed the matters of the Saviour’s descent into that place and of his

33. The words “from Hades” are a conjectural restoration to the text, to make
sense of the words “to that place” in the next sentence.
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own salvation, in his words: “Lord, you have brought my soul up from
Hades; you have saved me from those that go down into the pit”; in “He
that raises me from the gates of death”; in “You will not abandon my soul
into Hades”; and in “You have turned and given me life, and brought me
back again from the depths of the earth” And who was it who went down
and brought him back from the depths? And who saved him from those
that go down into the pit? Who, but the One to whom the admirable evan-
gelist dedicates the book of his birth, as he gives us all the gospel: the good
news about David, too, along with the rest of us?

2. I think the sole reason for David’s falling into this sin was this
sentence that he uttered in the twenty-ninth3* Psalm: “And I said, in my
prosperity, ‘I shall surely not ever be shaken’”. Such pride, and the utter-
ing of such a remark that he would never be shaken,3° but would remain
immune in his prosperity from reverses and suffering, was overweeningly
arrogant, and out of keeping with “Unless the Lord builds the house, its
builders have laboured in vain; unless the Lord guards the city, its sentry
has kept watch in vain”. So, after becoming rich in God’s blessings, and
having made great progress in virtue, he had the temerity to say: “I shall
surely not ever be shaken”; and that is why he is also at once abandoned
by the Lord, who was helping him in bringing about his blessings, and an
alien spirit grapples with him. Anyhow, in that same Psalm he says: “And
I said, in my prosperity, I shall surely not ever be shaken’; but you turned
away your face, and I became dismayed. Lord, it was in your will that you
granted3® my beauty?®” strength”. He is explaining that, after first saying “I
shall surely not ever be shaken”, he subsequently, when God turned his
face away from him because of that arrogant remark, admits that he was
dismayed. Then, after receiving help on the strength of that admission,
he no longer ascribes his own former successes to himself, but to God, in

34. In the English Bible, Ps 30.6

35. Assuming that both Eusebius and his epitomator were more conversant with
the by-then-obsolete optative mood than their copyists, we should read calevOein for
oalevOn here.

36. The text and editions here (compare the same citation twice more, below), as
in the Septuagint itself, vary between mapdoyov “grant” and mapéoyov “you granted”
As Eusebius’ argument shows plainly that he took it as the latter, that is the reading
here adopted in all three places.

37. For the Hebrew *1i1% (lahdrari) “to my mountain’, the Septuagint, perhaps
misreading the Hebrew text as *37a% (lahddari), has k&dA\el pov “to my beauty”.
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the words: “Lord, it was in your will that you granted my beauty strength”
“When ‘you turned away your face, and I became dismayed’”, he is saying,
“I then realised that earlier, too, long ago, ‘it was in your own will that you
granted my beauty strength’”. For, if there was any beauty existing about
my soul before my sin, that very beauty had accrued to me from your
bountiful grace” That is what he admits, after realising his own weakness.

3. However, when the prophet Nathan came to him, on his going in
to Bathsheba, he then sent up also the prayer in the fiftieth Psalm:*° “To
you alone have I sinned, and done the wickedness in your sight”. By saying
“To you alone have I sinned”, he does not mean: “It is in respect of God
alone that I have sinned”, because his sin was not in the class of things
like blasphemy, oathbreaking or any such impiety, to make one suppose
that his sin was in respect of God. If one must say so, his great sin was in
respect of Bathsheba; but his greatest was actually in respect of Uriah, and
more than anyone else, in respect of his own soul. So, what does he mean
here by “To you alone have I sinned”? Well, what I think he means is: “It
is to you alone that my sin has become known”. His continuation, at any
rate, makes that clearer: “and done the wickedness in your sight”—because
as far as humans are concerned, I had no fear of them; it is just fear of
you that was oppressing me. At any rate, he throws himself on his face
and says he will not get up until he had been granted his petition. Praying
with him, too, are all those who join in assisting the good, urging that he
should be heard; because in the hundred and thirty-first Psalm*0 it is said:
“Remember, Lord, David and all his meekness: how he swore to the Lord,
he prayed to the God of Jacob: ‘If*! I will enter the dwelling-place of my
house, if I will get up onto the couch of my bedding, if I will give sleep
to my eyes and closure to my eyelids, until I find a place for the Lord, a
dwelling-place for the God of Jacob™”.

4. When he had prayed like this, insisting that he would not get up

38. Here, like the Septuagint in all its references to Uriah’s wife, the text calls her
Bnpoafes, as in the place-name “Beersheba’”. (For that place-name the Septuagint, in
every case except Amos 5.5, gives the literal translation “the well of the oath”.)

39.Ps 51.4.

40. Ps 132.1-5.

41. By “If..; the Septuagint is translating literally a Hebrew idiom in which the
apodosis of the oath (e.g., “May I be struck dead”) is unexpressed. It thus amounts to:
“I swear that I will not..”
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onto the couch of his bedding, that he would not go into his house, and
even that he would not give closure to his eyelids, until he found the place
that was to be the Lord’s, the Lord showed him Bethlehem; because, after
his prayer, the holy angels of God who were praying with him go on to
say: “Lo, we heard it in Ephratha” Now Ephratha is Bethlehem, as Moses
relates in the words: “And Rachel died, and was buried on the road to Eph-
ratha, that is, Bethlehem”. Micah, too, says Ephratha is Bethlehem: “And
you, Bethlehem, house of Ephratha, shall be by no means?*? least among
the leaders of Judah” David then also prayed not just to discover the
the Lord’s place, but also where his “dwelling-place” would come from.
Now “dwelling-place” means, in fact, the tabernacle, the body, which the
Word of God took on; so it is in accordance with reason that they gave
an advance indication of the place, in the words: “Lo, we have heard it
in Ephratha”. They go on to tell him also about that dwelling-place: “The
Lord has sworn truth to David, and will surely not annul it: ‘From the fruit
of your loins I shall place one on your throne’”. In these words, David is
being informed that the Lord’s future dwelling-place was the fruit that was
to come from his loins.

To STEPHANUS 9

Why did the evangelist mention Ruth?

1. Of course the divine apostle, foreseeing in the spirit the calling
of the foreign nations which was to come about through his own gospel,
was going to mention the foreign woman! For Ruth was a foreigner, and

42. The Greek text Eusebius is quoting is that of Matt 2.6, which includes “by no
means’, not that of the saying’s original context, Mic 5.2, which has no negative either
in the Hebrew or in the Greek. “And you, Bethlehem, house of Ephratha, are very few
in number to be among the thousands of Ioudas” is the rendering of The New English
Translation of the Septuagint.
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161. Cf. Ruth 1.4, etc.

162. Deut 23.4 (3); cf. Neh 13.1 (2 Esd 23.1 LXX).
163. Cf. Ruth 1.16-17, etc.

164.1 Tim 1.9.

165. Cf. Matt 1.5; 2.6.

166. Deut 23.4; cf. Neh 13.1 (2 Esd 23.1 LXX).
167. Ruth 4.11; cf. Gen 29.1-30.24; 35.23-26.
168. Ruth 4.11.
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from the Moabites, one of the foreign nations banned by Moses. “Moabites
and Ammonites,” he says, “shall not enter the Lord’s congregation until
the third and fourth generation, and until eternity” Exceptionally, though,
God’s love for her put her actually above the law, and she did enter the
Lord’s congregation, because the law addresses those under it, whereas
“the law is not laid down for the upright, but for the lawless, undisciplined,
impious and sinful”. That is not the kind of person Ruth was, even though
she was born a foreigner; she surmounted the law’s exclusion, entered the
congregation of the Lord, and counted as a member of the Israelite nation.
Thanks not to any physical nobility, but to her nobility of character, she
was found to deserve a place among our Saviour’s ancestors. She consti-
tutes, for all of us gentile foreigners, a very important example: if we do as
she did, we shall receive from God a reward equal to hers.

2. It is logical, therefore, that as he was about® to embark on his
gospel, the good news of the call and inclusion of foreigners, he has put
her into the genealogy. Thus, through her, he is practically teaching all of
us gentile foreigners the lesson that if we do abandon our inherited ways,
it stands to reason that the rest will also be fulfilled for us: that is, that we
shall no longer be counted as foreigners, or live as people of alien descent,
but as members of the true Israel, and of the people of God’s inheritance.

3. There was another reason, too, why he had to mention Ruth. By
his version of the narrative, he explained what the causes were that broke
the law’s ban: “Moabites shall not enter the Lord’s congregation”; it was
because the Moabitess “has become like Rachel and like Leah, who?*¢ both
built the house of Israel”. Of course the mention of Ruth served a purpose
for the genealogy of our Saviour Jesus Christ! It is with reference to her
that that saying also mentions “making power in Ephratha, and there shall
be a name in Bethlehem” One can justifiably say that these prophecies
came exactly true, if one observes that the appellation “from Bethlehem”
for Jesus Christ, whose descent is traced in Matthew, has been heard of in
every nation of mankind; as has the power which came about in Ephratha.
That is the power through which all nations came to recognise the Christ
of God, whose descent is traced from Ruth, and through him abandoned

43. Reading péAAwv with Mai, as required by the sense and reported, but not
adopted, in Zamagni’s text.

44. Reading af, with Mai and the Septuagint, for the MS «kai, tentatively retained
by Zamagni. Either reading is possible.
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169. Cf. Matt 1.11; 1 Chr 3.15.
170. Jer 22.28-30.
171.Isa 61.1; Luke 4.18.
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their native land as Ruth did, and have devoted themselves to the God of
Israel, again like her.

On these grounds, it seems to me that it is not without due consider-
ation®® that the mention of Ruth has been added in Matthew’s genealogy.

To STEPHANUS 10

Why does the evangelist call Jehoiachim ‘Jeconiah’?

1. He had two names. According to the prophet Jeremiah, he was
called Jeconiah. That is the name used for him in the passage:*¢ “Jeconiah
has been despised, like a useless piece of pottery. What about the fact that
he and his offspring have been thrown away?47 Land, land, hear the word
of the Lord: “Write this man down as banished, because surely no offspring
of his shall arise to sit on David’s throne, ruling any longer in Judah’”. The
result of this was that the person mentioned underwent, with his people,
the captivity in Babylon. Thus it is logical for the admirable evangelist, in
recording the descent of the Redeemer and Saviour of all, to mention even
this disgraced man, who was banished and thrown away into the land of
Babylon as a prisoner, with his offspring. In doing so, he teaches us that the
One*® sent by the Father to proclaim release for prisoners was this Jesus
Christ whose book he is writing, who is referred to in the prophet’s saying:
“The spirit of the Lord is upon me, and that is why he has anointed me
and sent me to bring the good news to the poor, and to proclaim release to

45. Reading dovAloyiotwg for dovAAoylotog of the MS and editions, as a better
fit with the grammar of the sentence.

46. Jer 22.24-30. English Bibles call him Coniah.

47. This translation follows Zamagni’s reading ti 6t1; from the MS. The Sep-
tuagint, in Rahlfs’ edition, has only 6t (“because”); Mai printed first ti; étt (“Why?
Because..”) and in his second edition, used by Migne, diott, a synonym for t.

48. This translation assumes that 6 has been omitted from the text after 611
(“that”).
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172. Isa 45.13.

173. John 22.30.

174. Isa 53.4-5.

175. Jer 22.30.

176. Jer 22.28.

177. Cf. 2 Kgs 24.8-16; 2 Chr 36.9-10.
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prisoners”. The same prophet says of him elsewhere: “He will build my city,
and will bring home again the captivity of my people”

2. Tt is thus apposite that Matthew announces to Jeconiah himself and
to his soul, as well as to those who have suffered a similar dishonour and
captivity of their souls, the good news of the coming of the Redeemer. Here
he is tracing the descent of the Son of God along with the rest of them,
guilty and sinful men! It was in the course of one and the same account
that he mentioned David’s breach of the law in the matter of Uriah’s wife,
Judah’s fornication, and the foreign woman, Ruth the Moabitess; and it
is actually just the same account into which he brings Jesus*’ associating
with tax-collectors and sinners, undergoing the most shameful treatment
at the hands of mankind, and finally being crucified along with the crimi-
nals. This was the account that contains the words: “Behold the Lamb of
God, who takes away the sins of the world”. And that is because the One
who was to be the cleanser of all the sins that had ever been committed
in the past, and that will be committed in the future, had to undergo all
the things I have mentioned, as a life given for the lives of human beings.
While sinless himself, he had to endure the punishments due to impious
sinners in order that the prophecies of him should be fulfilled, especially
that of the admirable Isaiah: “He takes away our sins, and suffers agony for
us; he was wounded for our sins, and has been made sick for our trans-
gressions. By his bruising we were all healed”

3. Even if the prophet did say to the land, about Jeconiah: “Write
this man down as banished, because surely no offspring of his shall arise
to sit on David’s throne”, he is not ruling out totally that offspring of his
would arise, but only that offspring of his would arise to become kings of
the Jewish nation. And that came true: for one thing, his words: “Jeco-
niah has been dishonoured, like a useless piece of pottery. What about
the fact that he and his offspring have been thrown away to a land he
did not know?”> are an exact prophecy of Babylonia. The difference is
that the One who came to proclaim release to prisoners, and was sent
out to undo the cords of sins and the bonds of the souls fettered long ago
under the power of death, has come for the salvation of them all. Thus

49. The sense requires the name Incodv, not in the text, to be supplied.
50. There are the same differences in reading as in note 47, above.
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178. Ps 106.20-21, 16-17, 14.
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182. Cf. Luke 3.1.

183. Cf. Matt 1.17.
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David, in prophesying about him, says: “He sent out his Word, and healed
them from what was destroying them. Confess to the Lord his mercies,
and his marvellous works for the sons of men; for he has smashed bronze
gates and shattered iron bars, and he has grasped them out of the way of
their transgression. They were brought low, and he led them out of dark-
ness and the shadow of death, and broke their bonds apart” This refers to
the ransoming from death brought about by Christ. The saying: “Death
became strong and swallowed them up, and God took away again every
tear from every face” also chimes with it.

We must observe that the prophecy: “Surely no offspring of his shall
arise to sit on David’s throne, ruling any longer in Judah” does not fall
through, because since Jeconiah there has been no successor to David’s
kingship from the tribe of Judah. After the Babylonian captivity the whole
nation remained under the rule of the high priests until the coming of our
Saviour Jesus Christ; and in his time there were tetrarchs (such as Herod
and Philip), a governor (Pilate), and, over them all, the emperor.

To STEPHANUS 11

Why has he used subdivisions in the genealogy, not combining the forty-
two generations from Abraham to Christ together, but separating the
successive generations into the distinct groups he has set out?

1. Because of the nation’s differing political situations that are covered
by the narrative. One was from Abraham to David; then there was a dif-
ferent one from David down to the captivity; different, again, was the one
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from then till Christ. From Abraham to David their polity was clearly not
under kings: the rulers of the nation after Moses and Joshua were what
they called “judges”, and theirs was one particular kind of succession.
Jerusalem, and its temple, had not yet come into existence at all. Thus it
was discerning of the evangelist not to mix his narrative up, but to make
a stop at David, numbering those®! from Abraham separately. Then again,
from David down to the captivity they>? had their own kings, both David’s
successors and those who ensued at the division of the nation, with the
Jerusalem temple lasting from him until the captivity. Thus, again, it was
logical for Matthew to group those, too, together in a separate list. He
does just the same with those from the captivity to Christ; in their time the
Davidic kingdom no longer existed, and the leadership had devolved from
the tribe of Judah to the priestly class, who in fact ruled the people from
the days of Cyrus until Christ’s birth. Hence he lists those names, too, in a
separate group, and enumerates them on their own.

Thus we see that it is not without due consideration that he has made
his three divisions, for the reasons given.

To STEPHANUS 12

Given that there were seventeen kings from David’s time to Jeconiah
and the Babylonian captivity, why does the evangelist say there are
fourteen generations?

1. If his purpose had been to record successions, one would have

51. Reading tovg, with Mai, for the MS Tob.
52. Reading kéxpnvtat, with Mai, for the MS kéxpnrat.
53. Reading tovtoug, with Mai, for the MS tovtoLg.
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been quite justified in criticising him for giving an incorrect> list of the
kings’ succession, because Kingdoms and Chronicles agree in putting the
three consecutive kings Ahaziah, Joash and Amaziah after Joram son of
Jehoshaphat, and then, after those, Uzziah, Jotham and Ahaz; whereas the
evangelist omits those first three and follows Joram son of Jehoshaphat
directly with Uzziah, Jotham and Ahaz, omitting the intermediate ones
mentioned. If he had done so despite having made as his aim a list of the
kings in succession, one would be compelled to expose his version as
wrong. However, his purpose was to enumerate generations, not succes-
sions: that is the meaning of the words in his account: “Therefore all the
generations from Abraham to David were fourteen generations; and again
from David to Jeconiah and the deportation to Babylon, fourteen genera-
tions”—not “fourteen successions”. It would thus be reasonable to acquit
him of any charge. Why else did he not use the word “successions™? Given
that the narrative in Kingdoms and Chronicles tells of successions, not
generations, no contradiction could emerge from comparing the two.

2. It is not possible to use the word generation to mean “the dura-
tion of a human life”, because it is often the case that some have a short
life, quickly snuffed out in their childhood years, while others reach ado-
lescence, others grow up into young men, others to full manhood, and
others extend their life into extreme old age. What sort of generation is
one going to count, if one life lasts till the tenth year, another to the twen-
tieth, another to the fiftieth, another to the seventieth, and another can be
seen—not just in antiquity, but in our own day as well—to reach over a
century? How, then, do they suppose they can use the human lifespan to
define a generation? “Up to the age of having children” will not do, either,
because some marry, and have had children, before they are twenty, and
some not till after thirty; and among people of the same age, you could see
some with the support of their first sons alone, whereas others go on to
four generations, so that some see grandchildren of theirs by the time they
are fifty, while others of seventy have not been granted any children at all.
So how is one going to assign a numerical value to a generation? From the
long-lived, or the short-lived? From those who have had children quickly,

54. The sense demands a conjectural restoration to the text of, e.g., o0k 0pO®g
(“incorrectly”) after @g, unless, with Zamagni, one assumes an otherwise unexampled
meaning, “make a mistake,” for mapektiOnpt.
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or those who were slow to do so? From those who depend on their first
sons, or those who have several generations to depend on?

3. The question has thus been dealt with. The divine evangelist, whose
purpose was to talk of generations, not successions, enumerates them in
the terms in which he himself understood them. With no great concern
for the successions in the histories, he has included in his genealogy only
as many as sufficed to make up his fourteen generations. Thus the sound-
ness of his account is preserved, and it is in no way in conflict with the
historical books.

To STEPHANUS 13

Given that there are twelve names in the genealogy from Jeconiah to
Joseph, why, again, does the evangelist say that there were fourteen?

1. For the same reason: that is, as I have said, that he wishes to record
generations, not successions. In the case of those whose long lives span
many years, it often comes about that there have not been many>” individ-
uals in the succession, compared with what comes out as the full number
of generations; so it is on that reckoning that, in the case of those included
in the succession from David down to the captivity, a larger number, the
generations came out as fewer: that is, there are seventeen men in the suc-
cessions, but that has been called “fourteen generations” In the present
case, on the same calculation, the fourteen generations would be com-
plete in twelve successions, these particular twelve long-lived men having
presumably made up a sufficient length of years to fill the fourteen genera-
tions.

That is one answer to the question.

55. Reading OAiyag pgv yeyovéval for tag pév yeyovéva, as seems demanded by
the contrast.
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2. However, in another sense, taking the narrative precisely, you
would find that the present succession-list does also have fourteen names,
if, as well as the twelve, you were to include Jesus Christ himself, known
as Joseph’s son, in the count, and were also to add to those the Jeconiah
who was in Babylon—not the one who was king in Jerusalem before the
deportation. After Josiah, you see, there were two with the same name,
Joachim: Josiah’s actual son, who succeeded him as king in Jerusalem, and
that one’s son, Joachim II. These were both also known by the Hellenised
form of their name, Jeconiah. Now Joachim I, or Jeconiah I, Josiah’s son
and successor as king in Jerusalem, is to be included in the pre-captivity
generations; but his son, Joachim II (also known as Jeconiah; he was the
son of Joachim I, and grandson of Josiah) would, when counted with those
listed in the genealogy from the captivity down to Christ, bring the total
number up to the fourteen generations.

3. Evidence for there having been two Joachims will be given by the
book of Kingdoms, which contains the following passage:>® “And Pha-
raoh Necho made Eliakim, son of Josiah king of Judah, king over Israel
in place of his father Josiah, and changed his name to Joachim” It then
adds: “His son Joachim was twenty-five years old when he began to reign,
and he reigned eleven years in Jerusalem”. Later, it goes on to say: “and the
remaining accounts of Joachim, and all that he did, behold, are they not
written in the book of the Accounts of the Days of the Kings of Judah?
And Joachim slept with his fathers, and his son Joachim became king in
his place. His son Joachim was eighteen years old when he began to reign,
and he reigned three months in Jerusalem; and his mother’s name was
Estha; and he did what was wicked in the eyes of the Lord, in the same

56. Reading tomov, the usual word for a passage from a book, for tpomov
(“manner, style”).



78 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

éxeivw avéfn NaPovyodovooop Paoireds Pafvravos eis Tepovoaliy-
kol TAOev 1 moAig €v mepioydj kol €iofjAbev o Paoideds PafvAavos év Tif
moAel, kal oi maides avToD émoridprovy avTAV- kol €E7AOev Twakeiy
Pacirevs Tovda émi faoidéa Bafvrdvos, adTog kil oi maides avToD, Kol 1
unTnp, kel oi dpyovres adTod, kai eDvolyor adToD- Kai TOUG [oyvpovS TG
yiG anyayev &noikeoiay &€ Tepovoaliu eic BafvAdva.?t? Obtog &) odv
0 devtepogTwaxkeip eig Bapuddva dmaxBeic, ovtog fjv avtodg O mpodg Tod
TepepiovTexoviag dvopaopévog,?! Ekyovog Tuyxavev o0 Tooia, AAN ody
vidg- 810 eikdTWG &V ovvaplBpoiTo €v T Tpitn Yevealoyia TOV anod Texovia
péxpt To0 Xplotod yeve®@v dekatecodpwv: ToD TATpOS avTod, 86 fv ToD
Twoia maig, obv T® ATl €V Tal§ AvewTépw Yeveais kataplOpovpévov:

Kal oVTwg NIV Kal 6 TOV DOTATWV dekaTECTAPWY YEVEDV APLOHOG
ovviotatal TARPNG.

[Ipog Zrépavov 1’

At Ti ToD TEKTOVOG VIOG O OWTNP NUOV EXPNUATIOEY, AN 0D TIVOG
¢monpov kai évaoEov avdpogt2

1 OV Vv &vBeov avtod Pactheiav émdeifwv eANAvOev- émel un
8¢ gavnTOv kal EmdekTik®g NIV Taprer 1 68 6006 avTd TR &ig
ovpavovg agifewg émt TovTw £yiveto, €9’ @ Te TOV TOV AvBpwnwv Biov
neptkabdporro, TOV €k TG TOV dvBpwnwv dyéAng auvov tod Oeod
avtiyvyov kal kaBdpolov OTEP MEAVTWY HUOV AdTOG £avTOV EmS0VG:
v’ odv dnapanodiotwg i Téhog dxOein todTo, T& TMALIOTA TOV AVTOD
Bavpdrwy dnékpunté Te kai éneokiale, TOTE PEV TApAV@OV pr €l TavTag
gk@épeLy Ta O adToD TpatTépeva,?!3 ot 8¢ TG épnuiag Sikwv kai Tag

210. 2 Kgs 24.5-6, 8-12, 15; cf. 2 Chr 36.8-10.

211. Cf. Jer 22.24-30.

212. Cf. Matt 13.55.

213. Cf. Matt 8.4; 9.30; 17.9; Mark 1.44; 5.43; 7.24; 8.26; 9.9; Luke 4.41; 5.14; 8.56.



TO STEPHANUS 14 79

way as all that his father had done. At that time Nebuchadnezzar king of
Babylon came up against Jerusalem, and the city came under siege. And
the king of Babylon came into the city, and his sons were besieging it; and
Joachim king of Judah went out to the king of Babylon, he and his sons,
and his mother, and his officers, and his eunuchs; and he took the strong
men of the land away from Jerusalem to settle in Babylon.” Thus the one
called Jeconiah by Jeremiah was this Joachim, Joachim II, who was driven
off to Babylon. He is in fact Josiah’s grandson, not his son, and so could
reasonably be counted among the third generation-list, the one “From
Jeconiah to Christ, fourteen generations”; while his father, Josiah's son, is
counted with his father among the previous generations.

Thus we find that the final fourteen generations do also comprise the
full number.

To STEPHANUS 14

Why was our Saviour known as “the carpenter’s son”, not as the son of
some famous and distinguished man?

1. It was not to demonstrate his divine kingship that he came; he came
among us with no desire for display or showing oft. The condition of his
journey towards his arrival in heaven was that he should entirely cleanse
the life of mankind by giving himself, God’s Lamb from the human flock,
in person for us all, as a purificatory offering of his life for ours. To enable
this to be brought to its conclusion unhindered, he concealed most of his
marvellous acts and kept them dark, sometimes giving instructions not to
disclose them to everyone, and sometimes trying to find deserted places,
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and opportunities to spend time in the hills. He did not even display his
divine transfiguration to all his disciples, but only to three of them; and
even to those he gave orders to tell no-one what they had seen, until the
Son of man should have risen from the dead.

He would not have undergone what is recorded of him, on our behalf,
if he had come to us like some famous king with a divine bodyguard and a
military parade, simultaneously working his divine miracles and showing
himself off as an entirely supernatural being. It was with reason, there-
fore, that, in the apostle’s words, “he emptied himself, taking the form of a
slave”, and did not disdain to be known as the son of the poor man, Joseph.
This was, additionally, to substantiate the saying about him that “being
rich, for us he became poor, so that we, by means of his poverty, might
become rich”.

To STEPHANUS 15

In what sense is he said to have sat “on the throne of David”?

1. The throne of David is conceived of in different ways. In one way,
one would say that what it means is the seat he sat on as king, probably
made of ivory and wood, and embellished with gold and royal gems. In
another, as we habitually use the phrase “his royal throne”, it means his
actual power, his leadership over the whole people.
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Apart from those just mentioned, there is a third way in which the
word “throne”, promised by God to David, would be called “his™: not as the
one he personally sat on, but as the one which occurs in the divine scrip-
tures, in the prophecies®” given to him. The eighty-eighth Psalm>® contains
the words: “As I swore to my servant David: ‘“To eternity I shall provide
your seed, and I shall build up your throne to generation and generation’;
and again: ‘And I shall set his seed until the eternity of eternity, and his
throne as the days of heaven’; and again: T swore once in my holiness “If I
shall lie to David...!”> His seed shall®® remain for eternity, and his throne
be as the sun before me, and as the moon, set firm for eternity; and the

>

witness is trustworthy in heaven’”.

2. Now, as God had promised David, in the passages quoted, to
give him a throne “as the days of heaven”, and “as the sun”, and “as the
moon’, lasting for eternity, the whole Jewish nation had for that reason
a strong expectation about the “throne” in question. However, after the
brief hegemony of David, and of Solomon after him—not to mention
also the successors to their kingdom, who came to an end with Jeconiah
and the Babylonian captivity, so that after him the kingdom of David had
been abolished,—it seemed that the promise of the divine oracles did not
hold good. That is just what, again, this same Psalm puts forward in the
divine Spirit, with the words following those I have cited: “Where are your
ancient mercies, Lord, which you swore to David in your truth?” Again,
the fall of his kingdom and his succession, and the end of his throne, are
explicitly, though not literally, indicated in the words that come next: “But
you, Lord, have thrust it away and brought it to nothing; you have put oft
your anointed one, you have brought your servant’s covenant to an end;
you have profaned his sacredness to the ground” It adds: “You have shat-
tered his throne to the ground”

3. The divine Spirit brings all these passages to the same point, to all
intents and purposes wishing to inform us that the promises to David were
not about the visible kingship, nor about the throne in its physical sense.

57. Reading Oeomponwv for Oeompendv.

58. English Bible Ps 89.

59. For the Hebrew idiom “If I .. in oaths, see note 41.
60. Reading pevei, with Rahlfs’ Septuagint, for puévet.
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They were predictions of an eternal throne, which is compared to the sun,
moon and heaven, and lasts for eternity; whereas David’s visible king-
dom had in time—no long time—been abolished. That is why it is with
good reason that, after the implied reference to the fall of the throne of
David’s visible kingdom, and saying: “You have shattered his throne to the
ground’, he next makes his prayer about the eternal, heavenly throne that
had been promised through the divine oracles, in the words: “Where are
your ancient mercies, Lord, which you swore to David in your truth?”—
virtually a request that the fulfilments of the promises to him, which were
strengthened by an oath, should come to fruition.

4. Therefore, the throne about which the great angel Gabriel gives the
Virgin the good news, prophesying that it will be given to the One who is
to be born of her, is this very same throne that God swore to give David,
the throne which is “as the days of heaven”, “as the sun before God”, and
“as the moon, set firm for eternity”, with the whole nation praying for it to
be established. Hence he says to her: “And you shall call his name Jesus;
he shall be great, and shall be called the Son of the Most High; and the
Lord God will give him the throne of his father David”. He goes on, too, to
make it clear what kind of throne he was talking about, by saying: “And he
shall reign over the house of Jacob for eternity; and of his kingdom there
shall be no end” His explanation agrees with that of the oracles. They were
telling®® David in advance about an eternal, heavenly throne of kingship;
exactly so, Gabriel is saying that the One who is to be born of the Virgin
will receive the throne of David—that is to say, the throne promised to
David, though not by any means actually given to him yet: the heavenly
throne, the one lasting to eternity. This, then, was the actual fulfilment of
the greatest prophecy delivered to David, awaited by the whole people, and
fulfilled in our Saviour Jesus Christ, as Gabriel testified in the words: “And
he shall reign for eternity; and of his kingdom there shall be no end”. That,
too, is why our Lord and Saviour himself said, in reply to the questioner
who asked him if he was the king of the Jews: “My kingdom is not of this
world”. The royal throne that was in store for him was nothing mortal or
perishable, but was truly world-wide, shining as a light like the sun and set

61. Grammatical concord, not otherwise irregular in Eusebius, suggests that for
O pév ... mpovleyev we should read oi pév ... mpodAeyov, to agree with the plural oi

Xpnopot.
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firm for eternity like the moon, illuminating understanding souls through
his divine, celestial teaching.

5. Even if there was a reference to the future kingship being “over
Jacob’, do not suppose that it is the Jewish nation that is meant by “Jacob”
For one thing, our authority for this event, the evangelist Luke, in record-
ing Gabriel's words in his own work, written after our Saviour’s ascension
into heaven, knew perfectly well that our Saviour had not reigned over the
Jewish nation, nor ruled for eternity; in fact, he records in detail the Jews’
plot against him and their plan to put him to death. Not just that, either:
in the Acts of the Apostles he also records their renewed uprisings against
Jesus’ disciples. He would not, therefore, have thought that Gabriels state-
ment meant that Christ would be king over the Jews. He would not have
accepted it as true, had he not believed that it was intended to mean that
the “house of Jacob” comprised all, from every nation, who were included
in the adoption of the saints, through our Saviours calling. Thus the divine
apostle, who understood this quite clearly, proves this, in the words: “For
the praise—from God, not from mankind—belongs not to the man who is
outwardly a Jew, or to the outward, physical circumcision, but to the Jew
who is inwardly so, and the spiritual, not literal, circumcision of the heart”.
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To STEPHANUS 16

How is it that Matthew records that Jesus was taken from Bethlehem
to Egypt, but Luke that he was taken to Jerusalem, and from there to
his parents’ home at Nazareth?

1. Luke is recording the time of our Saviour’s birth. He mentions
Augustus’ reign and the registration that took place in his time, and says
that they had nowhere to stay in Bethlehem, as there was, naturally, a large
number of people of David’s stock together in Bethlehem for the registra-
tion. That was why there was no house available for Joseph; and so, he says,
Mary, after giving birth, swaddled the baby and put it down in a manger,
“because there was no room for them in the lodging-house”. It was not at
all surprising that no lodging was available, with a very large number of
people there together because of the registration. However, he also says:
“When the number of days was complete for his circumcision”—and that
must take place on the eighth day after the birth—“they took the child up
to Jerusalem”; and, after carrying out the customary observances for him,
they leave for Nazareth.

2. Matthew mentions none of this that is down in Luke, but by-passes
what Luke has said and, for his part, recounts different events. And what
were these, but the arrival of the magi from the East, and how they left
their own country at the time that Jesus was born, because a star had given
them the clue by which to know of the birth? Now, it was most certainly
not a short time that they took, to make a journey as long as that. It is
implausible that they could have completed the journey from the East to
the land of the Jews in eight days, to allow it to be thought that the time
of their arrival and the time of our Saviour’s birth were the same. Even
though the wording of their question is: “Where is the child who has been
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born as King of the Jews? We have seen his star, and have come to worship
him’, it is not, as one might suppose, the one born “today” that they mean,
at the time they were asking the question, but the one born at the time
when the star appeared to them.

3. [2] How long this time was between the appearance of the star to
the magi at the time of our Saviour’s birth, and their presence in Jeru-
salem, the evangelist himself will tell you, in the words: “ Then Herod
summoned the magi secretly and established from them the precise time
of the star’s appearance”. Having established it precisely from them, he
thought he would have found out who this was; but the magi went back
without telling him, so then “he was extremely angry at the realisation
that he had been fooled by them, and sent and killed all two-year-olds and
under in Bethlehem and its whole district, according to the time he had
established from the magi”. Therefore, by the time these men arrived, a
two-year period had elapsed since Jesus’ birth.

4. Thus there is no discrepancy between what the holy evangelists say,
if it is on the eighth day after his birth that Luke takes him up to Jerusalem
with his parents for the performance of the customary observances, and
from there brings him to Nazareth; whereas it is after two years that Mat-
thew writes that they were back in Bethlehem, and from there says they
left for Egypt because of the of the king’s designs against them. It was also
likely that this was not just the second time they visited the place; they
may actually have done so quite often, in commemoration of the miracle.
Anyhow, it is unambiguously shown that the time at which our Saviour
was born, according to Luke, is not the same as the time at which, accord-
ing to Matthew, the magi from the East encountered him.

5. [3] There is also another way of working out that there is not just
the one time given in the two evangelists. Luke says there was nowhere
available for them to stay in Bethlehem, and that is why, when she had the
baby, she put him to bed in a manger, “because there was no room in the
lodging-house”—as one would expect, with everyone from the house and
homeland of David flocking from all over the place to the city in question
for the registration, and there being a large number of people staying there
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with no lodging available for them. Matthew, though, says: “The magi,
having heard King Herod, made their way to Bethlehem. And look! The
star they saw in the East led them on, until it stopped when it reached
where the child was, with his mother Mary; and they prostrated them-
selves and worshipped him”. But it is not lying in a manger that they find
the child, as with the shepherds; they see him indoors, with his mother,
in a house. Yet Luke said “there was no room for them in the lodging-
house”; so how is it that Matthew specifies a house for them? No: when
Luke records the time of the birth, that was the time of the registration,
at which the entire body of those belonging to the same stock were flock-
ing to David’s city; but Matthew is recording the events of two years later,
that being the length of time that Herod established from the magi. There
was thus no pressure in Bethlehem and, according to Matthew, there was
lodging available for them, because: “Entering the house, the magi saw
the child with his mother Mary, and they prostrated themselves and wor-
shipped him”.

That, then, is the solution of the problem.

My son Stephanus, most holy and industrious of men, please accept
from us these books dedicated to you, as demonstrations of sincere feeling.






To MARINUS

Translated by David J. D. Miller
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1. Matt 28.1.

2. Mark 16.2; cf. Mark 16.9.
3. Cf. Mark 16.9-20.

4. Mark 16.6.

5. Cf. Mark 16.6-7.

6. Mark 16.8.

7. Cf. Mark 16.9-20.
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To MARINUS 1

My most honoured and most industrious son, Marinus! Now that I
have worked through my earlier two books of Problems and Solutions on
the points that present difficulties at the opening of the divinely-inspired
gospels, I shall proceed, omitting the central parts, to the things everyone
always wants to find out about their ending. I think it is perhaps the will of
God, working through your injunctions, that has prompted us to this task.

Your first question was:

How is it that the Saviour’s resurrection evidently took place, in
Matthew, “late on the Sabbath”, but in Mark “early in the
morning on the first day of the week™?

1. The answer to this would be twofold.

The actual nub of the matter is the pericope which says this. One who
athetises! that pericope would say that it is not found in all copies of the
gospel according to Mark: accurate copies end their text of the Marcan
account with the words of the young man whom the women saw, and who
said to them: “Do not be afraid; it is Jesus the Nazarene that you are look-
ing for, etc. ...’ 7, after which it adds: “And when they heard this, they ran
away, and said nothing to anyone, because they were frightened.” That is
where the text does end, in almost all copies of the gospel according to
Mark. What occasionally follows in some copies, not all, would be extra-
neous, most particularly if it contained something contradictory to the
evidence of the other evangelists.

That, then, would be one person’s answer: to reject it, entirely obviat-
ing the question as superfluous.

1. “Athetises” means “marks the passage as spurious”.
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8. Matt 28.1.

9. Mark 16.9.

10. Mark 16.9.

11. Mark 16.9.

12. Matt 28.1.

13. Mark 16.9.

14. Cf. John 20.1, 14-19.
15. Cf. Mark 16.9.

16. Cf. Matt 28.1.

17. Cf. Mark 16.9; John 20.1.
18. Mark 16.9.
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2 Another view, from someone diffident about athetising anything at
all in the text of the gospels, however transmitted, is that there is a twofold
reading, as in many other places, and that both are to be accepted; it is not
for the faithful and devout to judge either as acceptable in preference to
the other.

3 [2] Supposing the latter point of view to be granted as true, the
proper thing to do with the reading is to interpret its meaning. If we were
to divide up the sense of the wording, we would not find it in conflict with
the words in Matthew to the effect that the Saviour’s resurrection was “late
on the Sabbath”, because we shall read the words in Mark: “Having risen
again early in the morning” with a pause, punctuating after “Having risen
again,” and making a break in the sense before the following words. Let
us then refer? “having risen again” back to Matthew’s “late on the Sab-
bath”, because that was when the resurrection had taken place; but the
next part forms part of a separate idea, so let us connect it with the words
that follow: “early in the morning on the first day of the week he appeared
to Mary of Magdala”. As confirmation, that is what John has told us, as
well: he too testifies that Jesus had been seen by the Magdalene early in the
morning on the first day of the week. In this way, therefore, he appeared
to her “early in the morning” in Mark also. It was not that the resurrec-
tion took place early in the morning; it was well before that, “late on the
Sabbath’, as Matthew has it. That was when he appeared to Mary;, after his
resurrection; the appearance was not at the time of the resurrection, but
“early in the morning”.

Thus two points of time are presented here: that of the resurrection,
“late on the Sabbath”, and that of the Saviour’s appearance, “early in the
morning’, as written by Mark in words to be read as including a pause:
“Having risen again” Then the next words are to be pronounced after our
punctuation-mark:? “early in the morning on the first day of the week he
appeared to Mary of Magdala, from whom he had driven out seven devils”

2. The text here has dv after avaotag, which does not fit into the syntax of the
sentence, and there is no verb for this clause to correspond with “let us connect” in the
next. The translation assumes emendation of &v to dvagépwyev, “let us refer”

3. The point would be much clearer if Eusebius could simply have written: “The
sentence should be punctuated with a comma after ‘again;, thus: ‘Having risen again,

early in the morning on the first day of the week he appeared... ”. Evidently he could
not expect either his copyists or his readers to be sufficiently familiar with punctua-
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19. Matt 28.1.
20. Cf. Matt 28.1-10.
21. Cf. John 20.1.11.
22. Matt 28.1.
23. Matt 28.1.
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To MARINUS 2

How is it that the Magdalene, who according to Matthew had witnessed
the resurrection “late on the sabbath” [“late of sabbaths”], is, according to
John, the very person who stands at the tomb in tears “on the first day of

the week”’?4

1. There would be no problem raised about these passages if we took
“late on the sabbath” [“late of sabbaths”] as meaning not “the evening-time
after the sabbath day”, as some have taken it, but “late, far on into the night
after the sabbath” In the same way, we customarily use the expressions
“late in the day”, “late in time”, and “too late”> when we are not talking
about the evening, or the time after sunset, but when what we mean by
this idiom is “very late indeed”. Hence Matthew, acting, as it were, as his
own commentator, added to his “late on the sabbath” [“late of sabbaths”]
the words “as it was dawning”;® he is evidently saying “at the time when it

tion marks, which is why he is having such a struggle here to explain what he means,
using even more repetition than usual. Such markings were at this date never used in
ordinary manuscripts; some readers might occasionally insert them in existing copies
for their own purposes, presumably not yet on any standard system.

4. The meaning, and still more the translation, of sections 1 and 2 are compli-
cated by the fact that the word odppartov, “sabbath”, can be used in Greek either in
singular or in plural, either with or without “the”, to mean either “the sabbath day” or
“the week”. Where the context makes it immediately clear which is meant, as in the
phrase in the title of this Problem, “on the first day of the week” (literally “on the first
of the sabbath”), a single English phrase is used; but otherwise, as Eusebius’ discussion
partly depends on the precise wording, a literal translation is added in square brack-
ets, so as to show whether it is singular or plural, and whether with or without “the”.
Hence the odd-sounding “late of sabbaths’, in the title and elsewhere, from the text of
Matthew 28:1—which is translated with a different meaning by RSV, as “after the sab-
bath”. The ambiguity is not entirely unlike that in English between “day” as opposed to
night, and “day” as a whole period of twenty-four hours, including night.

5. More literally, these phrases are “late in the time”, “late in the moment’, and
“late in the need”.

6. There is a hitherto-unobserved textual difficulty here, to be resolved from the
text printed in fragment Fr.Mar.Supp.16 (from J. A. Cramer, Catenae in Evangelia S.
Matthaei et S. Marci [Oxford, 1840], p. 252). This, with the parallel version in C. E
Matthaei, Anecdota Graeca (Moscow, 1775), vol. 2, p. 62, shows that the extraordinary
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24. Matt 28.1.
25. Matt 28.1.
26. Matt 28.1.
27.John 20.1.
28. Matt 28.1.
29. John 20.1.
30. Matt 28.1.
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was by then just beginning to show light, and dawning towards the Lord’s
day”—that being late, and running already a long way on in the sabbath [or
in the week; literally “of the sabbaths”]. The wording “late of the sabbath™”
is that of the translator of the scripture; you see, the evangelist Matthew
handed down the gospel in Hebrew, and the person who turned it into
Greek called the time dawning towards the Lord’s day “late of sabbaths”
Thus it is practically the same, or very nearly the same, time that is meant
and kept to by the evangelists, in different words; and there is no difference
between what Matthew has said: “Late on the sabbath [“late of sabbaths”],
as it was dawning towards the first day of the week, Mary of Magdala and
the other Mary came to see the grave”, and John’s: “Early in the morning
on the first day of the week, while it was still dark, Mary of Magdala came
to the tomb”. Broadly speaking, it was one and the same time that they are
denoting, in different expressions: Matthew has “late”, for “quite far on’,
and “late at night”, whereas his commentator,? after using the word “early”
for “late at night”, added “while it was still dark’, to avoid anyone’s suppos-
ing that he meant “at dawn”. In the same way, Matthew added to his “late
on the sabbath” the explanation “as it was dawning towards the first day of
the week’, to avoid anyone’s thinking that he meant “in the evening’, just
because he was actually being precise in calling that the later part of the
sabbath, in case anyone took it as “in the evening, after sunset”; but he
says “in sabbaths, late”

positioning of ¢not is due simply to a scribal error. The words tfj émpwokovon (“as
it was dawning”) occur three times in a few lines, and the copyist of Mai’s MS, after
reaching the first one, started again from the second, omitting the intervening twenty-
one words. For a translation of the missing words, the reader is referred to fragment
Fr.Mar.Supp.16.

7. This is the only example in this whole Solution of this precise wording of the
phrase: in the singular, and with “the”. Zamagni is presumably right to suggest that all
the emphasis here is on the word 6ye, “late”; if so, the precise wording of the rest of
the phrase perhaps seemed not to matter for once. At any rate, as Zamagni has pointed
out, the author’s biblical citations do often vary slightly from each other in wording,
perhaps as part of his tendency toward stylistic variation; so here this citation has “late
of the sabbath”, although he had cited the words immediately before in the form “late
of the sabbaths”.

8. Here this means the author of the gospel of John.

9. Even by this author’s standards, the words from here to the end of the sentence
seem intolerably repetitive and otiose. Perhaps they are a gloss, i.e., a marginal note by
some still-puzzled reader (the reversed order “in sabbaths, late” suggesting a question
as to why Matthew’s wording did use this plural form), mistakenly incorporated into
the text by a later copyist. Unfortunately, the epitomator of the version in Cramer and
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31. Mark 16.2; Luke 24.1; John 20.1, 19.
32. Matt 28.1.
33. Matt 28.1.
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2. It was customary to call the whole week “sabbath”, and to express
all the days using the same word. Accordingly, we read in the evangelists
“on the first day of the week” [“on the first of the sabbaths”]; and, in normal
usage, “the second of the week” [“.of sabbaths”], “the third of the week”,
and “the fourth of the week”!? It is in that sense!! that Matthew has called
the time of growing light towards the dawn of the Lord’s day “late in sab-
baths”, not meaning “the sabbath evening’, or “late on sabbath”; otherwise
we should have been ending our fast after sunset in the evening of the sab-
bath day, and not be celebrating the Lord’s day any more, but the sabbath
evening instead, if that were what the evangelist was denoting. Actually,
though, our custom is to break our fast not on the sabbath evening, but
either when night has set in, or!? actually at midnight, or else'® at cock-
crow, or with the dawn; thus, from actual practice and the custom that
has prevailed among the churches of God, the time denoted by the phrase
“late on the sabbath” [“late on sabbaths”] is not evening-time, but the time
Matthew himself has presented in the words “as it was dawning towards
the first day of the week”.

3. Furthermore, if miraculous events of that kind were reaching ful-
filment at the Saviour’s tomb on the evening of the sabbath, it would be
inexplicable that the whole population of the city did not find out what
was happening. If everyone had been awake, there would have been a
rush to the tomb, and the sequel to the miraculous pushing-back of the
stone would have been for the guards at once to hurry and reveal what had
been done, had it happened at a time which allowed them to do so. In fact,

Matthaei (Fr.Mar.Supp.16, p. 239) omitted the whole second half of this paragraph, so
no help on this point is available from them.

10. In modern Greek, the days from our Monday to Thursday are still designated
by these numbers, Thursday being “fifth”.

11. The argument is not clear, but appears to depend in part on the view that,
whereas in Jewish usage the sabbath lasts from dusk on Friday to dusk on Saturday,
Matthew’s “late in sabbaths” here is to be interpreted in the context of a “day” thought
of as beginning at midnight. Thus this use of “sabbaths” implies that the resurrection
took place not on the sabbath day but just before full dawn on the next day of the week
(“the first of sabbaths’, i.e., “the first day of the week”).

12. Inserting #, as in the text of the parallel passage in Cramer’s Catena on Mat-
thew p. 252 and Matthaei Anecdota p. 63 (Fr.Mar.Supp. 16).

13. Reading fj kai for kai f{. The version in Cramer and Matthaei omits kai alto-
gether.
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though, they are next day actually instructed by the high priests to spread
to everyone the report: “His disciples came and stole him during the night,
while we were asleep.” If his resurrection had taken place during the eve-
ning, there would certainly have been no scope for that fiction of theirs.
No, I regard that as proving that Matthew’s “late of sabbaths” indicates, not
a late time on the sabbath, or the sabbath evening period, but, as Matthew
himself added, the time “dawning towards the first day of the week”; that
is, according to John, “early in the morning, while it was still dark”. That
is how the gospels’ voices would coincide and chime together, there being
only one period indicated by them both, and the time-divisions in each
being interchangeable. After all, even the same single period of time may
be conceived of as having a beginning, a middle and an end.

4. [3] Thus you would not be wrong in saying that the first stage of
our Saviour’s resurrection is indicated in John, where “early in the morn-
ing, while it was still dark” the Magdalene is standing at the tomb, for both
the first and the second time, and is in tears at not finding the Saviour’s
body, because no-one yet knows of his resurrection; and that the second
stage of the same period is the time in Matthew at which that same Mag-
dalene is at the tomb for the third time, with the other Mary, and is no
longer in tears, as having, in John, seen the angels and the Saviour himself.
The accounts in Luke and Mark, you see, would refer to other stages, at
which several other women are present at the sighting; regard the Mag-
dalene, however, as having been there at intervals closely following each
other, being present at the same place and during the same period on both
the first and second occasions, the first time alone, and then with the other
Mary.

In this way the same Mary of Magdala saw both what is in Matthew
and what is in John; she was not missing from what is recorded in the
others, because she did not leave the place, but was there, staying there,
stunned, as the sightings took place, and longing to be found worthy of
a second and third!* divine appearance, as well as the first. And that is

14. Reading tpitwv, with the corresponding passage in Cramer p. 253 and Mat-
thaei p. 64, for tpidv. (Fr.Mar.Supp. 16)
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what she did subsequently experience, when several other women arrived
at the tomb on different occasions, with one angelic sight presenting itself
to them on one occasion and another on another, but being herself present
at each. Thus the Magdalene witnessed what is recorded in all four evan-
gelists, which is why she was also mentioned in them all. Thus, also, the
period presented by John and Matthew is the same, but differing intervals
in that period are preserved in each.

5. [4] Do not let it disturb you that it is said in Matthew, after the two
Marys came to see the tomb: “For an angel of the Lord, who came down
from heaven, rolled the stone back from the entrance”. It is inappropriate
to imagine that the angel had rolled the stone back at that actual time;
of course not, given that he had been there before, in John, who has not
just Mary, but two of the disciples as well, going into the tomb! For that
reason, you would say that Matthew’s sentence narrates what had already
happened: that the two Marys came to see the grave, but found it had been
opened, because there had previously been a great earthquake and the
angel had rolled the stone back; and it was he who was standing there and
who repeated the good news to the women.

That, then, would be one solution to the problems presented by the
passage.

6. [5] The issue could also be resolved in a different way, if one took
the Marys in Matthew as being different from the one in John. We then
find that there were in all four Marys among the other women present at
the Saviour’s passion: first, the Mother of God,!* the Saviour’s own mother;
second, her sister, Mary the wife of Clopas; then thirdly, Mary the Magda-
lene; and fourthly the mother of James and Joseph. The first three Marys
were mentioned by John, in the words: “Standing by Jesus’ cross were his
mother, his mother’s sister Mary, Clopas’ wife, and Mary of Magdala”. The
fourth Mary, the mother of James and Joseph, is mentioned by the other

15. ®eotokov. The presence of this keynote slogan of the fifth century suggests
that the text has undergone modification.*
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three evangelists, who include her, too, along with the Magdalene. Mat-
thew does so in the words: “There were many women there, watching
from a distance, who had come with him from Galilee in attendance on
him; among them were Mary of Magdala and Mary the mother of James
and Joseph”. These saw the place where he was put. Luke, too, mentions
the other Mary in his account, as follows: “Mary the Magdalene, Joanna,
James” Mary, and the other women with them...”.

7. [6] Of these four Marys, if you were to detach the two in Matthew,
who came to the tomb “late on the sabbath, as it was dawning towards
the Lord’s day” and saw the angel, as being different from the one who,
according to John, arrived by herself “early in the morning on the first
day of the week, while it was still dark”, without knowing anything of
the resurrection—which is why she was in tears—everything will turn
out straightforward, and any difficulty and question will have been obvi-
ated. What is described in Matthew will have taken place in the presence
of the two Marys “late on the sabbath”, in accordance with the explana-
tion already given; and the other Mary will have seen what is described
in John as happening “early on the first day of the week”, so that!¢ both
one account and the other prove truthful, with no contradiction involved
between the passages in either the times or the people, or in the wording.

8. [7] Now, if the fact that the name “Magdalene” occurs in both
evangelists confuses the meaning—no, it is inappropriate to introduce
confusion into divine scripture on account of a single word or name,
which often turns out to be actually due to a scribal error. Either we are to
suppose that there were two women, both from the same town or village
of Magdala; or that the appellation “of Magdala” belonged to only one of
them, and that once the scribe had made an error at the outset,!” subse-
quent scribes then followed the original error. A little further on, we shall!8
be proving that this did in fact occur in another instance; meanwhile, just
as it has happened in similar cases that something had originally been dic-
tated correctly, but since then an erroneous alteration, not subsequently

16. The infinitives in the last part of the Greek sentence seem to depend on a
word omitted; the translation assumes w¢ or ®OTE.

17. The text includes the word 6t at this point, which does not fit the syntax, but
the sense is clear.

18. Reading ¢mudeifopev for émdei§wpev.
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put right, has given rise to a problem, so one could say that the same thing
has happened in the case of the appellation “the Magdalene”, wrongly
attached!® to one Mary.

9. Once that appellation is removed, all questioning is brought to an
end and no-one is any longer in any difficulty over these passages. “Late
on the sabbath’, that is to say at dead of night, the events in Matthew were
seen by the Magdalene and the other Mary; and “early in the morning,
while it was still dark”, a different Mary arrived at the same place, and was
at first puzzled at not finding the Saviour’s body, but then she too saw him
for herself.

It is better, though, not to invoke error in the passages as the cause, but
to say that there were really two women from Magdala, just as we showed
that there were four Marys. Of these, it is perfectly reasonable to say that
two Marys came from the same place, Magdala. There is then no difficulty
in saying that one of them was the Magdalene who, in Matthew, came to
the tomb late on the sabbath; and then again that the other, also a Mag-
dalene, came there early in the morning, in John, and that she is the one
of whom it is stated in Mark (according to some copies) that “he had cast
seven devils” out of her, and also presumably the one who heard the words
“Do not touch me”—but not the one in Matthew, about whom, even if
she too was certainly from Magdala, the divine scripture makes no such
derogatory statement.

19. Reading keipuévov, with Mai, for keipevov; maybe also énwvvpiov for
¢nwvopov. The text may be further corrupt here: one might have expected the writer
to put, e.g., “properly belonging to one Mary, but wrongly attached to one of the
others”
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To MARINUS 3

How is it that the same Magdalene who has, according to Matthew,
touched the Saviour’s feet with the other Mary, late on the sabbath, is
told “Do not touch me” early in the morning on the first day of the week,
according to John?

1. Well, on the supposition of its being one and the same Mary in
both evangelists, we shall say that the same woman came to the same
place several times, drawn by her astonishment at the event and her joy
at what had happened. In this case, she was the first to be there and the
first to have witnessed what is in John, and began by rushing off to the
apostles to tell them about the tomb being open. Despite having wit-
nessed the resurrection, she was then at the same time distressed at the
idea that Jesus’ body had been removed from the tomb and that she did
not know where it had been put. Next, she went back for a second time to
the tomb, with them; and when they returned home, she stood there, left
alone again, and wept. She then stooped down into the tomb, and saw the
two angels; and then she actually sees the Saviour himself, and he begins
by calling her “Woman”, upbraiding her, and rebuking her for her wom-
anly emotion, because she was in a low, human state, standing in tears in
the belief that his body had been stolen, and thinking unworthy thoughts
about him. That is why he says “Woman! Why are you weeping?” Then he
says “Mary!” to her, recalling her to herself by the use of her name, and
reminding her of what he had previously told her and the other disciples
about his resurrection. She then reached realisation. From his voice, and
the forcefulness of his words, she recognised who he really was, and says:
“Rabboni!” which translates as “Teacher”.
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2. Then, because she was starting to approach him as teacher still, not
as God, he rejects that and tells her: “Do not touch me”. As she was still
thinking in human terms, she could not touch his Godhead. It would not
have been fitting for her, with lowly human thoughts of him, still in tears,
and looking for him down among the tombs and graves as if he were a
corpse, to share in contact with him. That is why he gave the conclusive
reason, saying that he had not yet ascended to the Father as far as she was
concerned, because she did not believe that had happened, but thought
he was lying dead somewhere. That is why he says to her: “Being the sort
of person you are, and harbouring such thoughts of me, do not touch me,
because you have not attained faith that I am God; you have thought that I
am still on earth”

Thus, as she was weeping, and supposing him to be the gardener, he
corrected her by the rebuke: “Do not touch me”, as also by calling her
“Woman’, and by “Why are you weeping?” To weep for one who was alive,
or rather was Life itself, was utter ignorance. That is why he rebuked her,
but in his next words went on to instruct her in the fact of his divinity.

Much helped by all this, she left the tomb again—this being the second
time—and then told the other Mary what she had seen, as in John, and
returned?® with her—this being the third time. No longer alone, but with
the other Mary, she witnessed what is mentioned in Matthew, this time not
stooping down into the tomb, as in John, and seeing not two angels, but
one, sitting at the stone.

3. In addition to those occasions, she then again (i.e. for the second
time with the other Mary) sees the Saviour himself. This time she is not
told “Do not touch me”. On the contrary, she is now bidden by him to be

20. Reading énavijet, with Mai, for the ungrammatical €mavein.
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94. Matt 28.1.

95. Matt 28.1.

96. Matt 28.1.

97. John 20.1.

98. Matt 28.1.

99. Cf. Matt 28.1-9.
100. Cf. Mark 16.9.
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glad?! instead of weeping; and not just that, but she is even allowed to
touch him, because she is worshipping him as God. That is what is indi-
cated by: “Jesus says to them ‘Greetings!”?! and they went up to him, and
clasped his feet and worshipped him”

In this way, the holy gospels are both telling the truth at once; they
are not at variance in anything they say. They introduce the same Mary
of Magdala as originally not touching the Saviour, while she was weeping
and not believing; but as touching him, when she was given the greet-
ing “Be glad!”??2 We must?? regard what is stated in John as being prior to
what is related in Matthew. We have also, in our previous discussion, put
forward a clear explanation of the sense in which, on one of the interpreta-
tions, Matthew has used the expression “late on the sabbath”: that is, that
the evangelist was not denoting evening-time, but the period brightening
towards dawn on the first day of the week, this being subsequent to that
denoted by John.

Supposing it to be insisted that it is the same Mary throughout in both
evangelists, John and Matthew, let the discussion rest there.

4. Supposing, however, that it is conceded that it is not the same one,
but that there is one Mary who is there with the other Mary, according to
Matthew, and a different one who, in John, comes to the tomb alone, early
in the morning, while it was still dark; all doubt would then be resolved.
There would be, late on the sabbath, the women who arrive first, being
more fervent and having more faith; they hear the Saviour’s greeting, wor-
ship him, and are found fit to clasp his feet. Then the Mary in John would
be a different person, who gets there later than the others, early in the
morning; this would be the same one from whom, according to Mark, he
had cast out seven devils. She is in a state of severe psychological shock, and

21. The Greek expression (here plural) xaipete is used at both these places. It
literally means “Be glad!” but was also the ordinary word used as a greeting; hence the
NRSV’s translation “Greetings!” here (Matt 28:9).

22. See previous note.

23. Reading mp@ta 8¢ el nyeioBat for mpwta 8¢ ryeioBay, to provide the verb on
which the infinitive depends. Aei could easily have been missed out, from its similarity
to the preceding &8¢.



120 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

dmototépay givat g EoTdoav KAaiety, kai DodapPdvery veatpeiobat Tod
pvnpeiov T odpa Tod owTipog, kai év eTépa petevnvéxBat yij: obtw 8¢
OVYKEXVLTO THV YVXNV aOTH], O pf) 8¢ Tovg dvo dyyélovg Tovg elow ToD
Hvipatog 09Bévtag avTi) katamhayfvat, pr 8¢ avtov yvwpicat 6¢Bévta
adTi TOV owTApa, vopioal 88 adtov elvat TOV knmovpov. 0!

[Tpog Mapivov &’

Tob avtod. Ilept Tod Tdgov kai g dokovong Stagwviag.} ITdg mapa
@ MatBaiw 1 Maydainvi) Mapia peta tig 8AANg Mapiag £€&w tod
HVIHaTOG éwpakev TOV Eva dyyehov émkadnipevov 1@ Aibw Tod
uvipatoc-19 kai g katd tOVIwdvvny elow Tod pviuatog ayyélovg
800 Bewpel kabnuévovg 1| Maydaknvi) Mapia-1%% katd 8¢ tov Aovkav
800 &vdpeg enéotnoav taig yovaudiv-1% kata 8¢ 1ov Mdpkov veaviokog
v adTais 6 Opwpevog kadnuevog év Toig de&loig Tod pvnueiov T
MaySahnvii Mapia kai Mapia TakdBov kai Zakdun;!%

1 Ta pev mapd 1@ MatBaiw mponyodvral 60ev kai ai dvo Mapiat
&pTL TOV dyyelov émoTdvTa Kai TOV AiBov drokvAicavta é0edoavto-19
Ta 8¢ mapa 1@ Twdvvny Votepov yivetal, §00 dyyéAwv eiow Tod pvpatog

09BévTV,!Y Etépwv 8¢ Svtwv Ttapd Tov Ew gavévta kai &mi TOV Aibov
kaBeldpevov, @g Matbaiog Méyer-19 1o 8¢ mapd 1@ Aovkd Aeyopevov, 8t

101. Cf. John 20.1-17.
102. Cf. Matt 28.1-2.
103. Cf. John 20.11-12.
104. Cf. Luke 24.1-4.
105. Cf. Mark 16.1-5.
106. Cf. Matt 28.1-2.
107. Cf. John 20.12.
108. Cf. Matt 28.2.



TO MARINUS 4 121

is lacking in faith, so that she stands there weeping, and supposes that
the Saviour’s body has been removed from the tomb and taken away to
some other piece of ground. Her psychological confusion is such that she
is not even amazed by seeing the two angels inside the tomb, and does
not recognise the Saviour himself when she sees him, but thinks he is the
gardener.

To MARINUS 4

[By the same author: on the grave, and on the apparent disagreement.?*]

How is it that in Matthew Mary of Magdala, with the other Mary, has seen
the one angel outside the tomb, sitting on the stone of the tomb, and how,
according to John, does Mary of Magdala see two angels, sitting inside the
tomb; but according to Luke it was two men who appeared to the women,
and according to Mark it was a young man that was seen by them—Mary
of Magdala, James’ Mary, and Salome—sitting to the right of the tomb?

1. The incident in Matthew comes first,2> in which the two Marys saw
the angel who had recently appeared and rolled back the stone. The inci-
dent in John takes place later on, with the two angels seen inside the tomb,
not the same as the one who was seen outside, sitting on the stone, as Mat-

24. The only other Problem with any such extra heading is To Stephanus 2, and
Zamagni rightly excises this as being a copyist’s note rather than part of the text itself.
However, this heading, and the differences in style between this Solution and the rest,
make it likely that Solution 4 has been added from a different collection of extracts
from Eusebius’ work. It would seem that this collection was probably made by a dif-
ferent epitomator, whose style is quite different. The sections where the Greek style is
different, and oddly abrupt, are represented by the indented text from 2 onwards.

As Zamagni points out, paragraphs 5 and 6 evidently come from the Solution to a
different, otherwise unpreserved Problem.

25. Some of the wording in this paragraph corresponds closely with fragment
Nicetas-Marinus 5. However, this first statement is directly opposed to that, which
starts: “I take it that the narrative in John comes before that in Matthew”.



122 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

800 &vdpeg év ¢0BfTL dotpamtovon 6@OévTes-1? 11 8¢ kal 6 Tapd Mdpky
veaviokog Aevknv meptPePAnuévog oToAny, 8e&1dg e AAN’ olk dpLoTepOg
Oppevog, 6 t& adpd kai deid taig yvvaiiv edayyehlopevog,t0
gtepot AAMAAWY &v elev kai adToi, kai TOV AWV TOV TTapd TOIG TPDTOLG
evayyehotaig Aeyopévwv: 810 o08¢ dyyélovg avtovg obTol vopaoav:
0 8¢ Mdpxog kai 6 Aovkdg ovd¢ ta mapd 1@ Twdavvy kai MatBaiw
guvnuovevoay, Aéyw 81 Tdv Tod owTHpog OTTACIOV- AANA TOIG Kpe(TTOOLY
MatBaiew kat Twavvn katéhmov eineiv- avtol Ta dedtepa eindvreg, Kal
dvamAnpodvTeg T €keivolg oeatynuéva.

2 "EoTtv oDv ginelv oltwe,

OTL Tecodpwv dVTOV TOV edayyeAloTdV, iodptBpol TovTolg kai ai
map’ adT@V Avaypageioat gaivovtat dntacial of Te kapol TEcoapeg, Kol
oi kaf’ ékaotov kapodv 09BévTeg iIdtalovtwe: Opoiwg 8¢ kai ai Oedpevat
TOV YOVaUK®V Sta@opot, Kai ol mapd Tdv 0@OEvTwy Adyot Aeyopevol Tpog
adtag taparldrrovres- ! dg odv Eotv To0TO;

[p@Tog 00V Kapdg oty 6 mapd 1@ MatbBaiw dyé oaffdrwv,''?
6mov 1) Maydainvi) Mapia peta tg dAANG €§w tod puvipartog, 6te kai
£yEveto oelopde, Eva eldov!!? Aéyovta obtwg, i pofeiobe vueic: olda yip
611 Tnoodv Tov éotavpwuévov (nreite: ovk €oTiv Woe: NyépOn ydp- deve,
ieTe. 14

Tétaptog 8¢ kal Tedevtaiog 6 mapd 1@ Mdapkw HAiov dvateihavtog
@aveig, 6 veaviokog 6 0@Beig Taig yvvaui&iv tff Mapia tf Maydainvij kol
| Mapia Tak@Pov kai Zakdpn- pet’ dpwpdtov EN0odoai!!® fixovoav, un
éxBaeiobe, Tnoovv {nreite Tov valapnvov 1ov éotavpwuévov.t1® Méool 8¢

ol tapd T@ Twavvy kal 7@ Aovkd kol 0@OEvTeg Katd kaupov idtdlovreg- 117

109. Luke 24.4.

110. Cf. Mark 16.5.

111. Cf. Matt 28.5-7; Mark 16.6-8; Luke 24.5-7; John 20.13.
112. Matt 28.1.

113. Cf. Matt 28.1-2.

114. Matt 28.5-6.

115. Cf. Mark 16.1-2.5.

116. Mark 16.6.

117. Cf. Luke 24.4-7; John 20.12-17.



TO MARINUS 4 123

thew says. What it says in Luke, that there were two men seen in dazzling
clothes, and also the young man in Mark wearing a white robe, seen on
the right-hand side?® as opposed to the left, and giving the women the
bright, propitious good news, would also be all different from each other
and from those spoken of in the first evangelists; that is why these writers
do not call them angels, either. Mark and Luke did not even mention the
incidents in John and Matthew—I mean, of course, the appearances of the
Saviour—but left them for their betters, Matthew and John, to tell, while
themselves telling the secondary incidents, and filling in what the others
had passed over in silence.?”

2. One can say, then, as follows:

that there are four evangelists, and also a corresponding number of
sightings to be found recorded in them. There are four occasions, and
four seen, those on each occasion to be distinguished from each other.
Similarly, of the women, the ones experiencing the sightings are dif-
ferent; and the words spoken to them by those they saw vary. So, how
is this?

First, then, is the occasion in Matthew, late in the Sabbath, after the
earthquake had taken place, on which Mary of Magdala, with the
other one, outside the tomb, saw one person who said: “Be unafraid,
both of you. I know that you are looking for Jesus, who was crucified.
He is not here; he has risen. Come and see””

The fourth and final one is the young man in Mark, who appeared
after sunrise, and was seen by the women: Mary of Magdala, James’
Mary, and Salome. They came with spices, and were told: “Do not be
amazed. It is Jesus the Nazarene, who was crucified, that you are look-
ing for”.

26. The same Greek word, 6¢€10¢, is here translated first as “on the right-hand
side” and then as “propitious” in the following line. The association of the two mean-
ings is due to the fact that, in augury, omens on the right were generally seen as
signifying divine favour.

27. A fuller version of this passage appears in Fr.Mar. 5-7, and in the footnote
from Combefis in Mai?, p. 265, and Migne, cols. 953-54, translated as fragment
Fr.Mar.Supp. 16.
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Between these are those in John and Luke, distinct ones seen on each
occasion: one angel appeared outside the tomb “late on the Sabbath”,
after?® whom the Saviour himself also appeared; “deep in the dawn
twilight” there were the two others seen, “men” as Luke calls them, not
inside the tomb; last of all was the young man; before him, and before
those in Luke, there were the two inside the tomb.

3. that Luke says that on the first day of the week, deep in the dawn
twilight, two women who had followed him, who had come with him
from Galilee, were bringing spices after burying him, and came to the
tomb. These saw two angels, who said: “Why are you looking among
the dead for one who is alive? He is not here, but has risen. Remem-
ber how he spoke to you, while he was still with you: “The Son of man
must suffer...” etc.

4. that John says that on the first day of the week, Mary of Magdala
comes alone to the tomb, while it is still dark; she sees the stone taken
away, and goes to Simon and to John and says: “They have taken the
Lord away from the tomb, and I do not know where they have put
him” So Peter, and John, went to the tomb...etc. He then puts in the
Magdalene weeping and stooping down; and, he says, she sees two
angels sitting down, one at the head and one at the feet, and they say to
her: “Woman, why are you weeping?” She said: “They have taken my
Lord, and I do not know where they have put him”. She then turned
round and saw Jesus standing there, and did not know it was Jesus; but
Jesus says: “Woman, why are you weeping? For whom are you look-
ing?”

28. The text, in all editions referred to, reads ue®’o0 (“with whom”). To give the
required sense “after whom’, as all those editors have translated it [“post quem’, Mai/
Migne; “aprés lui”, Zamagni], we must read pe®’6v.
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5. Because some people are puzzled how the days of the resurrection
add up to three full days and three full nights, as Christ said, one can say:

Some, that it is from the betrayal.

Others make the Preparation-day29 into two, because there had been
night and then day again, the sun having gone dark that day and then
come out again; then the whole Sabbath day and its night.

Others reckon the Preparation-day and its night as a whole day, and
the Sabbath and its night as a whole day, but they measure the begin-
ning of the Lord’s day, up till daylight, as a whole day, because it was
when that was only just beginning that the Lord rose; that is how they
call it three days. It is also customary in the case of the dead, and of
new-born babies, to measure it as a whole day in the same way, when3°
we measure the birth beginning at the tenth hour or the one beginning
at the beginning of the day. Similarly, when we carry out the custom-
ary rites for the dead on the third, the ninth and the fortieth day, it is
not the whole third day, with its night, nor the whole ninth day with
its corresponding night, nor, equally, the fortieth day with its night
that we have in view when we perform the actions, but the beginnings
of the final days, counting this as a whole day and reckoning it as such.

6. However, as Christ says: “I shall be in the heart of the earth for
three days and three nights’, it is possible to say as follows:

If a debtor has promised his own banker to pay his debt in full after
three days, and we observe that he has paid it in full before the settle-
ment-day, are we going to judge him as having told a lie, or as having
told the truth all the more? To put it another way, if he rose again ear-
lier than he said, his power is the greater, and it is irreproachable; later,
though, is fraught with suspicion, and is counted as resulting in a lie: a

29. Tlapaokevnv: i.e., as in modern Greek, Friday

30. Reading, with Mai, 6te trv for Trjv 6te; but the corruption may go deeper, as
the syntax is even more oddly abrupt here than in the rest of this Solution. The sense
is: “For the purposes of reckoning the right number of days after the baby’s birth for
the various ceremonies, it makes no difference whether the birth was at the beginning
of the birthday or near the end of it; either way, the days are counted from the same
birthday, without having to reckon an exact multiple of 24 hours”
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lie, because the stated term has elapsed, and suspicious, because after
the guards had gone the matter would have been regarded as theft.3!

31. The text of To Marinus ends suddenly here, with no conclusion such as that at
the end of To Stephanus.
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SUPPLEMENTS TO EUSEBIUS’ GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS
FROM MAI AND OTHER EDITORS!

The fragments are numbered as in Mai?. Additional fragments are
placed at the end of Mai’s material and numbered as a continuation.

The location and edition of the printed text translated is given at the
head of each fragment. Within each fragment, the paragraph numbers are
those of the text translated.

Bold type marks passages where this text overlaps with that of the cor-
responding passage already translated in the main body of the Problems
and Solutions.

{.} shows where a word that is found in the main text is not present in
the fragment.

{...} shows a gap of several such words, and {with words between}
shows a clause or sentence occurring in a different place.

1. Mai? p. 268 introduces all the fragments with the following note:

“What we have so far printed, in complete and continuous form, is the splendid
original Epitome of Eusebius’ work as it is in the very fine Palatine MS Vatican 220,
from leaf 61 to leaf 96; that is where the work in fact ends, though there are some fur-
ther pages left blank.

“As we have seen, there were twenty Problems, sixteen To Stephanus and four
To Marinus. Although supplements to both parts were available to us from various
sources, we have preferred not to combine these within the Epitome, in order to avoid
any disturbance to the order of a text that is coherent and complete in itself. Now,
however, it is time for the supplements to both parts, To Stephanus and To Marinus, to
be appended.

“To begin with, there are some finished passages in the great Catena of Nicetas
on Luke, in MS A (=Vatican 1611). These have evidently been excerpted from the
work itself, not from the Epitome, even though Nicetas himself does seem, as is usual
in Catenae, to have shortened Eusebius at times; evidence for that is that there are, on
occasion, some details in the Epitome that Nicetas removes, whereas otherwise, in the
passages quoted by him with approval, Eusebius is generally intact, and always fuller.

“In first place, then, here are the supplements to Problems, To Stephanus”
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Fr.St. 1-12. Nicetas, Catena on Luke

Printed in Mai’s second edition, pp. 268-77, and Migne, PG 22:957-71,1
as “Supplementa Quaestionum ad Stephanum” Mai printed Fr.St. 1-12
from a manuscript of Nicetas, Catena on Luke.2

The first fragment corresponds to To Stephanus 2.

1. No fault is to be found with the fact that Matthew traces the suc-
cessive generations downwards from the earliest, whereas Luke has written
them in the other direction; they are traversing one and the same road.
After all, one would not say that those going straight uphill, and those
coming down the same way in the opposite direction, are on different
roads: the track they both have to travel {.} is the same one, whether
they are going up it or down it. Well, then, one may also speak of the
steps of a genealogy in the same way; anyone who likes is free either to
proceed upwards from the lower end, or to begin with the remote ances-
tors and end with the last. This was also the accepted practice from long
ago among the Hebrews ...

Here Mai omits the Greek text, as being identical with that already
printed by him in To Stephanus 2, down to ...

... If someone were to say that they are at variance, in that Luke did
not stop at Abraham on his way up, while Matthew did not begin with
Adam, where Luke stopped, that is an incorrect opinion. Each of them
has worded his book’s exposition to suit a design of his own: one began
with Abraham {...}; the other goes right on past Abraham up to the first
man, and, not stopping even there, connects his whole narrative to God.
And, if one of them regarded the descent from Abraham to his successors
as important {because of the plan of his account}, while the other, because
of the mystery of the rebirth in Christ, traces the One reborn in bap-
tism right up beyond all birth, where is the conflict in that? Observe that
throughout his whole account Luke has not said a word about Jesus’ birth;
and that he takes him back upwards to stop, not with any human being, but
with the God of all, in virtual juxtaposition, as being the Father’s Son.

1. The Migne text is very widely available, while the Mai editions are not. Refer-
ences to the PG 22 text have been added for the convenience of the reader.*
2. Ms. Vatican. Gr. 1611. This MS he labelled A.*
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The first paragraph of 2 corresponds to To Stephanus 4.2 and the last to
To Stephanus 3.1 and 2.

2. Therefore, so that we may also refute the ignorance of the?
person who said that, and prevent anyone else from being tripped up
by a similar lack of knowledge, I shall set out the true story of what
actually took place.

First, though, it is time to examine the problem with which we are
presented. Matthew goes down from Abraham to David, and so on to*
Solomon and his successors, as far as the Jacob from whom Joseph, known
as Christ’s father, was descended. Luke, however, says that Joseph was
descended not from Jacob, as Matthew says, but from Eli; and he then goes
up from Eli to others who are not so much as mentioned at all by Matthew,
and so, running as it were by a side-route, he arrives, not at Solomon,
but at Nathan, himself also a son of David; when he should, if they were
both giving an account of the same descent, have gone up through the
same people as Matthew—or else Matthew should have gone along by the
names Luke went by. In fact, they are so discordant that one says Joseph
was the son of Jacob and of David’s son Solomon, while the other says he
was the son of Eli, not Jacob, and of David’s son Nathan. Thus they seem to
contain serious mutual disagreement.

That, then, is the problem presented; and what is one to reply? Come,
let us open the eye of the spirit, and let us {.} base the evangelists’ mean-
ing firmly on their actual words. Let us see what Luke says: “Jesus
himself was in about his early thirties; and was, as was supposed, the
son of Joseph, son of Eli, son of Melchi”. Matthew, though, did not use
the expression “as was supposed”...

Here Mai omits the Greek text, as being identical with that in To
Stephanus 2 down to the next paragraph.

The beginning of 3 corresponds to To Stephanus 3.3.

3. Reading tva odv kai TodT0 TOD €ipnKodTog... for Mai’s tva odv kai TodTO
eipnkotog; cf To Stephanus 4.2, line 1.
4. Reading émi tov Zolopdva for émi tdv Zolopdva.
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3. On this topic, however, there would also be another explanation,
a deep and veiled one, as follows.

Matthew is avowedly recounting the incarnate birth of Christ, and
wishing to prove Joseph’s descent from David as genuine; the starting-
point he has used for his account is thus the appropriate one, in the
words: “The book of the descent of Jesus Christ” etc. He puts his whole
narrative in consecutive order, after the list of forebears: the magi, Herod’s
frenzy, Jesus’ flight into Egypt, his return from there, and Archelaus. Only
after that does he put how John, in the thirtieth year from Jesus’ birth,
came out in public and started proclaiming in the desert a baptism of
repentance, and how Jesus came forward with the rest to be baptised by
John in the Jordan. Now then, in all that, take in the coherent arrangement
and consecutiveness of the historical narrative which Matthew, a Hebrew-
speaking Syrian, by profession a tax-collector, is setting out.

4. Luke, however, came of a family from the renowned Antioch, in
which, take note, all the most prominent people vaunt their Ionian ances-
try. Moreover, quite apart from the Antiochenes’ native Hellenism, Luke
had something extra to bring to his writing: he was well versed in medical
science. Yet, surprisingly for a man like that, the first thing he recounts
as he begins the writing of his gospel is the story of Zacharias and Eliza-
beth. He then attaches Gabriel’s appearance to Mary to that, and continues
by putting in the miraculous births, but without any mention of Joseph’s
descent. In recording Jesus” twelfth year, he still makes no mention of
his descent, even then. After the Augustan period, when Tiberius has
inherited the Roman empire, he says that in Tiberius’ fifteenth year John
“proclaimed in the desert a baptism for the remission of sins”. He puts in
John’s teachings; and it is only after all that that he says: “When Jesus had
been baptised and was praying, it came about that heaven opened and that
the Spirit came down like a dove, and a voice came from heaven: “You are
my beloved son, in whom I am well pleased’”. It is not until he has reached
that point—an inappropriate one, as one might think—that, as if he has
been asleep and has only just woken up, he mentions the descent, in the
words: “Jesus himself, when he began, was in about his early thirties. He
was, as was supposed, the son of Joseph, son of Eli, son of Melchi®...” and
the rest of them.

5. “This is the MS reading, omitting Matthat and Levi” (Mai?, p. 270 n. 2).
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The highlighted part of 5 corresponds to To Stephanus 3.3, starting
exactly from where the marked part of 3 (above) left off. However, the
epitomator of the version in To Stephanus 3 had to put in the name
“Luke” (“If Luke wished...”) to cover his omission.

5. Well, who would not be perplexed at all this? Matthew has evi-
dently organised his account in an expert manner, making use of the
genealogy at the appropriate time, whereas Luke has been nonplussed—so
deeply so that he has omitted the genealogy at the point where he should
have included it; has failed to notice any suitable opportunity for inserting
it, in such a lengthy exposition of the narrative down to thirty years from
Christ’s birth; and only now, when Jesus comes forward for John’s baptism
at the age of thirty, brings in the genealogy as some sort of parenthesis,
against all logic and appropriateness.

If someone had in fact criticised him in this kind of way, the divine
evangelist would have been at no loss for an answer; he would presum-
ably have had divinely wise things to say, befitting the Spirit that was
in him. My view, however, is that if he wished also to give an account
of Jesus’ physical birth, he would have done so now?; if that had been
his intention, he was well aware that it was the physical birth that he
should have described. Actually, though, it is because he has just men-
tioned Jesus’ rebirth in baptism, and is introducing him as the Son
of God, that he now wishes to set before us, by way of an example, a

6. Mai’s text here has (my underlining): éy® 8¢ fyodpat adtov kal TV Katd
oapka yéveoty Tob ITnood yevealoyeiv ¢é8élovta viv TovTto memonkévat, whereas the
parallel passage in To Stephanus 3 has tov 8¢ Aovkav fyoduat ur) ... é6éhovta, etc.
As it stands, this should translate as: “However, I think he has done this now because
he wanted also to give Jesus’ physical descent”, but that makes nonsense of Eusebius’s
argument in the rest of the sentence, which is that Luke did not want to give the physi-
cal descent. Mai’s own Latin translation of his Greek text is: Ego autem existimo ipsum
Tesu carnalem quoque originem describere volentem, ita se gessisse. This ought to
mean, literally: “I, however, think that he, wishing also to describe Jesus’ actual physi-
cal origin, had now done so”, which would make no sense at all in the context; but I
suppose that what Mai meant it to mean is the translation I have given in the text,
which fits the rest of the argument well enough. To mean that, the Greek text must in
my view be emended to include the conditional particle &v between vdv and todTo.

The reading pn for xai in To Stephanus 3 gives a smoother and easier sense, but
for that very reason it may be the emendation of an intelligent copyist, confronted
with a text that had already lost its &v through a previous error and so had become
incoherent as a stage in the argument.
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fact about everyone reborn in God: that even if the flesh in which he
is clothed should lead one to suppose, correctly, that he is physically
of human parentage, the truth about his birth is not confined to his
physical parents, and does not end with his physical ancestors. Even if
he were to be regarded, on account of his physical descent, as being a
son of human parents, he is still a person not excluded from adoption
by God. That is why I think that the occasion for his use of the gene-
alogy, and of the phrase “as was supposed”, was actually the right one:
once the attestation from heaven “You are my beloved son, in whom I
am well pleased” had been spoken, it followed that he should no longer
be described as of human parentage in the same way as before, but only
with the addition of “as was supposed”. He had been proclaimed as in fact
the son of God by birth, with no “as was supposed”; he was regarded as
Joseph’ son, but was not so by birth.

The highlighted part of 6 corresponds to part of To Stephanus 3.3.

6. That being the case, I regard myself as having accounted, in this
way also, for Matthew’s having put the physical genealogy first, at the
beginning of his book, before Mary’s conception and before Jesus” physical
birth; it being a historical account, that was the proper place. That is also
the reason for his tracing the genealogy downwards; he was alluding to the
subject’s descent from higher things, in that the Word of God, in becom-
ing flesh, was coming down, in no uncertain manner: “though he was in
the form of God, he emptied himself, taking the form of a slave”. How-
ever, if Luke had been intending to show his incarnate coming, as Matthew
did, he too would certainly have made use of the family’s history at the
stage of the conception, or of the birth; and he would have begun with the
earlier ones and gone down to the latest. However, as Luke’s narrative is
not designed with the same intention as Matthew?’s, it is natural that he
does not take the same opportunity to put down the genealogy as Mat-
thew did, but waits till he reaches the rebirth through baptism. He then
puts the steps of the succession in reverse order, starting at the end and
going back to the beginning; and simultaneously, in doing so, he rejects
any mention of the guilty, sinful men in Matthew. This is because one
born again in God becomes estranged from his physical descent and his
sinful forebears, and is revealed as a son of God and of all those who
have lived a blameless and godly life. Similarly, {.} Abraham was told:
“You will go to your fathers {...}. Those are not his physical forebears:
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{...} the saying {.} refers to his fathers in God, because of their similar-
ity to him in godliness.

The marked part of 7 corresponds to To Stephanus 3.5.

7. That is why it is reasonable that Luke, because his subject is
the rebirth, does not take the same route as Matthew, and {.} does not
include in his list Solomon, and Uriah’s wife, nor Thamar, Ruth, Jecho-
nia and the disreputable characters in between. Instead, he goes back
though other, irreproachable characters; in particular, he introduces
the reborn Jesus as descended from the prophet Nathan. By his physi-
cal birth Jesus was, as in Matthew, a son of Abraham, and so has his
descent traced from him, as Abraham had been the first to receive the
promise of the nations’ blessing; and that promise was solely to come
about through one who was going to come forth from his seed. At his
rebirth in God, however, Jesus has other forebears recorded, his divine
forebears—though even they are not his actual ancestors, but only “as
was supposed”, because of their similarity of character; and then he has
his ascent traced up to his true Father, and is recognised by all as the
Son of God.

So much, then, for what I have to say on the veiled explanation. Now,
to avoid any suspicion that we are merely devising ingenious arguments, I
shall in addition make use of a very early document from which the solu-
tion of the supposed disagreement between the two evangelists is to be
found. Its author is Africanus, a distinguished man with a high reputation
even among those whose educational background is outside Christianity.
Included among numerous other fine works of his is a Letter to Aristides,
on the supposed contradiction between the evangelists over Christ’s gene-
alogy. Here it is:

8 corresponds in part to To Stephanus 4, from Africanus

8. Some say, incorrectly, that this difference in the enumeration of
the names, together with the mixing of priestly ones (as they think)
with royal ones as well, is justifiable, in that its purpose is to show that
Christ was entitled to become both priest and king. As if anyone disbe-
lieved that he was, or had any other idea! Christ is certainly both the {.}
High Priest of the Father, conveying up our prayers, as well as being the
King over all the universe, shepherding in the Spirit those whom he has



146 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

Kai todto fpiv mpoofyyethev ovy O KatdAoyog T@V QUA®Y, odx 1 uigig
TOV AVaypantwy yevdy, AAA& matpdpyat kai tpo@ijtat. Mrj odv katiwuev
elg TooavTny BeooePeiag opikporoyiay, tva Tij Evarllayf T@V OvVoudTwy,
v Xplotod Pacthelav kai iepwodvny cvvioT@pev- émel T Tovda QAL T
Baothkij, | Tod Aevi QUAN iepatikr) ovveldyn, T00 Naaoowv ddeh@rv thv
"Ehtodfet Aapawv d&apévov, kai méAv EXedlap v Buyatépa Gatni, kol
¢vBévde madonomoapévwv. Eyevoavto odv oi edayyeloTtal, CUVIOTAVTES
ovk ainBetav, dAN eikalopevov Emavov: kai S To0TO O pEv S
Zolopwvog ano AaPid éyevealdynoev 1ov Iakwp tov Tod Twone matépa
0 8¢ ano Nabav tod Aafid, Tov HAel tov 100 Twone [Opoiwg] dAAwg
matépa- Kaitot &y voetv adTolg ovK EXPTV, WG EKATépa TV KATNPLOUNUEVWY
T4&Lg, 0 00 Aafid éott yévog, 1 Tod Tovda @uAn Baothwkr. Ei yap
po@rTNG 6 NaBav, &AN’ 00V kai ZoAopwy, & Te TOVTWV AT EKATEPOL-
¢k TOA@V 8¢ QUA@V éyivovTto mpo@fital, iepeig 8¢ ¢E ovdepidg T@v
dwdeka PuUADV, uévol 8¢ Agvitat. Matny avtoig dpa mémlaotat TO
gyevopévov. unde kpatoin totodTog 6 A6yog €v ‘ExkAnoia Xptotod
<katd> dkptpodg dAndeiag, Gt yeddog ovykertar gig aivov kai So§oloyiav
Xplotod- Tig yap odk oide kdkeivov TOV iepwtatov o0 Amootérov Adyov
KNpYooovTog kai dtayyéANovTog Ty dvaotacty Tod ZwTipog UdV, kai
Suoxvptlopévov v dAfBetay, peyddw @oPpw Aéyovtog, 81t i Xplotov
Aéyovot Tiveg pr éynyépOat, el 8¢ ToDTO Kal PAUEV Kal TEMOTEVKALEY,
Kat avtod kai éAmtiCopev kat knpvooopev, katayevdopapTvpodpey Tod
O¢eod, 611 fjyetpe 1OV Xplotov v ovk fiyelpev- el 8¢ obtwg 6 Sofoloydv
Oeov IMatépa, dédotke pr yevdoldyog dokoin, €pyov mapadofov
dinyoduevog, mwg ovk &v dikaiwg goPnOein, 61t St wevdohoyiag aAnOeiag
ovotaotv mopt{opevog, §6&av ovk aAndi ovvtiBeig; Ei yap ta yévn
Sapopa, kai undev katagépel yviiotov oméppa émi 1ov Iwone, elpntat 8¢



GREEK FRAGMENTS: TO STEPHANUS 147

freed, and being a partner in the government of the whole; and this was
proclaimed to us in advance not by the list of tribes, nor the mingling of
the reported names, but by patriarchs and prophets. Let us therefore not
descend to such pettiness in our theology as to try to establish the king-
ship and priesthood of Jesus merely by the alternation of the names. After
all, the priestly tribe of Levi was linked together with the royal tribe of
Judah by Aaron’s marriage to Naassonss sister Elizabeth; and again, Eleazar
married Phatiel’s daughter, and had children by her. So, did the evangelists
tell lies, then? Was it what they guessed would be creditable that they were
trying to establish, not the truth? And is that the reason why one of them
traced the descent of Joseph’s father from David through Solomon, and
the other traced that of Elj, also Joseph’s father but in a different way, from
David’s son Nathan?” Yet they should not have been unaware that both
lists of names represent a descent from David, or from the royal tribe of
Judah. Yes, Nathan was a prophet; yet so too was Solomon, and so was
the father of them both—prophets came from several tribes, whereas
priests were not just anybody® from all twelve tribes, but only Levites.
That falsehood is therefore a futile fiction. May such an argument,
that a falsehood has been composed to the praise and glorification
of Christ, never {.} prevail in the church of Christ {...}. Who does not
know, also, of that most sacred saying of the apostle as he was proclaiming,
and handing on to us, our Saviour’s resurrection? He insists on the truth
of it and, very apprehensively, says “If some say Christ has not been raised,
though we are both saying, and have believed, that he has, and are also
both counting on it and proclaiming it, then we are giving false testimony
about God in saying that he raised Christ, whom he did not raise”. Now,
if the person who is glorifying God the Father is afraid of being seen as
telling lies when he relates a miraculous event, surely someone would be
afraid, and rightly, if he composed an untrue glorification, in an attempt to
establish the truth by falsehood? If the steps of the genealogy differ, if they
do not bring down any genuine physical relationship to Joseph, if they are

7. In Mai’s text, and his Latin translation, this whole passage is punctuated as
statements, not questions. I suppose he meant them as sarcastic exclamations. Ancient
manuscripts generally had no punctuation at all.

8. The reading in this fragment is ¢§ o0Sepdg @V Sddexa euA®V “from none
of the twelve tribes”. Mai prefers that to the reading of the corresponding ov deiveg
@V dwdeka @A@YV in To Stephanus 4, which I adopt in both places as being the one
far more likely to have been altered by a copyist to whom the word d¢iveg was unfa-
miliar.
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just being said as a way of establishing that the One who is to be born will
a king and a priest, if there is no proof about it but merely high-flown
language being produced as an ineffective incantation, it is clear, for one
thing, that the encomium, being untrue, has nothing to do with God; and
for another, that there is a judgement in store for the one who spoke it, for
having claimed that what is not so, is so.

9-10 correspond in part to To Stephanus 5

9. Matthew also put David before the rest because it was to David
first, and only to him, that a prophecy was given, confirmed by an oath,
that the Christ’s birth was, in physical terms, from him. Hence it is
written: “The Lord swore the truth to David, and will not repent: ‘From
the fruit of your loins I shall set one on your throne’; and again, “I have
sworn to David my servant ‘Until eternity I shall provide your seed’”.
In Chronicles, too: “And it shall be that when your days are fulfilled and
you sleep with your fathers, I shall raise up your offspring after you, one
who will be from your loins, and I shall establish his kingdom. He it is who
shall build me a house; and I shall renew his throne for ever. I shall be to
him as a father, and he shall be to me as a son.” There is a similar state-
ment in the second book of Kingdoms, as well.

Now, those sayings might also be made to refer to Solomon; but the
one we have now to deal with has no application to Solomon at all, as may
be gathered from the fact that Isaiah is prophesying many years after Solo-
mon’s death when he makes the following prediction about the one who
is to be born of David’s line: “A shoot shall come out from Jesse’s stock”
(Jesse was David’s father), “and from the stock shall come a flower...and
the stock will be that of Jesse; and he who arises to rule the nations, in him
shall the nations hope”. Here, too, is how he prophesies about the throne
promised to David: “A child has been born to us, a child has been granted
us. Power shall be on his shoulder. The name he shall be called by is The
Harbinger of Great Counsel; great is his power, and there is no limit to his
peace on the throne of David and of his kingdom, to establish it.”

What is said in the statements just quoted is, for one thing, that from
the stock of Jesse someone will arise to rule, not Israel, but the nations;
and for another, that a child will be born, honoured with strange titles sur-
passing human nature, and will be called “son”; also that he will assume
David’s throne and kingdom.
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10. It is obvious to anyone that these sayings referred to someone else,
who was going to come in the future. There are also other reasons why
the above-quoted sayings could not, on being given careful study, apply
properly to Solomon. The prophecy stated clearly that it is after David’s
death that the one being prophesied will arise, whereas Solomon’s succes-
sion to the throne was by the assent and decision of David in his lifetime.
And anyhow? he is recorded as having been king over Israel for just
forty years—so how could the setting-up of his throne for eternity refer
to him? Whereas, if anyone alleges that that saying refers to his succes-
sors, one must not fail to observe that the royal succession from David
and Solomon lasted only up to Jechoniah and the Babylonian captivity;
after Jechoniah there was no successor to the throne of David’s king-
dom. And how could one apply the terms of the oath, in which, among
other things, occur the words “I shall be to him as a father and he shall
be to me as a son”, to the womaniser whose “heart was not perfect with
the Lord his God, as the heart of his father David had been”? No, these
words are entirely inapplicable to Solomon. They should be referred
instead to Christ, who, arising from David’s line, established for God a
house not made of lifeless stones, nor in a mere corner-plot of land, but
God’s church, a church fit for God, made of living, sentient stones, among
all nations over the whole world. It is only to him that the words “He shall
be to me as a son” apply.

There are other scriptures, too, in which he is addressed as God’s son.
There is the one that says “From the womb, before the dawn, I begot you”;
the one which says “The Lord said to me, “You are my son”; and again, the
one where it is said “The Lord set me as the beginning of his ways for his
works, and is my begetter before all hills”. In harmony with these is the
voice that came from heaven: “You are my beloved son”; and what is found
in Psalm 71'%—“he will endure along with the sun”, and “all nations will
count him blessed”—would agree exactly with the divine sayings about
our Saviour.

That being so, Isaiah’s message is unambiguous. He is prophesying
after Solomon’s death, and after many generations of his line, that someone
will come from the stock of Jesse and David, and will be the nations’ sav-

9. Reading & odv for yodv, with the corresponding sentence in To Stephanus 5.
10. Ps 72 in the English Bible.
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iour. His plain words are: “And the stock will be that of Jesse; and he who
arises to rule the nations, in him shall the nations hope”.

11 corresponds in part to To Stephanus 6

11. The point is that prophecies of such importance about the birth of
the One foretold have been given—with the reinforcement of an oath, what
is more—only to David. All Israel, as was to be expected in view of such
important prophecies, was daily awaiting the saviour and redeemer of all
mankind, to be born from David; so it is understandable that Matthew, in
giving the good news of the fulfilment of their expectation, has opened the
composition of his account with exactly that eagerly-awaited expectation,
by calling the One whose light had just dawned “Son of David”. After David,
he jumps back to Abraham; again, because Abraham was the first to have
been given various prophecies about the calling of the nations. It was
before Moses’ giving of the law, and before there was a race of Jews, in
fact even before circumcision, that Abraham, a member of another race,
set out from Babylonia. He forsook his ancestors’ ways, and recognised
the God who is above all; and it is attested that “He reached belief in
God; and it was accounted to him for righteousness”. It was not because
of physical circumcision, or of keeping the sabbath day, {.} festivals or
new moons, nor yet through any of the other traditional observances
introduced by Moses, that he is shown to have been upright and God-
loving; it was through {...} something else: through the appearance to
him of the Lord whom he saw—that was the Saviour—, and through his
reverent and virtuous life. It was because he had achieved that religious
character that he had been given the promise about the nations: that
one day they too, with a religious zeal matching that of the god-fearing
Abraham, would, like him, also be accounted worthy of a blessing like
his. As evidence, it is said to him: “And all the tribes of the earth shall be
blessed in you”; and again: “The Lord said ‘I shall surely not hide what I am
doing from my child Abraham. Abraham is going to become a great and

>

numerous race, and all the nations of the earth shall be blessed in him’”

That being the case, it followed that Abraham, as the forebear of
the calling of the nations, should be taken by the evangelist as next after
David, {...} because the one who received the promise of the birth of the
Saviour of all mankind had {.} to be given precedence in order over the
one who received the promises about the nations, while the leader of
the nations should be taken second in the genealogy.
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The eleven paragraphs above were compiled by Nicetas, or his source,
as a consecutive abridgement of To Stephanus 1-6, without regard to
Eusebius’ division into separate Problems. Number 12 has been tacked on
at the end by Mai, as he explains: “This short passage about the Baptist
is actually presented, in MS A [Nicetas] p.52, at Luke 5:12, with an
attribution to Eusebius. See further my remarks on Cyril's Commentary
on Luke, p.146 note 3. In his preface in To Marinus, Eusebius said that it
was it was on the beginnings and endings of the gospels that he wrote his
Enquiries; hence this passage on the Baptist properly, perhaps, belongs to
Eusebius’ Commentary on Luke. However, as there is specific reference
here to disagreement between the gospels, I have put the fragment in this
position; the national interest is, I think, undamaged”

12. John, in the book of his gospel, records what took place before
Christ, when the Baptist had not yet been thrown into prison; whereas the
remaining three evangelists recount events subsequent to the imprison-
ment. Once one actually understands this, it would no longer look as if the
gospels were in disagreement with each other. The fact is that John’s gospel
contains the earlier stages, while the rest have the story of the sequel.

The remaining fragments are from various sources.

Fr.St. 13. Possinus, Catena on Matthew!!

Mai?, p. 277. Migne, cols. 972-74. From “Possinus, Catena on Matthew
vol. 1 p. 12”. Cf. To Stephanus 1.6[3].

From Eusebius. The evangelist declared that the Mother of God!?
was discovered to be pregnant, and that it was discovered by no-one but
Joseph; it was, he says, through the Holy Spirit that such a fact became
known. Because of Joseph’s uprightness, it was no wonder that he was
made aware of it through the Holy Spirit, who was also the source of the
pregnancy.

11. In this and the next few fragments following, there is no verbatim overlap
with the text of the main Problems and Solutions, so bold type is not needed.

12. ®gotokog. The presence of this keynote slogan of the fifth century here (as
also on pp. 109 and 223) suggests that the text has undergone modification.*
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Fr.St. 14. From an Unpublished Catena in a Vatican MS

Mai?, pp. 277-78. Migne, col. 974. From “an unpublished catena in a
Vatican MS”.13 Cf. To Stephanus 1.11(8).

From Eusebius. “I came across an unattributed commentary which
said that some give the reason for the angel’s calling Elizabeth a relation of
the Virgin as being not that they are of the same tribe, but that they both
have the same ancestors, and both alike are of the same Jewish race—as in
the apostle: ‘For the sake of my brothers, my kinsmen in the flesh, I would
have been willing to call down a curse on myself’; whereas others—dis-
tinguished men, too—say that there is a genuine connection of kinship
between the priestly tribe and the royal one, even as far back as Moses,
because Aaron’s wife Elizabeth was the sister of Naasson son of Aminadab,
whose lineage came down from Jacob’s son Judah, ancestor of the Jewish
royal line. Similarly, later on, Zachariah’s wife Elizabeth drew her descent
from the tribe of Judah: she was known as the daughter of Jacob, Joseph’s
father. Thus, physically, our Lord is related by birth to this Naasson, so
it is not for nothing that the divine prophet taught that there was this
intermingling with the royal tribe: he was showing that the Lord Christ
descended from both sides, and so counted in human terms as both king
and high priest” Alternatively, he calls them kinswomen because of their
being descended from a common ancestor, Jacob.

Fr.St. 15. Possinus, Catena on Matthew

Mai?, p- 278. Migne, col. 974. From “Possinus, Catena on Matthew vol. 1
p. 8”. Cf. To Stephanus 2.

It has rightly been asked what the reason is for Matthew’s having
put Christ’s genealogy downwards, whereas Luke has put it in the oppo-
site direction, upwards. One must say that there is nothing absurd about
going the same way both upwards and downwards. This had also for long
been familiar in holy scripture: in Ruth, for example, David’s genealogy
is upwards, as Christ’s is in Matthew; and, in the first book of Kingdoms,
Samuel’s father’s genealogy is downwards, as in Luke.

13. Mai does not identify this manuscript further.*
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Fr.St. 16. From an Unpublished Catena in a Vatican MS

Mai?, p. 278. Migne, col. 974. From “an unpublished catena in a Vatican
MS”. Cf. To Stephanus 3.

Here is Eusebius on this, in his commentary on Matthew: “Nathan,” he
says, “was, according to what is said in Kingdoms, also a prophet.”

“I have also,” says someone, “discovered the reason that led the blessed
Luke!* to steer clear of the royal kinship: it was because the kings, apart
from a very few of them, were not untainted with the idolatry of Solomon
himself, and that is why he avoids the line of descent through them”

Fr.St. 17. Possinus, Catena on Matthew

Mai?, p. 278. Migne, cols. 974-76. From “Possinus, Catena on Matthew,
vol. 1 p. 12”. Cf. To Stephanus 8.

From Eusebius. In putting on record David’s repentance for his sin,
the evangelist mentioned the woman with whom he committed it, and
says that, if he had not received pardon for the sin from God through
repentance, he would not have been the person found worthy to become
Christ’s progenitor.

Fr.St. 18. Possinus, Catena on Matthew

Mai?, p- 278. Migne, col. 976. From “Possinus, Catena on Matthew, vol. 1
p. 10”. Cf. To Stephanus 13.

From Eusebius. It was held against Jeconiah that he was exiled and
taken prisoner; as a result, he was generally disrespected. This is what
caused the difference between those giving Christ’s genealogy, with some
tracing the generations from Solomon, but others from Nathan. And that
is the reason for the evangelist’s mention of him; he is saying that the ran-
somer!® of prisoners had arrived, and was accepting them back through
baptism. 16

14. Reading tov for toL.
15. Or redeemer.
16. After Fr.S5t.18, Mai and Migne print two Syriac fragments and accompanying
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ADDITIONAL FRAGMENTS

The first eighteen fragments are as printed by Mai? and reprinted by
Migne. The following fragments fall into two groups: fragments from the
first edition of Mai’s work that were omitted from the second; and other
fragments from printed catenas.

Fr.St. 19. Anastasius of Sinai, Question 917

Mail, pp. 85-87. From “Anastasius of Sinai Question 9”. Cf. To Stephanus
8.18

From the Problems to Marinus'® of Eusebius son of Pamphilus.

...because Nathan teaches us, through the parable spoken by him to
David, that it was under great temptation that David’s sin occurred. The
story sets before us the fact that the prophet’s reproof of him did not take
place in face of others, or in the presence of the people as a whole; on the
contrary, it says: “he went in to him”. David, on the other hand, confesses
his wrongdoing not just to his contemporaries, but to posterity as well, by
putting in the heading of the Psalm?° that he had composed it “when he
had gone in to Bathsheba”, and “on Nathan the prophet’s coming to him”
I think that what caused him to be surrendered to this evil spirit was just
that one sentence that he uttered {...}: “{.} I said, in my prosperity, ‘I
shall surely not ever be shaken’”. This pride, and the uttering of such
a remark that he would never be shaken, but would?! remain immune

Latin translation. These may be found among the Syriac fragments included in this
volume below.

17. This and the following fragment contain text identical to that of the main
Problems and Solutions. As before, the identical text is printed in bold.

18. There is a critical edition of this work, Marcel Richard and Joseph Munitiz,
eds., Anastasii Sinaitae: Quaestiones et responsiones. Corpus Christianorum Series
Graeca 59. Turnhout: Brepols, 2006. This contains only the first 103 questions of the
collection of 154 printed by Migne. The question 9 printed by Migne is related to
question 18 of the Richard edition. See Richard and Munitiz, table 7, pp. lviii-lix. For
copyright reasons, the Mai text has been reprinted here.*

19. Both manuscripts of Anastasius used by Mai have this mistake.

20. Ps 51 in the English Bible.

21. Reading pévoy, as in To St. 8.2, for pévet
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from reverses and suffering, in his prosperity, was overweeningly arro-
gant, and out of keeping with “Unless the Lord builds the house, its
builders have laboured in vain” , and so on. Not so the holy apostle, how-
ever; he knew this, and did not dare say: “I shall surely not ever be shaken”;
instead, he had been careful, and said: “..for fear that I might perhaps,
after preaching to others, be discredited myself??”. He gives the exhorta-
tion that no-one is to boast on human matters?3, but: “Let the one who
boasts boast in the Lord”; and “Let the one who thinks he stands watch
out that he does not fall>*”—because it is not the one?®> who approves of
himself that is accepted, but the one of whom the Lord approves. Again,
there is the prophecy: “Do not boast, and do not talk with excessive supe-
riority; let no arrogant language come from your lips”. Solomon, too, says:
“Do not boast of what belongs to tomorrow, because you do not know
what the next day will produce” David, though, after becoming rich in
the {blessings} of God, and having made great progress in virtue, dared
to say “I shall surely not ever be shaken”; that is why he is also at once
abandoned by the Lord, who was helping him in bringing about his
blessings, and an evil spirit grapples with him. Hence he says: “{.} I said,
in my prosperity, ‘I shall surely not ever be shaken; however, you turned
away your face, and I became dismayed.” {...} He is explaining that,
after first saying: “I shall surely not ever be shaken”, he subsequently, as
God turned his face away from him because of that arrogant remark,
admits that he was dismayed. Then, after receiving help, on the strength
of that admission, he no longer attributes his {.} former successes to
himself, but to God instead, in the words: “Lord, in your will, you have
granted my beauty strength”. “When ‘you turned away your face, and I
became dismayed){.} I then realised that earlier, too, {...} it was in your
will, and out of your grace and gift, that my soul had beauty about it” This
is why he says: “After being brought high, I was humbled, and was in utter

22.1 Cor 9.27.

23. This part of the sentence is a summary paraphrase of Jer 9.23-24, referred to
in 1 Cor 1.29 and directly quoted in “Let the one who boasts boast in the Lord” (1 Cor
1.31). To suit that context, the translation assumes emendation of 4vBpwmoig “human
beings” to avBpwmivolg “human matters” as being more likely to be what Eusebius
wrote; the supposition is that the copyist, with only the present context before him,
misread that as év &vBpwmotg, to be the natural counterpart to év kvpiw in the second
part.

24.1 Cor 10.12.

25. We should probably insert 6 before cuviotwv.
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despair”; but: “It is good for me that you humbled me, so that I should
learn your decrees”, and: “I realised, Lord, that your judgements are justice,
and it is for truth that you humbled me”.

Fr.St. 20. From an Unpublished Catena in a Vatican MS

Mail, pp. 88-89. From “a catena in an unpublished and unspecified
Vatican MS”.

Cf. To Stephanus 15.1-4.

From Eusebius son of Pamphilus.

He [sc. God, in the text that the catena is illustrating] is talking of the
throne promised, but not actually given, to David. “I swore once in my
holiness”, he says, ‘If I shall lie to David...!” His seed shall?® remain for
eternity, and his throne be as the sun before me”; {and again:} {“{.}1
swore to my servant David: “To eternity I shall provide your seed, and I
shall build up your throne to generation and generation™.}

It is not in the physical sense that he is speaking about “seed” in these
passages, nor is the “throne” a tangible one; it is the throne also spoken
of by the angel to the Virgin, a throne with nothing temporary about it:
the one which shines out through all the world like light, and illuminates
spiritual?” souls through its divine teaching.

Cf. To Stephanus 15.5

Do not suppose that the “house of Jacob” is only the Jewish people;
no, it is all those, from all nations, who through the Saviour’s call are
included in the adoption of the saints. God’s people is sometimes called
“Tacob” and sometimes “Israel”, because Israel and Jacob were the same
person. In nature, Jacob was the ancient people, as being descended from
him through blood-relationship; but by adoption, it is the new people, by
a relationship of virtue. The new people has been substituted for the old;
in future, therefore, he will be king over this people “to eternity” (in other

26. As in To Stephanus 15, Maf’s text prints pévet, but the future pevei is prefer-
able.
27. Reading voepdg, with the older MS cited by Mai, for voep®g.
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words, for ever), and it will acknowledge him by its actions and its words,
voluntarily submitting itself to his authority. Christ was king both as God,
because he says: “My kingdom is not of this world”; and as man, because
he had the king’s duties of being the lawgiver for his subjects, of keeping
them in order, of looking after them, and of dying for them—things which
are especially the mark of the true king.

Fr.St. 21. Cramer, Catena on Matthew
From Cramer, Catena on Matthew, p. 10. Cf. To Stephanus 1.6[3].

[Matt 1.18]?® And who was it but Joseph who found her so? How
it came about, and in what way Joseph discovered it, the account will
tell us, in the words “by the Holy Spirit”; and, just as it became known
to Elisabeth by the Holy Spirit,? that is how it became known to Joseph,
also. He was an upright man, and, as such, it is no wonder that he was
also found worthy of the Divine Spirit, both to understand about the
pregnancy of the woman who was going to be his wife, and to refrain
from conjugal intimacy with her.

Fr.St. 22. Cramer, Catena on Matthew

From Cramer, Catena on Matthew, p. 12. This is on Matt 1.19.

This fragment is the same as the part of Ad Stephanus 1.6[3] that deals
with “not wishing to make an example of her”, but for one interesting
exception. By reversing the words mapadetypatioat and Setypatioat at
their first occurrence, this epitomator or copyist has vitiated Eusebius’
point that what Joseph was trying to avoid was not publicity for a
wrongdoing, but simply publicity.

28. Each fragment in Cramer’s catena is given against a particular biblical text.
This is indicated in brackets.*

29. This clause gives us the vital part of the sentence, omitted by the copyist of To
Stephanus 1, which was required to make the full sense of the corresponding passage
there.
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Fr.St. 23. Cramer, Catena on Matthew
From Cramer, Catena on Matthew, p. 13.

The preceding extract in the catena, on the same subject, quoting from
Basil and Chrysostom, makes it clearer that what is being argued in the
first paragraph is that the words “but had no marital relations with her
until she had borne a son” (NRSV) [the Greek words mean literally “did
not know her”] are not to be taken as implying that after Jesus’ birth he
did have such relations.

From Eusebius, Origen, and Isidore of Pelusium.

[Matt 1.25] The word éwc [heds: “until” or “while”] is often found in
scripture to imply enduring time. As examples: “until I make your enemies
your footstool”; “until he grows old, I am”; and “the dove did not return to
Noah until the land was dry”. These all imply continuity [sc. as lasting even
after the event specified].

It is also to be thought of as: “He did not know her whence she had
conceived” [i.e. did not know how she had become pregnant] “until she
had given birth” and he had seen the signs that took place.

Fr.St. 24. Cramer, Catena on Matthew

From Cramer, Catena on Matthew, p. 15. Cf. To Stephanus 16.

From Eusebius and Origen.

[Matt 2.7] The time Herod established from the magi was two years,
because during the two years after the Saviour’s birth they had been trav-
elling from their country. The evidence for that is that he murdered the
children younger than two.

A little further on:

From that comes your knowledge that it was not in the cave, at just
the time of his birth, that the magi worshipped the child whom the
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angel®® was telling about as lying® in the manger; no, it was the shepherds
who, after seeing the angels, ran straight off that night to see the truth, as
the cave was in their neighbourhood. The magi, on the other hand, came
a full two years after Simeon had blessed the child, when the family had
revisited Bethlehem, with the child being carried in his mother’s arms,
and they were staying for several days at a guest-house.?! Now it was to
this same house that the magi came from the land of the East, and that
was where they offered him their gifts and had their sight of the eternal
King. The proof is that the evangelist says Herod’s orders to the people
of the region were to kill only the children of two years old and under,
“according to the time he had established from the magi”. He escapes
from Herod’s frenzy to Egypt, with his parents according to the flesh, at
the age of two, and stays there with them for two years, in the district
called “Pan’s”3?, until the first year of King Archelaus. Then, after Herod
had come to his bad end, the Lord, now four years old according to the
flesh, comes back with them from Egypt to the land of Israel in the 45th
year of the reign of Augustus, in response to a divine message. After their
return from Egypt, you will find that Luke tells you about the events that
followed subsequently.

Another point:

After all, it was a long time earlier that the star appeared, given the
length of the journey; but for extra safety in getting rid of his own coward-
ice, he murdered those younger than two, as well.

[Matt 2.9] From the same:

The reason for the star’s being hidden, and then appearing again after
they left Herod’s presence, was so that, having lost their guide, they would
find themselves compelled to ask the Jews; and so that in this way what
had happened should become publicly known. The star did not just “go’, it
actually “led” them, drawing them on and guiding them in broad daylight,
so that we should learn from that, too, that this was no ordinary star, but
some kind of rational being.

30. “Angel” and “lying” are conjectural restorations to fill a presumed lacuna in
the text, which makes no sense as it stands.

31. Reading oikia &eviag for oikeia Eeviag.

32. The source of such a detail is not clear.
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As for their “seeing the child with Mary his mother”, and not “lying in
the manger” as Luke says that that was where she put him to bed, we must
think of it as follows: immediately on giving birth, that was where she put
him to bed, because owing to the large number of people gathered for the
registration, it was impossible to find a house—as Luke says, “there was
no room for them.” After that, though, she picked him up and had him
on her lap.

What was it that persuaded the magi to worship him? The Virgin was
not famous; the house was undistinguished; there was nothing else about
what they saw that was sufficiently striking to induce them to do that. It
was a* flash of understanding that came to them from God.

They bring him gifts, not as to a mere human, but as to God, for that
is what incense and myrrh symbolise. It is also a long way from Jewish
stupidity: they were not sacrificing sheep and cows, but things close to the
church’s way of thinking.

Their rapid departure after the divine message shows their good sense
and their faith. They did not get into a fuss and start reasoning: “If the
child is big, and has some strength, what is the need for us to run off and
leave in secret?” No, they carried out the instructions that had been given
only to them.

Why did the magi not stay at hand and go into safety with the child;
or some go to Persia, and others3* with his mother on the escape to Egypt?
Because he would have been bound to fall into Herod’s hands instead,
and then not be cut to pieces: had that happened it would not have been
thought that he had “taken on flesh”; there would have no belief in the
magnitude of the dispensation.

A little further on:
So he quickly dismisses the magi, thus simultaneously sending them

out as teachers in the land of the Persians, and cutting out the tyrant’s
frenzy, so as to make him see, if he were willing to understand, that his

33. Reading 1} for Cramer’s 1) and deleting his preceding full stop.
34. Accepting the MS, reading ol instead of Cramer’s emendation 6 (singular).
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purposes were impossible to carry out. This also has a bearing on our way
of thinking, so that when someone is found worthy to serve in some spiri-
tual matter, and then sees himself3° enduring afflictions and thousands of
perils, he may not be upset and say: “Whatever is this? I really ought to be
being granted a wreath as reward for fulfilling my Lord’s command!”, but
may instead, with this example, bear it all nobly.>®

35. Reading avtov for adTov.

36. Note: Two other fragments are attributed to Eusebius by Cramer in the
Catena on Matthew, but neither seems to be from this work. The first appears on p. 56
and reads: “(Mt. 7:27) Doing virtuous works is ‘the house’; faith is ‘the rock’; ‘winds,
rain and rivers’ are every kind of temptation”. The other is on p. 81 and reads: “(Mt.
10:34) (The sword that Jesus says he came to bring is) the one whose cut divides a man
with faith from one without it”
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EXTRACTS FROM THE CATENA OF NICETAS!

Nicetas-Marinus 1-11. Nicetas, Catena on Luke

Printed in Mai’s second edition, pp. 283-98; Migne, PG 22:984-1005.2
The extracts from Nicetas of To Stephanus are presented as a continuous
text, but those for To Marinus are presented in the form of separate
Problems, as in the original work.

1. Given that the Saviour’s disciples had the fear of the Jews hanging
over them (John says that the disciples had gathered together in one
house “with the doors shut, for fear of the Jews”), how did Peter and
John reach the tomb, particularly in view of the fact that, as Matthew
has attested, there was a military guard watching the place, sentry-duty
being a military task?

To this we shall say that the apostles reached the tomb with a con-
fidence due to having been told in advance by the Magdalene that none
of the members of the guard on the place were there, as was clear from
the fact that the stone had been removed from the tomb. The way it had
been removed was simply that the angel from heaven lit up the place with
bright light and himself rolled back the stone, and that the sentries were
so afraid that they almost turned to stone themselves for fright—and then,
as you would expect, resorted to running away without leaving a single
one of them behind, thus leaving the field free for those coming to see the
Saviour’s resurrection. That was the main reason for the angel’s appear-
ance. It was not, of course, to bring about the resurrection that he was
moving the stone away, nor was his appearance in that form anything to
do with the stone; one purpose was to drive the men off, and the other was

1. Mai2 p. 283 notes: “Here we fulfil our promise on p.268 to give the extensive
supplements to Eusebius’ Problems to Marinus from the Catena on Luke by Nicetas,
who cites Eusebius by name. These passages were excerpted, not from the Epitome,
but from the complete work itself. Next, we shall append other fragments of these
Problems To Marinus, gleaned from various authors or manuscripts in which Eusebius
is cited by name. We thus hope to have recovered, in the end, almost the whole of
Eusebius’ To Marinus”

2. Mai edited these fragments from the unpublished Nicetas, Catena on Luke. The
text of Migne is readily available, so the references are included for convenience.*
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to receive the women coming to see, and announce the resurrection to
them. As witness to that, Matthew’s words are: “The watchers were shaken
from sheer fright, and became like dead men”. You see, the Saviour’s resur-
rection actually preceded the angel. Without waiting for the stone to be
moved away, he had disappeared from the tomb even while it was still in
place over the entrance, sealed with the high priest’s seal, and while the
sentries were still cordoning the area; he had made his resurrection from
the dead by divine power, no-one knew when, at a time none of the evan-
gelists has indicated. One might appositely apply also to this particular?
occasion the words spoken by him with reference to the universal End:
“About that day no-one knows, not even the angels of God”. In just the
same way the Saviour, with the stone still in position, had been the first
to rise again, unnoticed by anyone, no-one knew when, and had become
himself the first-fruits of the resurrection. The angel was there as the
bringer of the good news to mankind; he was not contributing anything
to the resurrection by his presence, but was playing his great part in the
service of mankind’s salvation. This is why his appearance was dazzlingly
bright as he revealed himself, dressed in white, and was the first to cel-
ebrate the Saviour’s resurrection. As venomous reptiles and all creatures
that love night and darkness shun the sunrise, and men, being akin to the
light, hunt them down, so in just the same way the angel, by the lightning-
flash of his beams of light, was driving off the enemies of truth and life,
the associates and lovers of death. He was giving the good news of the
resurrection to those who were longing for it, and providing them with
a ready-made respite by driving away the sentries. There were two visible
indications he provided for the Saviour’s people: the moving away of the
stone and opening up of the entrance to the tomb, and the chasing off of
the guard. Once the Magdalene had seen those, she reported them to the
disciples; and they, on being told about them by her, ran confidently there,
with no-one to stand in their way.

2. Just how could the two disciples see what was inside the tomb,
given that, according to the evangelist John, it was dark? It is the same
evangelist that indicated both the time, “early, while it was still dark’, and
the fact that the two disciples had observed what was inside the tomb:
“They went in’, he says, “and believed”.

3. Reading avto for avtod.
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What the scripture testified is that at first, right at the very beginning
of the day, it was then still dark at the tomb. It was, however, early morning
by then; and at this early hour, all by herself, Mary sees, and returns to the
disciples. Subsequently, the angel appears to them; naturally, then, time
had gone by during the interval after she first came there and went off to
the apostles, and it had grown still later by the time they were back at the
tomb again. Thus when they arrived, and were standing outside the tomb,
it was no longer dark, but clear daytime, and they could see through to the
linen wrappings lying inside—and could see much better once they were
in there, and the place was by that time lit up in bright daylight.

It seems to me that the linen lying in there provides, for one thing, evi-
dence that the body had not been removed by human agency, as Mary had
supposed; no-one stealing the body would leave the wrappings behind,
nor would the thief ever have stayed to undo them and be caught. For
another, it is simultaneously also a proof of the body’s resurrection from
the dead. This is because God, who transforms the bodies of our lowly
state into the same form as the body of Christ’s glory, was altering the
body, as the instrument of the power that had made its dwelling within it,
and changing it instead into something divine, while discarding its wrap-
pings as unwanted, and irrelevant to the body’s real nature.

It also seems to me that Peter and John’ arrival at the tomb only when
it was clear, bright daylight was timely, so that they could not, by coming
in the darkness of night, be suspected of having “come in the night and
stolen him”, as the high priests falsely alleged against them. That is why
they did not come at night, nor even “while it was still dark”, but only in
tull, bright daylight.

Suppose that, while the gospel says the disciples were actually “gath-
ered together for fear of the Jews”, someone were to counter this by saying:
“Then how did these people, who were shut in, go back and forth to the
tomb in broad daylight?” What we shall then say is that presumably those
living in the city, in the midst of the Jews, would have gathered everyone
in one house and shut themselves away together; but those who reached
the tomb were outside the city, and were in fact also a long way away from
any fear of the Jews, as the place they were in was a deserted one, devoid of
people. Perhaps, also, Peter and John were the only two disciples to over-
come their fear and have the courage to go outside the house when none
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of the others dared to do so; they were the ones who, in other respects also,
are attested as having been found to deserve more honour than the rest of
the apostles.

3. But how is it that, in John, the disciples heard Mary and then, when

they came to the tomb, “believed”; whereas what is said in Luke is: “In

their view, these words seemed like nonsense, and they disbelieved the
women”?

The Mary mentioned in John told only the select apostles Peter and
John what she had seen, disclosing it as a secret. In response they went by
themselves to the tomb, at a run, without the rest of the disciples know-
ing; and “they saw, and believed”. Now, there is nothing at all surprising
about the fact that the select apostles saw and attained belief, while the
others to whom the women were reporting disbelieved them, not having
taken it in with their own eyes. Compare, for instance, the time when,
according to John, the disciples themselves were gathered together and
the Saviour appeared to them: “they were full of joy” because they had
seen him, but Thomas, because he had not been there and had not seen
him, was unconvinced. If he disbelieved the apostles, one could hardly
blame the rest of them for having disbelieved the women, when they had
not yet seen for themselves. The scripture sets before us a very careful
process of scrutiny on the disciples’ part. They did not give facile assent*
to what the women told them, but began by suspending judgement until
they were able to realise the truth clearly and in all its fullness, and so
could speak of “what was from the beginning, what we have heard, what
we have seen with our eyes, what we have witnessed and our hands have
felt, about the Word of life”.

The passage could also have another meaning. One might say that
what the eleven did not believe—and they included Peter and John, even
they having not yet attained belief—was the women’s report of the Sav-
iour’s resurrection, as being hearsay from what, according to Luke, were
‘the two men’ they had seen. And when, according to John, Mary said:
“They have taken away my Lord from the tomb”, the two disciples did
not believe even that much, that the Saviour had been taken away, before
going to the place and taking it in as fact. In support of this is that the

4. Correcting ovykatiBepévwy to cuykatadepévov.
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point at which they did “believe” was when they went into the tomb and
saw just the linen wrappings lying there, and the body not there at all. Now
what was it that they “believed”, but just what Mary said: “They have taken
away my lord”? That is why he goes on to add: “Because they did not yet
know the scripture, that he must rise from the dead”

4. The problem of how it is that Luke says only one of the disciples came
to the tomb, when in John there are two, Peter and John, would be solved
as follows.

Peter was always strong in his enthusiasm. He was the only one among
the apostles who said to the Saviour: “Even if I have to die with you, I
shall never, never deny you”; again, he was the only one who thought he
could walk on the waves; and the only one who gave an answer, and said
to him: “You are the Christ, the son of the living God”. That is why he is
the only one of the disciples to be told: “Blessed are you, Simon son of
Jonah!”; and that is also why he, with the other disciple whom Jesus loved,
is the first with the courage to go and enter the tomb, according to John.
On that occasion, though, on learning from the Magdalene that the Lord’s
body had been removed from the tomb, he went there together with the
other disciple, and then left with him, when he had seen the linen wrap-
pings inside the tomb, and believed. According to Luke the other disciples
disbelieved the women when they said they had seen the angels that had
appeared; Peter is, again, the only one to believe them. Not disbelieving
the women’s testimonies, he ran back and reached the tomb, alone. Stoop-
ing down, for the second time, he saw just the wrappings, as before, and
then went away, wondering to himself at what had happened.

For the moment, then, he was going away, wondering at what had
happened; but, strongly enthusiastic as he was, he also displayed more
zeal than all of them. He started dashing energetically about and peer-
ing all over the place for the Saviour; once the eyes of his soul had
been opened, he was searching everywhere and looking about for him.
His hope was not disappointed: he too is found worthy of Jesus’ divine
appearance. The witness for this is the same evangelist, Luke, who goes on
to say in a later passage: “The Lord has risen indeed, and he has been seen
by Simon!” His testimony is also corroborated by the holy apostle’s words
to the Corinthians: “He was seen by Cephas, and then by the eleven”.
(Cephas is the same person as Simon, also called Peter.) It was thanks to
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his zeal, outstanding beyond them all, that the Lord appeared to him even
before the eleven, one to one.

(Cf. To Marinus 4)

5. Another question one might ask is: How is it that in Matthew Mary
of Magdala, with her namesakeq{...}, is said to have seen only a single
angel sitting on the stone outside the tomb, whereas according to John
she sees two angels sitting inside the tomb; according to Luke it was
two men who met the women; and according to Mark it was a young
man that was seen by them® {...} ?

The solution to the accounts in Matthew and John could be found on
the following lines.

I take it that the narrative in John comes before that in Matthew,® and
that firstly the Magdalene arrived and saw the two angels sitting inside the
tomb; and that she then stayed in the same place, and secondly, in com-
pany with the other Mary, saw the angel sitting on the stone. To put it
another possible way, the angel in Matthew is a different one, the time and
place at which the angel is seen are different, and his words’ to the women
are also different. Correspondingly, the two angels in John, seen inside the
tomb, are also different from the one in Matthew, sitting on the stone out-
side the® tomb.

Given that Matthew said “late on the sabbath”, and gave an account
of just one, sitting on the stone in front of the tomb-entrance, it really
would have been justifiable to accuse them of discrepancy if John had
kept the same time and the same place, and had said that two of them
were seen, sitting on the stone in front of the tomb-entrance late on the
sabbath. Correspondingly, if Matthew had maintained the time as early
morning, as in John, and he too had said that one angel, not two, had
been seen inside the tomb, he would plausibly have been regarded as
writing a contradictory account. But if the evangelists in fact made a dis-

5. Reading avtaic, as in To Marinus 4, for avtoig.

6. This statement contradicts that at the beginning of To Marinus 4. The order
given in both To Marinus 4.2 and fragment Nicetas-Marinus 7 is different also.

7. Reading Aoyot for dyyelo, as in Nicetas-Marinus 6 p. 194 line 3.

8. Reading to0 for mpo.
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tinction between the times, the positions, the persons observed, and the
angels’ words, there would be no reasonable ground for anyone to criti-
cise the scripture for discrepancy: each book is giving a description of
different events, and is telling the truth about what its own account is
narrating.

That is how these evangelists would preserve concinnity. It is only in
them, as being the more important ones, having themselves actually seen
and heard the Saviour, that the angels and the divine appearances of the
Saviour after the resurrection are found. The two men in Luke, seen in
dazzling clothes (those being indications of the festival), and also the
young man in Mark, also wearing white {.}, seen on the right-hand
side® as opposed to the left, and giving the women the bright, propi-
tious’® good news, would be different, again, both from each other and
from those in the first two {.}. That is why these writers do not call them
“angels”, either, because they also did not mention {...} the appearances
of the Saviour, but stood aside for those more important than them-
selves, Matthew and John, to write the account of the more important
matters, while themselves narrating the secondary incidents which!©
took place some time after the first ones recorded; they bypassed what the
eyewitnesses had said, and filled in, instead, what those had said nothing
about. These were secondary matters indeed, falling far short of the earlier
writers’ accounts in importance. Thus the Holy Spirit assigned to each the
appropriately corresponding narratives.

6. Then the women who, in Luke, came in the dawn twilight, and
brought the spices they had prepared, would be different from the ones
in Matthew and John. It would be illogical for the Marys, who had pre-
viously witnessed such great things, to be bringing spices only now, as if
they had had no prior information by then about the resurrection.!! Luke
is making it clear, through what he says, that the persons seen by them
are different from those mentioned before, and that the place where they
were seen is also different: they were neither inside the tomb, as we learn
from John, nor sitting on the stone, like the angel in Matthew. In fact, Luke

9. The same Greek word is here translated first as “on the right-hand side” and
then as “propitious”.

10. Reading ta xpovw petd ... for 10 xpovew T peTd ...

11. Migne, PG 22:954, prints here a long extra paragraph from Combefis’s edi-
tion; see Fr.Mar.Supp. 16.*
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did not actually call them “angels” at all, but “two men”, even though they
too were in dazzling clothes, those being indications of the festival; and
what they say to the women is also peculiar to Luke. For another thing,
there were more women, not!? just the one in John, nor the two Marys,
as in Matthew, but simply'3 the ones who had come with him from Gali-
lee. Again, these are uncommitted, not evincing such zeal as those who
had the endurance to stay all night at the tomb; for the Magdalene and
the other Mary, Matthew attests a high degree of perseverance and stay-
ing-power, by saying, after the passion: “Mary of Magdala and the other
Mary were there, sitting opposite the sepulchre”. No, on the day of prepa-
ration these two were sitting there, right in front of the tomb. That is why
they quickly see, first, the angel who gives them the good news, and then
the Lord of life himself, as well; while the one in John also sees first the
angels and after them the Saviour himself. These women were not bringing
spices; that was not the direction in which their zeal was engaged.'* It is
the women who had followed him from Galilee, a large number of them
according to Luke, and who had “returned” on the day of preparation,
who prepared the spices—because they had not, as yet, found out anything
at all about the resurrection. That is why it is to those that the two men in
dazzling clothes appear, and give the good news of the resurrection; but
the Saviour did not yet appear to them as he did to the woman in John,
and to the women in Matthew. It is thus appropriate to regard Luke’s nar-
rative as peculiar to him.

Those who according Mark “come to the tomb very early on the first
day of the week, after sunrise”, are, again, others; and, again, on a dif-
ferent occasion. These are the ones who were also saying to themselves:
“Who will roll back the stone for us?” and then came and found it rolled

12. The reading of Mai, &AX’ ovx 1§ mapd 1@ MatBaiw §vo Mapiat, is impossible.
A line has evidently been omitted in the MS or in Mai’s edition; it can be supplied
from the version of this passage printed in Migne: AN’ o0y 1} mapd 1@ Twavvy povn-
o0d8¢ ai mapd 1@ MatBaiw §vo Mapiat.

13. Mai prints &na§ anA@g, where dna (“once”) makes no relevant sense and
is presumably an incompletely deleted error, meant to be corrected by the next word
anAd¢ (“simply”) but mistaken by the next copyist as being still part of the text.

14. Here Eusebius leaves unmentioned Mark 16.1: “When the sabbath was over,
Mary of Magdala, Mary James’s mother, and Salome bought spices, to go and anoint
him”. Perhaps his text of Mark did not have these words; see n. 18, p. 199.
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back; they went in, and saw a young man. Where, in Luke’s case, it was
again “men’, not angels, so here too he is now called, not an angel, but “a
young man”. Thus this narrative, too, is distinct: the one seen is different,
the women who came are others, and so is the occasion, “after sunrise”. If
that time had also been maintained!® by Luke, one could reasonably have
required Luke’s two men, and the same words; but if Luke has taken the
earlier time, “before sunrise’, it is quite understandable that his account is
about the “two men” that were seen on that occasion, not the “young man”.

7.16 There are four evangelists, and also a corresponding number
of appearances to these to be found recorded in them. There are four
occasions, and those seen on each occasion are to be distinguished from
each other. Similarly, the women who saw them are different, and the
words spoken {.} by those they saw vary{...}. First {.} was the occasion
in Matthew, described as late in the sabbath; {...} the fourth and final
one was the young man recounted in Mark, after sunrise. {...} Between
these are those in John and Luke; and so those seen on each occasion
are distinct: one angel outside the tomb late on the sabbath, after whom
the Saviour himself also; then, early, while it was still dark, two angels
inside the tomb; after them, again, the Saviour, as before. In the dawn
twilight there were {.} two others seen, “men” as Luke calls them, not
inside the tomb; then, after all of them, the young man, seen by those
who arrived after sunrise. Now, if they had all talked of one occasion, and
had put down the same place, but were putting before us epiphanies that
are not the same, there would in that case have been reasonable grounds
for criticism. If, however, they made distinctions between the times, and
also assigned a particular place to each time, it follows!” that the appear-
ances they recorded are also different. It would also have been open to
criticism if they had all mentioned one epiphany and said that one angel
had been seen, or unanimously said that it was two angels, or, again, two
men, or one young man, but then changed the times or not described the
same places. As it is, though, what they say remains accurate and irre-
proachable, in introducing different sightings at various times and places,
with those who saw them being also various: the first two women are not

15. Correcting tepr)pnto to TeTHpnTO.
16. Cf. QMar. 4.2.
17. Omitting 8¢ before Stagopovg.
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the same as the second one, and similarly the third group are not the same
as the fourth.

Quite apart from that, immediately after what the young man said
to the final group of women, whose names are not given,18 Mark adds:
“When they heard that, they ran away and said nothing to anyone, because
they were afraid”. That is what these women were like, then: frightened,
and excessively pusillanimous, so that they did not actually believe the
young man when he said to them: “Go and tell his disciples and Peter:
‘Look, he is going ahead of you to Galilee’”. They heard these words—and
then did just the opposite! Whereas the women in Luke went back from
the tomb and reported all these things to the eleven; and similarly the one
in John goes to the disciples to report!® to them what she has seen. It is
only those in Mark, the last ones to arrive—latecomers indeed, getting
there only after sunrise—who are not found worthy of seeing either the
Saviour or the dazzlingly-bright angel, nor the two inside the tomb, nor
the two men in Luke. It is merely some ordinary young man that they saw,
with a white robe on. The sight they see is one that corresponds to their
own small-mindedness; yet even on seeing this person dressed in white
for the festival, they were still amazed, as Mark attested of them, whereas
at no point was there any mention of astonishment in the case of the ear-
lier ones.

18. This is puzzling. The corresponding sentence of To Marinus 4.2, and the text
of fragment Nicetas-Marinus 8 in Mai both agree with the received text of Mark 16.1,
which does give the women’s names: Mary Magdalene; Mary, James’s mother; and
Salome. Interestingly, Codex Bezae omits these names at that point in Mark, though
its text follows directly from 15.47 in which the first two of them are named; while
Codex Sinaiticus omits the whole of 15.47 and “when the sabbath was over” in 16.1,
but has the rest of 16.1, which includes the three names.

Is it possible that the MS used by Eusebius here is a witness to a fourth, presum-
ably the earliest, tradition, which contained neither of the lists in the received text of
Mark but just read, e.g., “Some women bought spices...”? In that case, the epitomator
of To Marinus 4 will have known what is now the received text and changed this pas-
sage in accordance with that; and the epitome used by Nicetas will have been either
inconsistent or interpolated in fr. 8 with the word dvopaoti. Surprising though this
suggestion is, it would seem even more surprising for Eusebius to make a mistake over
this point.

19. Correcting amayyéAovoa to dnayyehodoa.
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Presumably the Magdalene, who had the perseverance to go on stay-
ing there, saw not only the first sightings, seen by her alone, but also the
young man in Mark, seen by the rest of the women. One would say the
same of Luke’s account, as well: after the arrival of the numerous women,
and after the sight of the two men who appeared to them, he continues
his story in the words: “And returning from the tomb they reported all
these things to the eleven’, adding “There were Mary of Magdala...” and so
on. It would not be improbable for the Magdalene, who had already been
there for some time and had stayed there persistently, to have been found
again at the sepulchre this time, when the large number of women who
had accompanied Jesus from Galilee arrived with the spices; thus she, too,
would have seen the two men at the same time as the rest, and heard what
they said, and would then have been with the group when they went back
and told the eleven about it.

Alternatively, the text can also mean that the first stages should be
assigned to the women from Galilee—I mean the arrival at the tomb, the
bringing of the spices, the epiphany of the two men to them, and what
they said—but the report to the eleven could have been done not just by
them, but by all the women together, each recounting what she had seen.
Again, the Magdalene would then have been included with the rest, and
herself also reported what she personally had seen on her own.

8. Another problem I am enquiring into is this: How is it that in Matthew
it is stated that it is in fact when the sabbath was over that they prepared
spices, whereas in Luke they did so before the sabbath, actually on the day
of preparation?

Being bound up with the previous questions, this too would receive
similar elucidation. We have shown that they were not the same women:
those occupied with the funeral before the sabbath, actually on the day of
preparation on which the Saviour’s passion took place, were one group,
but those after the sabbath were another. Luke has clearly testified that
these women did this on the actual day of the passion. He mentions no
women at all by name, but simply says “the women who had come with
him from Galilee”. Mark, however, recorded just three of them by name?20

20. This conflicts with fragment Nicetas-Marinus 7; see n. 18, p. 199. If Euse-
bius’s text of Mark did not have the women’s names, the word dvopaoti here (“by
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as having provided spices by themselves, not on the preparation but after
the sabbath was over. That these were not the same ones as those in Luke
is also shown as follows: these women, in Mark, see the young man sitting
on the right, and he says to them: “Do not be afraid: you are looking for
Jesus the Nazarene. He has risen; he is not here”; but for those in Luke it is
two men in dazzling clothes who stand in front of them, uttering different
words: “Why are you looking for the living among the dead?” and so on.
Further, those in Mark were told to report the message to the disciples,
but said nothing to anyone; whereas those in Luke did go and report to
the eleven. From all these points it can be gathered that they were not the
same women; and that is why the time that they did what is recorded of
them does not coincide, either.

9. “While they were talking like this, Jesus himself stood in the midst
of them and said to them ‘Peace be with you’ ”. At this one might be
perplexed as to how it is that when the eleven disciples were assembled
together after the resurrection and the Lord appeared to them, as Luke
and John agree in mentioning, the record of his subsequent actions and
words is not the same?! in both.

We must first establish that it is the same appearance that the two
evangelists have described, taking place on one and the same day and
time. This would become obvious once you look carefully at the text. John
begins by saying: “And on the first day of the week Mary of Magdala comes
and reports to the disciples that she has seen the Lord, and that this is
what he said to her”. He then adds: “Late that day, when the disciples were
together, Jesus came and stood in their midst, and said: ‘Peace be with
you’”. It is thus clear, from that, that it was late on the Lord’s day, the actual
day of the resurrection, that the events in John had taken place. The same
place and time will be found in Luke, as well; he too says: “On the first day
of the week, in the dawn twilight, the women went to the sepulchre’, and
continues that they saw angels, returned, and reported what they had seen
to the disciples; also that Peter rushed to the tomb, reached it and saw the
linen wrappings. Now, that happened in the dawn twilight on the day of
the resurrection. The text then goes on to add the words: “And look, on

name”) must be an interpolation, perhaps originating in a puzzled marginal comment
by a reader of the manuscript of, or used by, Nicetas.
21. Correcting Tavtd to TadTA.
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that very?? day, two of them were making their way to a village”. This was
Cleopas’ party; Jesus went with them to Emmaus, and there took bread,
blessed it, gave it to them, and disappeared. Luke then continues with:
“They got up and went back at that very time to Jerusalem, and found the
eleven assembled”; then, while they were conversing, “Jesus stood in their
midst and said to them ‘Peace be with you™, and so on. Well, then, it has
been shown from Luke, as well, that it was in fact the same day; and that
it was also the same time is established from the fact that it was all on the
one day that Cleopas” party reached Emmaus and had come back from
there to Jerusalem, which must presumably by then have been after eve-
ning had come on; and it was then that the epiphany took place.

Thus it has become evident that it was the same appearance in both.
Now then, let us see how it is that the Saviour is stated to have said and
done one set of things in Luke, and another in John. For a start, in both
alike it is said that he did stand in their midst and say: “Peace be with
you”. Separately, however, there is the addition in Luke that they thought
it was a spirit that they were seeing, and so on; yet, even though John has
not stated as much, the sequel is nevertheless concordant in both, because
after “Peace be with you” it goes on in John with “and with these words he
showed them his hands and his side”. The reason is not there in John, as
being already stated in Luke,?® but it was the same one:?* that they thought
it was a spirit that they were seeing. Anyhow, John, by attesting that he
showed them his hands and his?’ side, would be in accord with Luke,
who also added the reason, and subsequently says: “While they were still
amazed and in disbelief for joy, he said to them ‘Have you anything to eat
here?’ and they gave him a piece of baked fish”; but John did not include
that. As we are on this, it is appropriate to direct attention to the fact that
elsewhere, too, it is John that the Holy Spirit has used to relate our Sav-
iour’s more solemn and sacred actions and teachings, and the others to
record the more mundane matters. That is exactly what he has done here.
The disciples had thought, when they saw the Saviour, that it was not he
himself that they were seeing but a spirit; they did not have faith in him,

22. Reading év avtij Tfj uépa as in the gospel text of Luke 24.13. (Mai’s text omits
the T1}.)

23. This implies that Eusebius thinks John’s gospel later than Luke’s, despite his
view that John was one of the original twelve.

24. Reading avtn for abt.

25. Reading avtod for avtod.
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and still did not have faith even after he had had to show them his hands
and his feet. For these reasons he asked for something to eat, and ate it in
front of them. These are physical matters, implying a deep lack of faith
on the apostles” part, and considerateness on the Saviour’s in convincing
them by clear proof that it really was he; so it was Luke, as being the lesser,
that the Holy Spirit prompted to write of them. He establishes the more
important matters, those which prove Jesus’ divine power, through John,
who then also writes: “So the disciples were overjoyed at seeing the Lord.
Therefore, he again said to them ‘Peace be with you. As the Father has sent
me, I too send you’ With those words, he breathed on them...” and so on.

The account in the two of them would be consistent if we were to
reckon what is in Luke as having happened first, and were then to add on,
after that, what is in John. It was while they were still in disbelief that he
both asked for food and, not content with just eating the fish, also used
words?® to strengthen their confidence, by reminding them, according to
Luke, of his earlier teaching. Once they were at last fully convinced that it
really was he, and were at last full of joy, then for a second time he gives
them the “Peace” greeting—a different one, stronger than the previous
one—and commands them to be ready for their mission, virtually promis-
ing that they too will be like himself,?” in virtue of their similar task. Then,
in accordance with that, he breathes on them a breath of the Holy Spirit,
on the ground that they will need him for the next thing Jesus was going to
promise them: that was the ability to remit sins by the power of the Holy
Spirit.

In this way a single common account will be fitted together from both
evangelists, consisting of what is stated in Luke but unmentioned by John,
and of what is recorded in writing by John but kept back in silence by
Luke. Luke’s statements come first, and John’s are joined on after them,
preserving a single sense and meaning in both their accounts. That is the
way to explain this problem.

10.28 How is it that in Matthew an angel was seen by the women and told
them to give his disciples the message: “He has risen from the dead and

26. Reading Aoyoug for Aoyoug.

27. Reading avt@ for avt@.

28. This is a better version of a fragment first published in Mail, pp. 97-98, “from
Corderius’ Catena on John p.450”. The Corderius fragment starts at the last sentence of
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is going ahead of you to Galilee; you will see him there”, and similarly in
Mark, too, the young man whom they saw sitting on the right-hand side
said the same thing29 to the women; whereas in Luke it was in Jerusalem
itself, when the eleven remaining disciples had assembled in the same
place and were discussing the topic of his resurrection together, that he
himself stood?Y in their midst, talking to them, and ate a piece of baked
tish in front of them; and according to John it is again in Jerusalem itself
that he was seen by the eleven, not just once but a second time as well:
first, late on3! the actual day of the resurrection, and then eight days later?
So how, given that according to Luke and John he was seen that number
of times by his disciples in Jerusalem itself, are the same men told in
Mark and Matthew, through the women, to leave for Galilee because they
would see him there, but were not going to see him in Jerusalem?

If the gospels’ text showed knowledge of only the eleven disciples of
the Saviour, even so one would still not say that there was any defect in
their account, on the basis that, by appearing once or twice in secret while
his disciples were in hiding in Jerusalem, he was acting, for the time being,
out of consideration for their disbelief of the womens’ message. In Galilee,
by contrast, there was no secrecy about it any more; it was not just once or
twice—and they were not shut in for fear of the Jews, but it was with com-
plete freedom—that he made his divine appearance and demonstration of
his Godhead with numerous proofs, setting himself before them alive after
his passion and “being seen by them throughout forty days, telling them
about the kingdom of God and being®? with them”, as Luke says in Acts.
That is a first solution.

However, when the select leaders of the disciples were making up the
number of the Twelve, there was in fact a second rank alongside them,
that of the Seventy, of whom Luke says in his gospel: “After that, the Lord
appointed seventy others in addition” Quite apart from those, there was

the first paragraph of this fragment from Nicetas and is identical with it apart from a
number of omissions and one false reading (mapovaoia for mappnoiaq).

29. Reading tavta for Mai’s Tadta.

30. Reading €otn for Mai’s éotad.

31. Reading kot for Mai’s kai.

32. The reading here is cuvavA{opevog; a frequent variant in the gospel text is
ovvahilopevog “sharing a meal”
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also an even larger number of other associates of the Saviour, whom the
holy “apostle mentioned in the words: “He was subsequently seen by over
five hundred brethren”. Now, these too had been found to merit the title
of disciples’. It would not have been possible for them all to be assembled
together in the same place? in Jerusalem and have seen him there after
the resurrection; so,3* understandably, two of the evangelists, Luke and
John, record that it was only by the eleven that he was seen in Jerusalem,
while the other two of them said that it was not just the eleven, but simply
all the disciples and brethren, whom the Saviour himself, and his angel
who appeared before him, told to hurry to Galilee—making it clear that it
was all of them, without distinction or restriction. However, the first solu-
tion is the better and truer one.

So, then, there had been several different appearances to the disciples
that had taken place after the resurrection, some which some writers say
Jesus had talked of, and some which others say he had actually put into
effect.3> There are times when, in their handling of the same?® theme, the
second supplies what the first has omitted.

11. One might say: “How is it that Matthew says the eleven had seen
Jesus after they had made their way to the hill country of Galilee, whereas
John records that the third time he was seen, after the two appearances
in Jerusalem, was not “in the hill country” of Galilee, but “by the sea” of
Galilee?

I also agree on the fact that this really was the third time the Saviour
was seen by the disciples: the first was on the actual day of the resur-
rection, early on which Mary of Magdala had seen him (that being the
appearance Luke also records as the first), and the second was eight days
later, that is on the next Lord’s Day, on which the Saviour manifested him-
self again and, as a remedy for Thomas’ scepticism, showed him his side
and hands. However, once they had been commanded to go together to

33. Reading a0t for Mai’s Tavto.

34. Supplying odv, as required by the syntax.

35. By comparison with Fr.Mar.Supp.13, this sentence has been overcompressed
by this epitomator.

36. Supplying avtod, on the supposition that it dropped out by homoeoteleuton
between 10D ke@ahaiov. This is confirmed by the extract from this same chapter to be
found in Cramer’s Catena on John, p. 404 (Fr.Mar.Supp. 14)
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Galilee, the eleven, in company with the rest, were carrying out the com-
mand, and every single one of them was gathering together; but before the
eleven had assembled—they were still about to do so—he then appears for
the third time by the sea of Galilee, not to the eleven but only to the seven
indicated by John. These were Peter, Thomas, Nathaniel, Zebedee’s two
sons, and two of the other disciples; so, yes, that really is the third time he
was seen, as the eleven had not yet gathered together. Hence John is being
accurate, and not excluding the others also from their appearance of the
Saviour, in indicating that, after the first and second appearances, he made
his third solely to those named, at the Sea of Galilee.

Subsequently, it is not improbable that he was seen a fourth time too,
and a fifth, and many other times as well, which is why John does not write
about all of the Saviour’s actions; he goes on to say, later, “and Jesus did
many other things”. Certainly, you would not be wrong to say that after
this third appearance of his to those named above, the fourth was the
one which Matthew recorded that he made to the eleven in the hill coun-
try. After them, you would not be mistaken in saying that he was seen
simultaneously by the eleven and the seventy, when they were all gathered
together in the same place. Paul also records, having heard about them
from others, yet more times that the Saviour was seen after the resurrec-
tion: “He was seen by Cephas’, he says, “then by the twelve, then by five
hundred, then by James, then by all the apostles; and”, he says, “last of all,
by me”.

Do you see how many times, and by how many people, he was seen
after the resurrection? Thus he was seen both by those in hiding in Jeru-
salem, and before them, by Cleopas’ party on the way out to Emmaus;
and, before everyone else, by a man, Simon, and a woman, the Magda-
lene. Hence Luke is careful to say, in Acts, that, after he had been showing
himself frequently to the disciples, it was in fact throughout forty days
that he was seen continually by them, being with them, handing down his
teachings about the kingdom of God, and instructing them to set out for
Jerusalem and there to begin by proclaiming the word to the Jews; and not
to leave the city beforehand, but to await his Father’s promise—which we
shall be dealing with shortly, as a separate topic.?”

37. Part, at least, of Eusebius’s discussion of Jesus’ imparting the Holy Spirit to the
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SUPPLEMENTA MINORA
Fr.Mar.Supp. 1. [Not from this work]

Mai? p. 298 (PG 22:1008) prints this fragment, which attributes itself to
the To Marinus.

Another work written by Eusebius son of Pamphilus is To Marinus. In
that, he says that the church of Christ has two kinds of life-style...

The fragment is an extract compiled from two then-unpublished
chronicles, by George Hamartolus and John of Sicily.*® But despite
beginning “Eusebius says, in To Marinus’, it is actually from Eusebius’s
Demonstration of the Gospel, 1.8 (Migne PG 22:76B).

In Mail, p. 374, the fragment printed “From Cedrenus” is the same item.

Also in Mail, p. 90, the fragment printed “From the Suda, s.v. ‘Eusebius’
and s.v. Piog; also from Cedrenus, Paris ed. p.201” is the same material
again. As this does not belong in Gospel Problems and Solutions, we omit
it.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 2. From a Greek scholiast on Mark quoted by R. Simon

Mai?, p. 299; Migne, PG 22:1008. “From a Greek scholiast on Mark
quoted by R. Simon” in Histoire critique des principaux commentateurs
du Nouveau Testament, Rotterdam, 1693, p. 89.39 The same fragment is
also found in Cramer, Catena on Mark, p. 266. The Cramer fragment is
identical, but for the omission of two nonessential words.

disciples after the resurrection is to be found in Fr.Mar.Suppl. 9-10, from a different
source.

38. The Chronicle of George Hamartolus was printed for the first time by Muralt
in 1859 from an unsatisfactory text. This was reprinted by Migne in PG 110 with a
Latin translation. It was edited in two volumes by C. de Boor, Georgii Monachi Chro-
nicon, Teubner, 1904, revised by Peter Wirth 1978. The Chronicle of John of Sicily was
edited by H. Heinrich, Die Chronik des Johannes Sikeliota, Graz, 1892 (diss.).*

39. The Mai reference to “chapter 6” of “Historia Critica” leaves it unclear which
of Richard Simon’s various books in various languages on the New Testament this is.
Adolf von Harnack (Geschichte der altchristlichen Litteratur, 1.2:578) gives the frag-
ment with this reference to the 1693 edition.*
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This prophetic utterance is from Malachi, not Isaiah.%? It is a copyist’s
error, as Eusebius of Caesarea says in his work To Marinus, on the appar-
ent discrepancies between the gospels about the resurrection.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 3. Possinus, Catena on Mark, p. 343

Mai?, p. 299, Migne, PG 22:1010. “From Possinus’ catena on Mark p. 343,
where it is about the man from Cyrene carrying the Lord’s cross”

Because there was no-one in the city of Jerusalem who deserved, as
Eusebius says in To Marinus chapter 13,%! to take the weight of the cross,
the symbol of victory over the devil; no, it was the man from the country-
side, who had had no part at all in Christ’s murder.*?

40. The text concerned is Mark 1:2: “As it is written in the prophet Isaiah, ‘See, I
am sending my messenger ahead of you'”. It continues (v. 3): “The voice of one crying
out in the wilderness: ‘Prepare the way of the Lord, make his paths straight'”> The
quotation in v. 2 is from Mal 3.1; that in v. 3 is from Isa 40.3. The best and oldest
manuscripts we have agree with those used by Porphyry and Jerome (see Mai’s note,
below) in reading “in the prophet Isaiah”; those with the variant reading “in the
prophets” (found, e.g., in the Authorised Version) evidently represent a later attempt
to solve the difficulty. Matt 3.3 quotes only the Isaiah passage and attributes it so.

Mai gives the following note (1): “The subject is the prophecy ‘Prepare the way
of the Lord; make his paths straight’ Jerome, in his Commentary on Matthew, makes
it clear that he has read our Eusebius: ‘Given that this testimony is a combination of
Malachi and Isaiah, Porphyry enquires how we suppose it is an extract from Isaiah
alone. Men of the church have replied very fully to this; but we’ [i.e., Jerome himself]
‘think that the addition of the name “Isaiah” is the fault of a copyist. Jerome treats this
same question in Ep. 57 9”.

41. Unless this is a copyist’s error, this is evidence for the large quantity of the text
of To Marinus lost before the final sections on the resurrection, as Mai points out. He
notes that fragment Fr.Mar.Suppl. 4, from Corderius, clearly shows—again, unless that
fragment happens to come from one of the final Problems—that in that work Eusebius
dealt at least with the passion, as well as the resurrection. He adds a warning that
we should not presume that the “Your first question...” at the opening of To Marinus
means that the book actually started with that problem about “late on the sabbath”
In Mai’s opinion, it looks as if the epitomator has simply cut to there, omitting a vast
earlier amount.

42. Mai note 2: “Ambrose expresses the sense of this Eusebius passage in his Com-
mentary on Luke 10.107: ‘It is not a Jew who carries the cross, but a foreigner, born
abroad’”.
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Fr.Mar.Supp. 4. Corderius, Catena on John, p. 436

Mai2, pp- 299-300; Migne, PG 22:1010. “From Corderius’ Catena on
John p.436”. Also found in Cramer, Catena on John, p. 389. Cramer’s text
confirms Mai’s two conjectures but is otherwise inferior.

Here is one of the subjects put forward for enquiry in Gospel Prob-
lems and Solutions, to Marinus, by Eusebius, known as son of Pamphilus,
of Caesarea: that the divine evangelist Mark said that the time at which
Christ, our God and Saviour, was crucified was the third hour; but that
John, the supreme theologian,43 wrote that it was at the sixth hour that
Pilate took his seat out on the dais, at the place called the Stone Pavement,
and passed sentence on Jesus.

He says it is a textual error, overlooked** by the original copyists of
the gospels. The letter gamma,45 he says, means the third hour, but the
episemon®® means the sixth; and, as these characters have a close resem-

43. Mai note 3: “T had also been reading this Problem about the 3rd and 6th hours
in a Vatican MS, formerly the property of Cardinal Sirletus, from which I have incor-
porated an emendation—though this MS is itself not without faults of its own. The
same Problem is also found in Paris MSS, according to Harlesius in The Library of
Fabricius vol. 7 p. 402”.

44. This, mapopaBév, is the most convincing of the variant readings in the extant
versions of this passage. The others are in Fr.Mar.Supp. 13: napayopadév, a word not
otherwise found, which might have been taken to mean “mispurchased”; and the
emendation there by Cramer, napaypagfév “miswritten”

45. The Greeks used letters for numbers, so T, the third letter of the Greek alpha-
bet, meant 3 or 3rd.

46. This word, 10 ¢nionuov (literally “the sign”), is a name given at this period
to the figure for 6. Originally the sixth letter of the alphabet had been F (then called
“digamma’, from its appearance of one I' superimposed on another), with the sound
of English w; when that sound ceased to be audible in Greek it dropped out of the
alphabet but kept its place as a numeral. This passage suggests that by the early centu-
ries A.D. it had already developed, in some handwriting, toward the curved form now
printed as ¢ (compare the ease with which a carelessly-written L may be mistaken for
C). We are very grateful to Prof. P. Easterling and Dr. C. Lada for time-consuming
research, among manuscripts of the relevant date, that confirms this. With a wealth
of supporting detail, Dr. Lada writes: “I feel quite confident that Eusebius was entirely
right about the possibility of a scribal mix-up or misreading of these two letters”.
However, even allowing that it might here be a copyist’s error, Eusebius’s explanation
cannot hold good, as Pilate’s passing sentence at the Stone Pavement cannot have been
simultaneous with the crucifixion, outside the city.
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blance to each other, a bulge in the elongated vertical stroke of the letter
gamma, for the third hour, shifted it into the meaning of the episemon,
for the sixth. As the three evangelists Matthew, Mark and Luke say unani-
mously that it became dark over the whole earth from the sixth hour till
the ninth, it is quite clear that the Lord and God Jesus had been crucified
before the sixth hour, before it became dark—that is, at the third hour, as
Mark recorded—and that John likewise indicated the third hour, but the
copyists altered the gamma to the episemon.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 5. Possinus, Catena on Mark, p. 364

Mai2, p. 300; Migne, PG 22:1010. “From Possinus’ Catena on Mark, p.
364”. Cf. To Marinus 2.8 and 3.4.

“He appeared first to Mary of Magdala”. Eusebius, in To Marinus, says
this was a different Mary from the one who saw the young man—or else,
they both came from the Magdala district.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 6. John Xiphilinus, unpublished Sunday sermon

Mai?, p. 300; Migne, PG 22:1012. “From the patriarch John Xiphilinus’
unpublished Sunday sermon on the women bringing spices, from a
Vatican ms, p. 160”4’ Cf. Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 8.

Eusebius of Caesarea says that Mary of Magdala and James’ Mary pre-
pared spices, but it was not they who came “early in the morning, after
sunrise”, but other, unnamed, women, there being numerous women who
came up with Jesus from Galilee. That is why they came early in the morn-
ing, not during the night; and why, after being told to give the message to
the disciples and Peter, “they ran away without saying anything to anyone,
because they were frightened”.

47. According to Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexicon (3:618-19), there
are fifty-three extant Sunday sermons by Xiphilinus, and an edition of the first twenty-
five exists: S. Eustratiades, ed., OpuAiat €ig TG kvplaxag tod éviavtod I, Trieste, 1903.
Unfortunately, it proved impossible to obtain a copy of this volume.*
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Fr.Mar.Supp. 7. Anastasius of Sinai, Question 153

Mai?, pp. 300-301;*8 Migne, PG 22:1012. “From Anastasius of
Sinai Question 153”*° Cf. To Marinus 2.6, 8.

From Eusebius’ work To Marinus.

So we find three Marys in all at Christ’s passion, among the other
women: the first is the Mother of God;*° the second is her sister, Cleopas’
Mary; and the third is the Magdalene. Some, though, say that there were
two of them from Magdala: one, the one in Matthew, “late on sabbath”;
the other, the one in John who came to the tomb early in the morning—
that being also the one mentioned in Mark, from whom he had cast out
seven devils; he says that the reason Mark took care to put that in was
that there was also another from Magdala, not the same one. After the
resurrection “early in the morning on the first day of the week” he first
appeared®! to the Mary of Magdala from whom he had cast out seven
devils—and this, he says, is perhaps the one who was told “Do not touch
me’, not the one in Matthew. Even if that one did also come from Magdala,
the divine scripture does not say the same derogatory things about her as
well. However, if one were to say that this was one and the same woman,’?
the holy gospels would still be telling the truth even so, and not be in any
way discordant: they present the same Mary of Magdala as not touching
the Lord at first, when she was weeping and in disbelief, and as touching
him, when, with the other Mary, she is greeted by him. That was when she
finally worshipped him as God, not as a human being as before, when she
was weeping and in disbelief.

48. Mai?, p. 300 n. 1: “T have collated this little Problem also against a MS from
Colonna, now in the Vatican™

49. There is a critical edition of this work, Marcel Richard and Joseph Munitiz,
eds., Anastasii Sinaitae: Quaestiones et responsiones. Corpus Christianorum Series
Graeca 59. Turnhout: Brepols, 2006. This contains only the first 103 questions of the
collection of 154 printed by Migne. See Richard and Munitiz, table 7, pp. lviii-lix.
The other questions are not considered authentic by the editors, so the older editions
remain the only source.*

50. ®@eotokov. The abridged selection also uses this fifth-century term here.*

51. This part of the sentence has been left unpunctuated, in order not to prejudge
the question of whether this epitomator had in mind the issue of where to put the
pause, considered in To Marinus 1.3.

52. Not accepting Mai’s insertion of MaySaAnvrv.
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Fr.Mar.Supp. 8. Anastasius of Sinai, ibid.

Mai?, pp- 301-2; Migne, PG 22:1012-14. “Also from Anastasius, ibid” Cf.
Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 11. An fragment identical with this throughout was
published by Mail, pp. 99-100 as “from a Vatican MS”.

From Eusebius’ work To Marinus.

On the further problem of how, in Matthew, the Lord was seen by the
disciples in Galilee “in the highlands”, whereas in John it was by the sea of
Tiberias, we shall say that it was not just once or twice that he was seen,
but several times. And so you would> not be wrong to say that the appear-
ance in Matthew was the fourth one, which Matthew wrote that Jesus
made to the eleven in the hill country, not by the sea of Galilee, nor to the
others who had witnessed his appearance by the sea.>* The eleven disciples
made their way to the hill country where he had told them, saw him there,
and worshipped him; and you would not be mistaken in saying that he
was subsequently seen by those very eleven disciples, gathered together in
the same place> at the same time as the seventy, as well. And the apostle
recounts that the Lord had been seen after the resurrection by still more
people than those, in the words: “he had risen on the third day, according
to the scriptures, and was seen by Cephas, then by the twelve; then was
seen by over five hundred brethren at once”.

Do you see how many times and by how many people he was seen
after the resurrection? Thus, both by those in Jerusalem, in hiding for fear
of the Jews, and, before any other man, by Simon Peter, and before any
other woman by the Magdalene and her party. Hence Luke says: “He was
seen continually throughout forty days and was with them, handing down
his teachings about the kingdom of God”.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 9. Anastasius of Sinai, Question 148

Mai2, p. 302; Migne, PG 22:1014. “Also from Anastasius of Sinai,
Question 148”. Cf. Fr.Mar.Supp. 10.

53. Supplying a needed &v before apéptois.

54. Supplying some such words as &ANoig toig mapd v Bdlacoav between toig
and omTavopéVoLG.

55. Reading kotd Tavto for kat’ avto.



226 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

0’. Evoefiov ¢k Tod mpog Mapivov.

Kai 16 pév vmo Xpiotod éunvevodev IIvedpa dylov 1ol dmootéAolg,
AVTIKOV Kol OVYXWPNTIKOV AV TTdong apaptiag: T 8¢ émnyyeAuévov 10
Bantiobnoeobal adtovg €v ayiw Ilvevpartt, kal petacyeiv Svvapewg
EVEPYNUATWY, EVEPYNTIKAG HEV TOV HeEAAOVTWY O adT@V dmoteheioBal
Bavpdtov, évotatikic 6¢ kal kapTeplkiiG TOV pEANOVTWV adTOIG
¢naviotacBat kivduvwv. IIpod yap tavtng g duvdpews kKnpOTTEY AdTOVG
101G €0veowv ovk €BovAeto, AN ékdéxeoBal kal mepipévely avTny £§
Uyoug petaoyeiv. Todto 8¢ kai 6 AndoTtolog 10 xdplopa idiwg agopilwv
TOV Aom@v évepyet@v Tod ayiov ITvevparog é6idaoke Aéywv: “ANw O¢
gvepynuata duvapewv.” Kai ) mpognteia gnoi- “Koplog dwoet piipa toig
evayyehfopévorg Suvapet moANf}” "Hg Suvdpews dte pimw peteixov,
npvRoavto adTtov ol mavteg kal EéokavdaAioOnoav katd TOV katpov Tod
ndBovg: 6te O¢ petéoyov avTiig, MavTeg Taig VEp XploTod papTvpialg Te
Kal Opoloylaig Stémpeyav-

avakavifwv yap tov dvBpwmov 6 Kopiog, kai fjv dnwleoe xaptv ék
ToD éUPUOTIHATOG TOD OeoD, TadTNV TAALY Amodidolg, EvepvonoeV €ig Ta
MpoOowTA TOV LaBNTOV Aéywy, “AdPete TTvedpa dyov.”

. EvoéPiog 8¢ 6 IMapgidov év T mpog Mapivov émioTolf] oVTwg
¢Enyeital 10 mpotebev, 1t Stalpéoelg xaptopdtwy eiol Katd TOV
AnéoTtolov, 10 8¢ avto ITvedua. Kai maAw: ékdotw didotal 1} pavépwalg
TPOG TO oLpPépov- “Q pgv yap S Tod IMvevparog didotat Aéyog cogiac,
M 6 Aoyog yvoewg katd TO avto ITvedpa- £Tépw 8¢ mioTig év T® adT®



GREEK FRAGMENTS: TO MARINUS 227

On p. 303 in Mai? there is mention of a further unnumbered fragment
“from Xiphilinus” Mai states that this is almost identical to this fragment,
from “He did not want...” down to “..confessions of him”

From Eusebius To Marinus

...And the Holy Spirit that was breathed by Christ into his disciples
was that of remission and forgiveness of all sin; but what had been prom-
ised them was that they would be baptised in Holy Spirit, and would share
the power of doing mighty deeds. This would produce the miracles they
were going to be able to accomplish; and would counteract, and strengthen
them against, the dangers they were going to encounter. He did not want
them to make their proclamation to the nations before this power; instead,
he wanted them to bide their time and await its being allotted to them
from on high. The apostle, too, distinguished this gift of grace as being
something separate from the remaining workings of the Holy Spirit, with
the teaching: “...and to another, the working of miracles”; and the proph-
ecy says: “The Lord will give utterance with much power to those giving
the good news”. When they did not yet share this power, at the time of his
passion, they all denied him and took offence; but once they did share it,
they all won renown for their witness for Christ, and for their confessions
of him.

What the Lord was doing, with his words “Receive Holy Spirit’, as he
breathed it over the disciples’ faces, was renewing man, and returning to
him once again the grace he had lost since God’s breathing it into him.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 10. Macarius Chrysocephalus

Mai?, pp. 302-3; Migne, PG 22:1014-16. “From Macarius Chryso-
cephalus’ Florilegium, in Villoison, Anecdota, vol. 2, p.74”>°

Eusebius son of Pamphilus, in his Letter to Marinus, expounds this
subject as follows. “There are varieties of gifts”, according to the apostle,
“but the same Spirit”; and again: “To each is given his manifestation, for
the common good. To one, through the Spirit, is given the utterance of
wisdom; to another the utterance of knowledge, according to the same

56. De Villoison, Anecdota Graeca, 1781, 2:74-75. The fragment begins nine lines
from the bottom of p. 74. It is given from £.199" of MS Marcianus 452.*
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Spirit; to someone else, in the same Spirit, faith; to another, working of
miracles; to another, the recognition of different spirits; to someone else,
kinds of tongues. And it is one and the same Spirit that activates all these,
while distributing them individually to each, as he wishes”. The apostle has
clearly demonstrated to us that through one and the same Spirit there are
numerous powers, producing different effects.

Consider, then: Is not the authority and spiritual grace that God has
given them, at this point, perhaps a particular, partial one?—not so that
they can raise the dead and do miracles, but so that they can forgive sins,
because “the gifts of the Spirit are various”. That is why he adds the words:
“If you forgive anyone’s sins, they are forgiven them...” and so on, showing
that that is the type of spiritual gift he has given them. However, after the
ascension the Spirit himself came down, and did then also provide them
with the powers for signs, and for every other gift.

That is why, at this point, he said “Receive Holy Spirit”, without “the”
He was making it clear that what he was giving them was only a certain
partial working of the Spirit; whereas his words “You will receive the
power of the Holy Spirit coming upon you” refer to the Spirit himself.

ADDITIONAL FRAGMENTS

The numbering of the Supplementa Minora has been continued for
these fragments that are not present in Mai?.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 11. Possinus, Catena on Mark, p. 365

Mail, pp. 94-95. “From Possinus Catena on Mark, p. 365”. Cf. Xiphilinus
p. 160 (Fr.Mar.Supp. 6) and Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 7.2.40. Almost identical
to Cramer, Catena on Mark, p. 446.

Eusebius of Caesarea says that Mary of Magdala, James’ Mary and
Salome prepared spices to go and anoint Jesus, but it was not they who
came “early in the morning, after sunrise”, but other, unnamed, women,
there being numerous women who came up with Jesus from Galilee.
These were the ones who according to Mark came after sunrise, and had
a somewhat less satisfactory attitude; that is why they came early in the
morning, not during the night; and why, after being told to give the
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message to the disciples and Peter, “they ran away without saying any-
thing to anyone, because they were frightened”. It is only these{.}who
came and who were convinced by a true sight,>” as getting there only
after sunrise, and were not found worthy of seeing either the Saviour
or the dazzlingly-bright angel, nor the two inside the tomb, nor the
two men in Luke. It is merely some ordinary young man that they saw,
with a white robe on. The sight they see is one that corresponds to their
own small-mindedness. That, then, is what he says Mark recounts about
different, unnamed, women—because it would not have been possible
that, after such great sights, the Magdalene should after sunrise be per-
plexed, and not know who would roll back the stone.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 12. Corderius, Catena on John, p. 450

Mail, pp. 95-97. “Partly from Corderius’ Catena on John p. 450, and
partly from a Vatican MS”. Cf. Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 1 and Nicetas-
Marinus 4.

From Eusebius

Some people will>® perhaps say: How is it that Peter and John “came at
a run and went into the tomb”, when there was a guard on watch?

We shall say that after the earthquake had taken place and the res-
urrection had been accomplished, the soldiers withdrew, to tell the high
priests all that had happened; and so, as the tomb had been left free of
the military guard, they could reach it and go in, having heard from Mary
of Magdala that none of the enemy were there, leaving the field free
for those coming to see the Saviour’s resurrection. That was the main
reason for the angel’s appearance. It was not, of course, to bring about
the resurrection that he was moving the stone away; {...} one pur-
pose was to drive the men off, and the other was to receive the women
coming to see, and announce the resurrection to them. As witness, {}
Matthew’s words are: “The watchers were shaken from sheer fright,
and became like dead men”. You see, the Saviour’s resurrection actu-
ally preceded the angel; he does not wait for the rolling-back of the

57. This nonsense represents the mistaken “correction” &An0ei Syet netoBeioat for
aAnBd¢ oyioBeioat “latecomers indeed”, Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 7.2.
58. Not accepting Mai’s emendation of £povot to @aiev.
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stone, but even while it is still in place over the entrance, sealed with
the high priest’s seal, and while the sentries are still ringing the area, he
leaves the tomb, unseen: he had made his resurrection from the dead
by divine power, no-one knew when, at a time <none>>° of the evange-
lists has indicated. {...} With the stone still in position, he had {.} risen
again, unnoticed by anyone, no-one knew when. {...} The angel was
there as the bringer of the good news to mankind; he was not contrib-
uting anything to the resurrection by his presence, but was playing his
great part in mankind’s salvation. This is why his appearance was daz-
zlingly bright, and he was presenting a sign of good news as he revealed
himself, dressed in white, and was the first to celebrate the Saviour’s
resurrection.

The question of how it is that Luke mentions only one of the disciples
{.}, when in John there are two who came, Peter and John, would be
solved as follows.

Peter was always strong in his enthusiasm, {...} and that is also
why {.} he is, with the other disciple, the first with the courage to go
and enter the tomb. {...} He then left, {.} when he had seen {...} and
believed. According to Luke the other disciples disbelieved the women
when they talked {.}; he again, the only one to believe {...}, ran back and
reached the grave {.}.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 13. Cramer, Catena on John, pp. 399-402

It has been assumed that where Eusebius is named in the following
catenae, the passage cited from him extends only to the end of that verse
of the gospel being commented on or to where a new author is named.
Numbers in brackets give the biblical chapter and verse.

From Cramer, Catena on John, pp. 399-402. Cf. Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 1
and Corderius p. 450 (Fr.Mar.Supp.12).

[John 20:3]. Some will perhaps say: “How is it, given that there was
a guard on watch, that Peter and John came at a run and went into the
tomb?” We shall say that when the earthquake took place, and the res-

59. This word, essential to the sense and present in the text of Fr.Nicetas-Marinus
1, is missing in this version.
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urrection took place, the soldiers withdrew to report to the high priests
everything that had taken place; and, as the tomb was thus freed from its
military guard, and they had heard from Mary of Magdala that none of the
enemy were there, they were able to reach it and go in.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 14. Cramer, Catena on John, pp. 404-6
From Cramer, Catena on John, p. 404-6. Cf. Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 10.

[John 20:20]. So how, given that according to Luke and John Jesus
was seen that number of times by his disciples in Jerusalem itself, are the
same men told in Mark and Matthew, through the women, to leave for
Galilee because they would see him there, but were not going to see him
in Jerusalem?

And we say that the other two evangelists were members of the twelve,
making up the number,*’ and they said that Jesus had been seen by them
when they were in hiding in Jerusalem; but the other two, Matthew
and Mark, said that he had appeared in Galilee not®! only to the twelve
but to the seventy, as Luke also says in his gospel: “After that the Lord
appointed seventy others in addition”. {...} So, then, there had been sev-
eral different appearances to the disciples that had taken place after the
resurrection, and some writers record some of these and others, others;
there are some things which some writers say Jesus had talked of, and
some which others say he had actually put into effect. There are®? times
when, in their handling of the same theme, the second person supplies
what his predecessor has said.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 15. Cramer, Catena on Matthew, pp. 7-8

From Cramer, Catena on Matthew, pp. 7-8. Cf. Latin frag., Ambrose par.
46.

60. This phrase occurs in a quite different context in Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 10.

61. This directly contradicts what is said in Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 10. The epito-
mator of the present passage appears to have skimmed too quickly over the original
to understand it, although in the final paragraph his version is superior to that in
Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 10.

62. Reading €0t 8¢ &te for €11 8¢ 911, as in Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 10.
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[Matt 1:11]. He writes the name as Jechoniah, taking it not from
Kingdoms but from the book of Jeremiah. That is why he says “Josiah was
Jechoniah’s father”, meaning that you should refer back to the prophet
and consider what is put down by him about Jechoniah. It contains this
passage:®

“Jechoniah has been dishonoured, like a pot for which there is no
use, because {.}he has been thrown away, himself and his seed, and
he has been exiled to a land he did not know. {..} Hear the word of the
Lord:®* write that this man is a person banished, because there shall
surely not grow from his seed a man sitting on David’s throne, ruling any
more in Judah”. That is what is said in the prophet, not in Kingdoms; and
not about Jehoiakim, but about Jechoniah—though they are one and the
same person, under two names. That being so, I say that the person whose
descent is being traced from him,% Jesus himself,%¢ the Christ of God, is
from the seed of the dishonoured Jechoniah, the useless kind of pot that
has been thrown away, from whom the word said that there would surely
not be any man to grow from his seed—just to make you all the more per-
plexed about the reason for this! What is the need ...%” you would learn
that ...%” Joseph himself, who, I remark, had not been born into a family
distinguished in the world.

Fr.Mar.Supp. 16. Cramer, Catena on Matthew, p. 251

This fragment is also reproduced in two fragments printed in Anecdota
Matthaei pp. 62-64 and 67-69. The first is the same as Cramer, pp.

63. Reading tomov for tpomov.

64. Two words found here in Cramer’s text, no part of the Jeremiah passage, are
1ade Aédewktw. The latter is not possible as a Greek word at all: the impossible accent
suggests that the printer has used w for o, and if one assumes that he also misprinted
k for m, a possible sense arrived at for Tade AéAeinto would be: “These words had
been omitted”. One may speculate that a reader had observed that the copy in front of
him lacked part of the quotation from Jeremiah and had written it in the margin with
those two words as a note and that a subsequent copyist had duly inserted the missing
words but mistakenly included the note as well.

65. Reading avtod for éuod.

66. Reading avtov for avto.

67. Some irrecoverable words are missing from the text here. The copyist of this
passage must have been having a bad day.
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251-53 line 22, and differs only by three or four insignificant words. The
second is practically identical to the remainder of the text in Cramer.

Most of the fragment is also contained in a long footnote by Mai® on
p. 265, and in Migne, PG 22:953-54, as abbreviated from the catena of
Combefis.%® The material in the footnote is the same as Cramer from the
comma in line 4 of p. 254 to the full stop in line 24 of p. 255.

For explanation of the ambiguity of “sabbath’, see note at head of To
Marinus 2.

Cf. To Marinus 1.

How is it that the Saviour’s resurrection evidently took place, in Mat-
thew, “late on the sabbath”, but in Mark “early in the morning on the
first day of the week”?

Cf. To Marinus 2.

One is not to think “late on the sabbath” means “the evening-time
following {...} the sunset”, but “late on, and far into the night {.}”. In
the same way, we ordinarily use the expressions “late in the day”, “late
in time”, and “later than it should have been” when we are not talking
about the evening, or the time after sunset, but when what we mean by
this idiom is “very late indeed”. You see, Matthew, acting, as it were, as
his own interpreter, said after his “late on the sabbath” the words “as it
was becoming light towards the first of sabbath”, making both the time
and the occasion clear: during the night after the sabbath, about dawn
on the first day of the week. He is evidently saying “at the time when it
was already just beginning to dawn, and to glimmer towards the Lord’s
day”—that being late, and running already a long way on in the sabbath
[or in the week; literally “of the sabbaths”].

{...} It was customary to call the whole week “sabbath”, and to
express all the days using the same word, for example “the first of the
week, {.} “the second” {.}, “the third” {.}, and “the fourth” {.}. {...} Hence,
here too, the evangelists are in accord.

68. Francois Combefis, S. Patris nostri Asterii Amaseae episcopi, aliorum plurium
... Ecclesiae graecae patrum ... orationes & homiliae (Graecolatinorum patrum biblio-
thecae novum auctarium 1; Paris: Bertier, 1648), 1:779-91.*
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Matthew, as has been said, called the time when it was becoming light
towards the dawn of the Lord’s day “late on sabbath”; that is just what
Mark meant by “early on the first of sabbaths”. If that were not the case, we
should have been ending our fast immediately after sunset in the eve-
ning of the sabbath day. {...} Actually, though, that is not the custom
that has prevailed among the churches of God; instead, it is either when
night has set in, or actually at midnight, or else at cockcrow. {...}

Particularly, if it had been in the evening that the resurrection took
place, and the earthquake, with everyone still awake, how could they all
have been unaware of it? How would there not have been a rush to the
tomb, if the angel had been seen in the evening and had rolled back the
stone from the entrance of the tomb? And the watchers at the place—the
military detachment, and the Jews with them, guarding the tomb—surely
they would immediately have been reporting® what had been going on
to the high priests and the Jewish authorities? Especially when those had
been there on their own account the day before, securing the grave and
sealing’? the stone in company with the guard? The sequel to the miracu-
lous pushing-back of the stone would have been for the guards, had it
happened at a time which allowed them to do so, at once to hurry and
reveal what had been done. In fact, though, they are actually instructed
by the high priests, on the next day, to spread to everyone the report:
“His disciples came and stole him during the night, while we were
asleep”. If his resurrection had taken place during the evening, there
would certainly have been no scope, even, for that fiction of theirs.

Thus one would not be incorrect in saying that the first stage
of our Saviour’s resurrection is indicated in the place in John, where
“early in the morning, while it was still dark” Mary Magdalene is stand-
ing alone at the tomb, for both the first and the second time, and is in
tears at not finding the Saviour’s body, because no-one yet knows of
his resurrection; and that the second stage of the same period is the
time in Matthew at which that same Magdalene is at the tomb for the
third time, with the other Mary, and is no longer in tears, as having (in
John) seen the angels and the Saviour himself. The accounts in Luke
and Mark {.} would refer to another stage, at which several other women

69. Reading fiyyeA\ov for the impossible fjyyehov.
70. Accepting Cramer’s conjecture o@payicavteg for opalioavtec.



242 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

TAgiovg AmavTdOoL yovaikeg mt v B¢av- v yap Maydainviyy Mapiav
HaKpAV AT adT@V SteaT@oav annvinkéval vopilw. €v 8¢ 1@ adtd kol
KATA TO adTO TAPATLXELY, Kal TO TPOTOV Kail TO Se0TEPOV, TO HEV TPDTOV
Kkaf €avthv povny, 10 8¢ devtepov peta TG dAANG Mapiag. obtw § dv
1 adT) Mapia 1} MaySaAnvi kai té& mapa 1@ MatBaiw ¢é0edoato, kai Ta
napd 1@ Twdvvn. ovk dneMpmdveto yap o0d¢ dnéatn Tod ToOMoL, 60eV Kal
TA AP TOIG AOLTTOIG EWPAKEV- TIAPTV VAP KAl TAPEUEVE, KATATIETANYUEVT
Ta tefeapéva, mobodoa 8¢ mPoOg TOiG MPpWTOLG SeVTEPWV Kal Tpitwv
Beopavidv aflwbival, 60ev kai étvyxave petd Tadta, StaQopws pev
TAELOVWV YUVALK@OV Tl TO HVAHA AQIKVOVHEVWY, Kal EAAw Te EAAwG
avtalg ayyelikig Oyews mapagalvopevng, avtig 8¢ @’ ékaotng Béag
TAPATLYXAVOVONG. OVTW YoV T@V Tapd Toig Téooapaty Evayyeliotaig
avayeypappévwv Bewpog £yéveto | MaydaAnvr, 810 kai mapd Toig Maoty
guvnpovevon.

TOY AYTOY EYZEBIOY.

[Iog mapa 1@ MatBaiw 1 Maydainvi) Mapia petd tig OpwvOpHoL
gwpakéval EKTOG ToD pvnuartog émkadnuevov 1@ Aibw €éva povov Ayyelov
gipntat, katd 6¢ Tov Iwdvvny elow Tod pvipatog Ayyélovg dvo Bewpel
kaOnuévoug - katd 8¢ Tov Aovkdv, Vo &vdpeg dmmvTtwy Taig yvvai§i- katd
8¢ TOv Mapkov veaviokog fv adTaig O Opwuevog;

Ta pev mapd @ MatBaiw mponyodvrat, 60ev kai Svo Mapiat dpTt TOV
Ayyelov ¢moTtavTa, Kal Tov AiBov dmokekvAikoTa KatetAngaoty- botepov
d¢ mémpaktat ta mapd @ Twdvvy, dVo Ayyélwv glow TOd pvUaTog
090BEvTOY, £Tépwv OvTwy mapd TOV E§w PO ToD pvnpatog émi Td Aibw
kaBeCopevov mapd @ MatBaiw- oi 8¢ mapd 1@ Aovkd, dvo dvdpeg €v
¢00NTL dotpantovon 0¢OEvTeg, St T TAG £0pThG oVUPOAQ, Kal O Tapd



GREEK FRAGMENTS: TO MARINUS 243

were present at the sighting; I regard the Magdalene {.} as having been
there, standing a long way off from them, being present at the same
place and during the same period on both the first and second occa-
sions, the first time alone, and then with the other Mary. In this way
the same Mary of Magdala would have been seeing both what is in Mat-
thew and what is in John; she was not missing from what is recorded in
the others, because she did not leave the place from which she had also
seen’! what is in the others, but was there, and stayed there as the sight-
ings took place—stunned, and longing to be granted a second and third
divine appearance, as well as what happened the first time. And that
is what she did subsequently experience, when several other women
arrived at the tomb at different times, with one angelic sight presenting
itself to them on one occasion and another on another, but being her-
self present at each sight. Thus the Magdalene witnessed what all four
evangelists have recorded, which is why she was mentioned in them all.

Cf. To Marinus 4 and Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 5-7.

From the same Eusebius:

How is it that in Matthew Mary of Magdala, with her namesake, is
said to have seen only one angel outside the tomb, sitting on the stone,
and {.} that according to John she sees two angels, sitting inside the
tomb; while according to Luke two men met the women, and according
to Mark it was a young man that was seen by them {...} ?

The incident in Matthew, in which the two Marys have come upon
the angel who had recently appeared and rolled back the stone, comes
first. John’s incident has taken place later on, with the two angels seen
inside the tomb: these are not the same as the one who, as Matthew
says, was seen outside, sitting on the stone in front of the tomb. 72> The
two men in Luke, seen in dazzling clothes (because those are indications

71. Reading ¢éwpdxel for émpaxev.

72. From here to the 72 below on p. 247, Cramer’s passage corresponds to much
of what is found toward the end of Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 5, continuing directly into
Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 6. This part of the text must derive from the same source as that
printed in the long footnote to To Marinus 4, p. 265 in Mai?. In all but one (for which,
see note 76) of the dozen or so places where there are differences of reading, the text
in that footnote is superior and has been followed here without further comment.
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of the festival), and also the young man in Mark, also wearing a white
robe for giving the women the bright, propitious good news, would,
these too, be different both from each other and from those in the first
two. That is why these writers do not call them “angels”, either. They
also did not mention the appearances of the Saviour, but stood aside
for the more important ones than themselves, Matthew and John, as
being apostles, to write the account of the more important matters,
while themselves narrating the secondary incidents {...}; they filled
in, instead, what those had said nothing about. These were second-
ary matters indeed, falling far short of the earlier writers’ account in
importance. Thus the Holy Spirit assigned to each the appropriately
corresponding narratives.

Then the women who, in Luke, came to the tomb in the dawn twi-
light, and brought the spices they had prepared, would not be the same
ones as those in Matthew and John. It would be illogical for the Marys,
who had previously witnessed such great things, to be bringing spices
only now, as if they had had no{.} information by then about the res-
urrection. For that reason we would say that the women shown in Luke
were different from the earlier ones; the evangelist himself puts that into
his account, in the words: “And it was the day of preparation, and sabbath
was growing light. Women who had come with him from Galilee fol-
lowed...” and so on. Look! He is showing that these were different women,
and that is why those seen by them are also different from those we have
been shown earlier; they were neither inside the tomb, as in John {.}, nor
sitting on the stone, like the angel in Matthew. {...} In any case, Luke
did not actually call them “angels” at all, but “two men”, even though
they too were in dazzling clothes, because those are indications of the
festival; and what they say to the women is also peculiar to Luke. For
another thing, there were more women, not just the one in John, nor the
two Marys, as in Matthew. About the Mary on her own at dawn, in John,
because”? she stood at the tomb in the dark and saw the stone had been
removed from the grave,—the Mary that the evangelist calls the Magda-
lene—a surmise tentatively suggests itself that she is a different Magdalene,
knowing nothing about what the two Marys mentioned in Matthew’* had

73. Unless the epitomator, or a copyist, constructed 611 with a participle, a finite
verb is missing from the text.

74. The words “mentioned in Matthew” are missing from the text printed in Mai’s
footnote to p. 265.
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seen. However, if it is one and the same woman who is mentioned in both
evangelists, the account in John must be preferred to that in Matthew, to
the effect that it was the same Magdalene who first came on her own and
saw the two angels sitting inside the tomb, and then was there again with
the other Mary, and saw the angel sitting on the stone. Of these two inter-
pretations, I regard the former as being the truer: that the Mary in John is
different from the one in Matthew, even if she is also given the appellation
“Magdalene”—there having been, as is quite plausible, two women from
the same place, Magdala.”> That granted, any debate will be resolved: it is
one set of women who are mentioned in Matthew, a different woman in
John; and the angel sitting on the stone is different from the two angels in
John seen inside the tomb. Now, according to Mark “they come to the
tomb very early in the morning on the first day of the week, after sun-
rise”. Look! These are others again, {.} on a different occasion. These are
the ones who were also saying to themselves: “Who will roll back the
stone for us?”. {...} 7% And that they saw a young man—just as in Luke’s
case, men not angels—so here too he has not been called “an angel”, nor
“a man’, but “a young man”, so that this narrative, too, is distinct:”® the
one seen is different, the woman who came are others, and the occasion

is, similarly; {.} that is, “after sunrise”’2

From here to the end, the text is closer to that of Nicetas (Fr.Nicetas-
Marinus 7) than to that of To Marinus 4, except for the last clause.

There are four evangelists, and also a corresponding number of
appearances to these to be found recorded in them. There are four occa-
sions, and those seen on each occasion are to be distinguished from
each other. Similarly, the women who saw them are different; and the
words spoken by those they saw vary. First was the occasion in Mat-
thew, described as late in the sabbath; the fourth and final one was the
young man recounted in Mark, after sunrise. Between these are those in
John and Luke. {.} Those seen are peculiar to each occasion: one angel
appeared out of the tomb late on the sabbath, after’” whom the Saviour

75. MaydaAifig for MaydaAnviis.

76. The ragged syntax of this sentence (76-76) suggests some carelessness, but in
the previous one “Look!” (idov) seems likely to be what Eusebius wrote.

77. Correcting ka8’ 6v (“according to whom”) to ue®’ 6v, as in Fr.Nicetas-Mari-
nus 7.
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himself also. {...}.”8 In the dawn twilight there were {.} two others seen,
“men” as Luke calls them, not inside the tomb; after all of them, the
young man; and before him, and before those in Luke, there were the
two inside the tomb.”?

Fr.Mar.Supp. 17. Isidore of Pelusium, Letter 212

The entire letter is given here, from Migne, PG 78:651-53. Cf. To
Marinus 4.5 and 6.

The same material is also found in Anecdota Matthaei, pp. 64-65,
with a few small variations that do not affect the sense, some of them
ungrammatical. All three of the variants recorded by Migne in his
edition of Isidore of Pelusium are found in the Anecdota Matthaei text.

I am constantly being surprised, and astonished, at the stupidity of
people who ask questions about the reason for Christ’s resurrection having
taken place in less than the three days. If what they are saying is that the
resurrection never actually happened at all, why are they quibbling about
timing? But if it is that it did happen, but sooner than he had promised,
they should take it as proved, as a corollary of the fact that it happened,
that he was telling the complete truth.

He accomplished, I say, something both apparently and actually—
as far as human weakness is concerned—impossible; so he would have
shown no weakness in a matter that was possible. Even if it were granted
that a delay in his resurrection might have been a sign of weakness, its
having happened quickly is a sign of the utmost strength. He has deleted
the thousands-long lists of Greek gods, demolished all their idol-temples,
extinguished their unholy altars constantly crimsoned with human blood,
disabled the devil, routed the demons, tamed wild tribes, brought huge
disasters down on the Jews, and taken those who have believed in him up
to heaven and beyond. Consequently, what they should have been doing

78. This text has inadvertently omitted all the words between the two uses of the
phrase “the Saviour himself” in Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 7.

79. This clause “and before him ... tomb” is in To Marinus 4 but absent from
Fr.Nicetas-Marinus 7. Eusebius’s rather idiosyncratic order of listing the four evan-
gelists’ facts, correctly reproduced by the epitomator in To Marinus 4, has evidently
confused both this epitomator and the one whose work was used by Nicetas, in differ-
ent ways.
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is not quarrelling over times but worshipping his invincible divine power.
Things of the highest importance, surpassing reason, are not to be sub-
verted by minor matters.

However, as truth has all the weight on its side, I shall try to proceed
to the actual issue. As a preliminary skirmish, the question will be put to
them: If we should see a debtor who has promised his own banker to
pay his debt in full after three days, and he has paid it in full before
the settlement-day, are we going to judge him as having told a lie or
admire him as having told the truth all the more? The latter, I suppose;
and so, certainly, would they. What, then, is wrong if Christ, likewise, said
he would rise again on the third day but actually rose more quickly, in
order to show his own power, stun the guards, and silence the Jews? An
early resurrection was irreproachable; later, though, was fraught with
suspicion. The resurrection had to take place when they were sitting there
on guard, because if it had taken place after the days had elapsed and the
guards had gone, it was likely to be suspicious.

On the other hand, if he did not rise again, how did the apostles
achieve such miracles in his name? How could they not be trustworthy
witnesses, after establishing credence for the truth of the resurrection
through myriads of dangers and deaths, sealing their testimony not in ink
but in their own blood?

If we must get right down to detail,® this is what I would say: “He said
he would rise again on the third day. You have the day of preparation; you
have the sabbath, till sunset; and after the sabbath he rose again” Thus he
overlapped the two outer days, and had the whole of the middle one. It
was “in three days” that he said he would rise again, not “after three days”
“Destroy this temple’, he says, “and I will raise it in three days”; and there
is the prophet’s prediction: “Then death will mourn, locked in a stronger
death.8! He will heal us after two days; on the third day we shall rise again,
and live in him”.

If they were to challenge us with “three days and three nights”, I would

80. The text of Anecdota Matthaei, pp. 64-65, here reads “.right down to count-
ing the days..”.
81. The source of this first sentence is obscure; the rest is from Hos 6.2.
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say: “By overlapping them, he has fulfilled his promise”. The period of
twenty-four hours is called “one day”; and whether a person were to be
born (or, if he dies) during the first hour or the last, that is the day counted
as his. For example, should someone be born just before sunset, and that
happened to be the first day of the month, that is counted as his birthday;
but should someone be born after sunset, his birthday is the second.

How is one’s birthday called the first, and the other’s the second, when
there is only one hour, or perhaps even less, between them? Because it is
clear and obvious to everyone that one of them, by just overlapping part of
the previous day, and the other by overlapping the next, has completed a
full day-and-night of twenty-four hours.

Well, then, if that is what is shouted aloud by an accurate understand-
ing of chronology, why are those who insist that the truth has not been
told cudgelling themselves to no purpose?
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The Latin fragments are taken from both To Stephanus and To Mari-
nus.
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1. Latent quidem diuina mysteria ..., sed tamen ex ceteris factis atque
praeceptis domini salutaris possumus intellegere et hoc perpensioris
fuisse consilii, quod ea potissimum lecta est, ut dominum pareret, quae
erat desponsata uiro. Cur autem non antequam desponsaretur inpleta est?

Fortasse ne diceretur quod conceperat ex adulterio. ... 2. ... Quin
etiam locupletior testis pudoris maritus adhibetur, qui posset et dolere
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1. FRoM AMBROSE, COMMENTARY ON LUKE!

Mai2, pp. 304-8, but omitted from Migne, PG 22. The sections, num-
bered as in Mai, are from Ambrose’s work; gaps in the numbering show
portions that Mai omitted.?

Note: in this fragment, translated from Latin, all but the few most famil-
iar biblical names have been been given in the Latin form.

From Book 2

1-3. The divine mysteries are, admittedly, concealed; but still, from
the rest of our Saviour Lord’s actions and teachings, we can understand
that there was also a deliberate purpose in the choice of the woman to give
birth to the Lord: specifically, one who was engaged to a husband. Why,
though, was she not made pregnant before the engagement?

It was perhaps to avoid its being said that her conception was the
result of an act of adultery. Moreover, it brings in her husband as a quite
substantial witness to her chastity; one who would be able, without realis-

1. The text was edited as Ambrosius, Expositio evangelii secundum Lucam (ed.
C. Schenkl, CSEL 32.4, 1902). Schenkl was reprinted in Sources Chrétiennes 45 and
52bis (ed. Tissot, 1976) and by M. Adriaen in Corpus Christianorum Series Latina
14 (Brepols, 1957). An English translation was published as Commentary of Saint
Ambrose on the Gospel according to Saint Luke, translated by Sister Ide M. Ni Riain
(Dublin, 2001). The translation was first made using Mai and then revised using
Schenkl, whose text is printed opposite, with ... to mark Mai’s omissions.*

2. Mai?, p. 303, ends the Greek with the following note: “The supplements we
have given so far are those in which Eusebius’s work is quoted, with approval, specifi-
cally as To Marinus. In the following pages we shall show, at least partially, the extent
to which the Eusebian Problems, both To Stephanus and To Marinus, are preserved in
St. Ambrose’s commentary on the Gospel of Luke and also in Jerome’s on Matthew.
Also to be consulted are Augustine’s Agreement of the Gospels and Gospel Problems;
the anonymous Problems of Old and New Testaments; pseudo-Chrysostom, or Titus
of Bostra; and John of Thessalonica, also on Gospel Problems. All these writers seem
to have drawn, in many and copious ways, from the Eusebian well. In the preface, we
have reviewed many more of those who have probably plundered, or at least imitated,
the Eusebian Problems, and it is from these ancient writers that both mediaeval and
modern commentators have felt free to derive their solutions”
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iniuriam et uindicare obprobrium, si non agnosceret sacramentum.
Quid quod etiam fides Mariae uerbis maior adsciscitur et mendacii
causa remouetur? Uideretur enim culpam obumbrare uoluisse mendacio
innupta praegnas. Causam autem mentiendi indesponsata habuit, despon-
sata non habuit, cum coniugii praemium et gratia nuptiarum partus sit
feminarum. 3. Non mediocris quoque causa est, ut uirginitas Mariae fall-
eret principem mundi, qui cum desponsatam uiro cerneret, partum non
potuit habere suspectum. Fallendi autem principis mundi fuisse consilium
ipsius domini uerba declarant, cum apostoli iubentur tacere de Christo,
cum sanati prohibentur gloriari de remedio, cum daemones praecipiuntur
silere de dei filio.!

1. De generationibus dicturi, quarum nonnullam uidemus in euange-
lio secundum Matthaeum uel in hoc, cuius interpretationem habemus in
manibus, esse distantiam,

quoniam non est credibile aduersantia sibi sanctos uiros potuisse
dicere, de gestis praesertim domini salutaris, quanto studio possumus non
dixisse eos discrepantia demonstremus.

3. Cur autem Joseph magis quam Mariae generatio describatur,
cum Maria de sancto spiritu generauerit Christum et Ioseph a genera-
tione domini uideatur alienus, dubitare possemus, nisi consuetudo nos
instrueret scripturarum, quae semper uiri originem quaerit. Sic enim
habes: Phares fuit filius Tuda principis tribus. Hic generauit Esrom et
Esrom generauit Aram et Aram generauit Aminadab et Aminadab gen-
erauit Naasson.... Uiri enim persona quaeritur, qui etiam in senatu et

1. QSt. 1.*
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ing the mystery, to resent injustice and free her from opprobrium.®> And
what about the further point that greater credibility is gained for what
Mary had to say, and any motive for lying is removed? If she were preg-
nant without a husband, it would look as if she had wanted to cover up
guilt by lying. Without a fiancé,* she would have had a motive for telling
a lie; but with one, she had no such motive, as giving birth is a woman’s
reward for marriage—the blessing conferred by her wedding. There is also
the not unimportant purpose of preventing the prince of this world from
being aware of Mary’s virginity: seeing her engaged to a husband, he could
not be suspicious about the birth. That the deception of the prince of this
world was intended is shown by the Lord’s own words when the apostles
are told to say nothing about Christ, when the healed are forbidden to
brag about their cure, and when the devils are commanded to be silent
about the Son of God.

From Book 3

1. We are about to speak of the genealogies, on which we observe a
considerable difference in the gospel according to Matthew or in Luke, the
commentary on whom we have at present in hand.

As it is not to be believed that the holy men could have made mutu-
ally conflicting statements, especially in the record of our Lord and
Saviour, let us use our best endeavours to show that their statements are
not discrepant.

3. Given that Mary was Christ's mother by the Holy Spirit, and that
Joseph is seen as unconnected with the Lord’s birth, we could be perplexed
about why it is that Joseph’s descent is put down rather than Mary’s, were
it not for scriptural custom, which informs us that it is always the man’s
descent that is in question. You have, for instance: “Phares was the son of
of Judas, the chief of the tribe; he was Esrom’s father, Esrom was Aram’s,
Aram was Aminadab’s, Aminadab was Naasson’s,” and so on; it is the man’s

3. That is, even if he did not know the true reason for her pregnancy, he could
protect her from being unjustly defamed, for losing her virginity without being mar-
ried or having the definite prospect of marriage.

4. We owe the correct reading here to Schenkl’s edition; Mai’s “causam autem

>

mentiendi indesponsata non habuit, cum...” makes nonsense of the argument.
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reliquis curiis ciuitatum generis adserit dignitatem. Quam deforme autem,
si relicta uiri origine origo feminae quaereretur, ut uideretur patrem non
habuisse ille totius mundi populis praedicandus!

4. 2 Sed etiam alibi diuerso ordine generationem doceamus esse
decursam, ne hic quoque euangelistae discrepare uideantur, qui ueterem
ordinem sunt secuti. Sic enim habes: fuit homo ex Arath, et nomen eius
Elcana, filius Hieremiel, filius Heli, filius Ozi. Uides et a patribus ad filios
et a filiis ad patres originis descriptionem uetere more contextam, uides
ubique familiam per uirorum generationes esse decursam: noli mirari si
Matthaeus ab Abraham usque ad Ioseph, Lucas a Ioseph usque ad Adam et
deum generationum ordinem percucurrit. *Noli mirari quod Ioseph origo
descripta est. Etenim secundum carnem natus usum debuit sequi carnis et
qui in saeculum uenit saeculi debuit more describi, maxime cum in Ioseph
origine etiam origo sit Mariae. Nam cum uir iustus fuerit Ioseph, utique ex
tribu sua et ex patria sua accepit uxorem nec potuit iustus facere contra id
quod lege praescriptum est. Sic enim habes quia unusquisque in heredi-
tatem tribus suae patriae adhaerebunt filii Israhel nec de tribu ad tribum
transibunt et omnis filia, quae habet hereditatem tribuum filiorum Israhel,
uni ex populo et ex tribu patris sui erit uxor. Itaque et census tempore
ascendit Ioseph de domo et de patria Dauid, ut profiteretur cum Maria
uxore sua. Quae ex eadem domo et ex eadem patria professionem defert,
utique eiusdem tribus et eiusdem patriae se esse designat.

5. Cognata quoque Mariae inducitur Elisabet, primo quod omnes
Iudaei cognati, quemadmodum et apostolus docuit dicens: optabam enim
anathema esse ipse pro fratribus meis cognatis secundum carnem, qui sunt
Israhelitae. Cognatae ergo, quia ambae Israhelitae erant, simul et cognatae,

2. QSt. 2.%
3.QSt. 1.*
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person that is in question. That is also what establishes a family’s status
in the senate, and in the governing bodies of other cities. How unseemly,
then, would it be for the man’s descent to be left aside and the woman’s
researched, making it look as if the One who was to be preached to the
peoples of the whole world had no father!

4. To preclude another possible impression that the evangelists
were in disagreement, let us also explain that this is not the only place
in which a genealogy has been run through in the opposite direction;
they were following ancient practice. For example, you have: “There was
a man of Arath, and his name was Elcana, son of Hieremiel, son of Heli,
son of Ozi”. You see that there is ancient precedent for the compiling of
genealogies from sons to fathers, as well as from fathers to sons, and you
see that the family is in all cases taken along through the male line; do
not be surprised if Matthew runs through the line of descent from Abra-
ham downwards to Joseph, but Luke from Joseph upwards to Adam and
God; do not be surprised that it is Joseph’s descent that is recorded. After
all, One born after the flesh ought to follow the usage of the flesh, and
he who came into the world ought to be recorded in the world’s way.
This is especially so considering that Mary’s descent is also contained in
Joseph’s. Since Joseph was an upright man, that meant that he must have
taken a wife from his own tribe and homeland; he could not act uprightly
against what was laid down by the law. Similarly, you also have it that
the sons of Israel, every one of them, will adhere to the inheritance of
his homeland’s tribe, and will not cross over from one tribe to another;
and that every daughter with an inheritance in the tribes of the children
of Israel will be the wife of a man from her father’s people and tribe.
Thus, at the time of the census, Joseph, “from the house and homeland
of David, went up to make his declaration with his wife Mary”: a woman
who gives in her declaration “from the same house and the same home-
land” must be marking herself as belonging to the same tribe and the
same homeland.

5. Further, Elisabeth is presented as a kinswoman of Mary’s. This is,
firstly, because all Jews are related, as the apostle has told us in the words:
“I would have wanted to be accursed for the sake of my brothers, related
according to the flesh, who are the Israelites” Thus they are related as
being both Israelite women; at the same time, they are related as being
both from the tribe of Judas. You have learnt that Mary was from the tribe
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quia ambae erant ex tribu Iuda. Didicisti ex tribu Iuda Mariam, disce et
Elisabet. Nam exsurgens Maria in diebus illis abiit in montana cum festi-
natione in ciuitatem inquit Iudae et intrauit in domum Zacchariae. Cum
enim iuxta tribus suas Moyses habitare unumquemque praescripserit,
utique cum in ciuitate [udae manserit, erat et in tribu [uda, maxime cum
ex genere Elisabet fuerint sacerdotes, quorum deus portio est. Simul quam
pulchrum, ut cum illa praenuntium Christi, Christum ista generauerit et
altera de sancto spiritu conceperit, altera sancto repleta spiritu prophetau-
erit, secundum carnem quoque uideantur fuisse cognatae quae secundum
deum spiritalis cognationis consortio non carebant!

Quodsi omnis feminae caput uir secundum sanctum apostolum et
sunt duo in carne una secundum legem diuinam, utique hi qui una caro
erant et unus spiritus qui poterat fieri ut uiderentur patriam et tribum
habere diuisam? Accedit illud quod etiam angelus Gabrihel de domino
praenuntiauerit quod dabit illi dominus sedem Dauid patris sui. Certum est
igitur etiam Mariam de Dauid generatione manasse.

6. Simul etiam discimus nihil referre quo ordine generationis series
exprimatur, cum iter hinc atque inde sit peruium. Cur autem sanctus Mat-
thaeus ab Abraham generationem enumerare coeperit Christi, sanctus
uero Lucas a Christo usque ad deum perduxerit explanandum uidetur.
Sed prius cur sanctus Matthaeus, cum ab Abraham coeperit generationis
ordinem, non ita posuerit : ‘liber generationis Abrahae, sed: liber gener-
ationis lesu Christi, fili Dauid, fili Abraham et cur hos duos potissimum
nominauerit nequaquam praetereundum puto. Non enim otiose fidelis-
simi auctores generis eliguntur, ut intellegamus quod in ipsa generatione
carnis spiritalis magis successio requiratur; duo sunt enim isti uiri, in quos
manauerunt promissa diuina.
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of Judas; learn that so too was Elisabeth.> “For Mary arose in those days
and went away with haste to the hill country, to a town,” he says, “of Judas,
and entered the house of Zachariah” Since Moses commanded every
person to live within their own tribes, Elisabeth must inevitably, given that
she was still in a town of Judas, have been in the tribe of Judas—especially
as there were priests, whose “portion is God”, in her family. At the same
time, what a fine thing it is, when one woman was the mother of Christ’s
forerunner and the other of Christ, and when one conceived by the Holy
Spirit and the other was filled with the Holy Spirit and prophesied, that
these women, who in divine terms were not without a spiritual relation-
ship, should also be seen as related in human terms!

If, according to the apostle, every woman’s head is her husband, and
under divine law they are two people in one flesh, then how could those
who were one flesh and one spirit possibly be seen as having a separate
homeland and tribe? There is also the fact that the angel Gabriel, too,
announced: “The Lord will give him the throne of his father David”. It is
thus certain that Mary, as well as Joseph, was descended from David’s line.

6. At the same time we also learn that it makes no difference in
which order the line of descent is expressed, as a route can be traversed
in both directions. However, what does seem to need explanation is why
St Matthew began his list of Christ’s genealogy from Abraham, whereas
St Luke took his on from Christ to God—but, before that, why St Mat-
thew, in beginning his genealogical list from Abraham, did not put “The
book of the descent from Abraham”, but “The book of the descent of Jesus
Christ, son of David, son of Abraham”; and I think I should certainly not
omit the question of why he particularly mentioned those two. It is not
for nothing that it is those who had the greatest faith who are chosen
as the founders of the race; it is so that we may understand that even in
a descent according to the flesh, a succession according to the Spirit is
the more important requisite: those are the two men to whom the divine
promises came down.

5. Mai’s note: “Ambrose here differs somewhat from Eusebius, whose opinion is
nevertheless the truer, that Elisabeth was from the tribe of Levi, as she was a priest’s
wife” He refers for Eusebius’s opinion to a scholion on Luke, Fr.St. 14.
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7. Prior Abraham, qui ante Moysi legem et ante populum Iudaeo-
rum propria derelinquens, cognoscens deum meruit fidei testimonium,
quia credidit deo et reputatum est ei ad iustitiam, qui etiam a deo acce-
pit oraculum dicente sibi: exi de terra tua... et benedicentur in te omnes
tribus terrae. Vides ergo congregationes gentium et sacrosanctae eccle-
siae coetum oraculo diuino huic primo esse promissum. Et ideo is auctor
generis debuit designari, qui instaurandae ecclesiae sponsionem primus
emeruit.

8. Dauid quoque merito et ipse auctor generis declaratur, quia cum
iureiurando responsum quod ex ipso secundum carnem Christus futu-
rus esset accepit; sic enim scriptum est: iurauit dominus Dauid ueritatem,
et non paenitebit eum: ex fructu uentris tui ponam super sedem meam et
alibi : semel iuraui in sancto meo, si Dauid mentiar; semen eius in aeternum
manebit, et sedes eius sicut sol in conspectu meo et in Paralipomenis... etc.
Per Esaiam quoque ...

9. Omnia conuenire de Christo euidentibus signatur oraculis, nec
posse diuinae fructum potentiae ad Salomonis gratiam deriuari, qui Dauid
filius fuit, cuius finis haud dubie cognoscitur; ... Numquid in saeculum
regnauit Salomon, qui annis tantummodo quadraginta regnauit? Ego ero
inquit ei in patrem et ille mihi in filium — quis est ille proprius dei filius
nisi cui dictum est: filius meus es tu, ego hodie genui te? ... At uero Salomo-
nem errasse ideo fortasse tam grauiter, ne errarent homines et ad ipsum
crederetur manasse promissum, diuinarum serie cognouimus lectionum:
aedificauit enim templum Astartae idolo propter amorem mulieris et
indignatus est dominus in Salomonem. ... uides quoniam promissi series
Christum spopondit.

4. The biblical quotations have been abbreviated as in Mai’s edition.*
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7. The earlier is Abraham. Before the law of Moses, and before the
people of Israel, he abandoned what was his own and, for acknowledging
God, earned the testimonial to his faith that “he believed God, and it was
reckoned to him as righteousness”. He also received a prophecy from God,
who told him: “Leave your land, ... and all the tribes of the earth will be
blessed in you”. So you see that it was first to him that the gatherings of the
nations and the assembly of the holy church were promised, by the divine
prophecy. That was why it was right for him to be designated the founder
of the line; it was he who was the first to deserve the promise of the new
foundation of the church.

8. David, too, is deservedly declared to be another founder of the line,
because he received, with an oath, the response that according to the flesh,
Christ would be born “from him” This is the text: “The Lord swore the
truth to David, and he will not repent: ‘I will set upon my® throne one
from the fruit of your loins”, and in another place: “I have sworn once on
my holiness; if I should lie to David...! His seed will remain for ever, and
his throne be like the sun in my sight”. In Chronicles also, ... etc. By Isaiah,
also ... etc.”

9. It is manifest from the plain prophecies that they all refer to Christ,
and that the fulfilment of the divine power cannot be deflected in favour of
Solomon. He was David’s son, but his end is known for certain. Solomon
did not reign “for ever”, did he? He reigned for just forty years. “I will be
to him as a father;” he says, “and he will be to me as a son”; who is it that is
God’s own Son, but the One to whom it was said: “You are my son, today I
have begotten you”? No! The very reason why we have found, from read-
ing the scriptures in sequence, that Solomon went so seriously astray, is
perhaps to avoid people’s going astray in the belief that it was to him that
the prophecies come down: for love of a woman, he built a temple for the
idol of Astarte, and God “was angry with Solomon” You see that it was
Christ who was pledged by the successive stages of the promise.

6. Here and in the same quotation in section 42, p. 282, Schenkl and Tissot
both print meam “my”, though Tissot translates “ton” (“your”). Mai’s reading is tuam
(“your”), in line with the biblical text of Ps. 132.11.

7. Mai’s note: “T had guessed long ago, in my first edition (102 n. 1), that if a more
complete text of Eusebius should one day be found, these passages from Chronicles
and Isaiah would also be to be seen in Eusebius’s text; we now see that that did in fact
happen, in the fuller fragments of Eusebius p. 274” (Fr.St. 9-10).
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10. Et ideo istos duo generis auctores euangelista delegit, unum qui
promissum accepit de congregatione populorum, alterum qui de genera-
tione Christi oraculum consecutus est. Et ideo licet ordine sit successionis
posterior, prior tamen quam Abraham in domini generatione describitur,
quia plus est promissum accepisse de Christo quam de ecclesia, quoniam
ecclesia ipsa per Christum. Ergo unus princeps generis secundum carnem,
alter princeps generis secundum spiritum, alter secundum seminis gra-
tiam, alter secundum populorum fidem ; potior enim qui saluat eo qui
saluatur. ...

11. Unde et Lucas ad deum putauit originem eius esse referendam,
quod uerus Christi generator deus sit uel secundum ueram generationem
pater uel secundum lauacri regenerationem mystici auctor muneris. Et
ideo non a primo generationem eius coepit describere, sed posteaquam
baptismum eius explicuit, auctorem omnium deum per baptismum cupi-
ens demonstrare, Christum quoque a deo ordine manasse successionis
adseruit ...

12. Hic quoque aliqui solent serere quaestiones, quod Matthaeus ab
Abraham usque ad Christum quadraginta duas generationes enumerau-
erit, Lucas uero quinquaginta, et quod per alias personas Matthaeus, per
alias Lucas generationem manasse descripserit. In quo iam potes illud pro-
bare quod diximus quia, cum alios Matthaeus maiores dominici generis,
alios uero Lucas in ordine generationis texuerit, ab Abraham tamen et
Dauid reliquos auctores generis uterque signauit.

13. Quod uero per Salomonem Matthaeus generationem deriuandam
putauit, Lucas uero per Natham, alteram regalem, alteram sacerdotalem
Christi familiam uidetur ostendere. Quod non ita accipere debemus, quod
alterum altero uerius, sed alter alteri pari fide et ueritate concordet. Fuit
enim uere et secundum carnem regalis et sacerdotalis familiae, rex ex regi-
bus, sacerdos ex sacerdotibus. Licet oraculum non de carnalibus, sed de
caelestibus exprimatur, ...
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10. That is why the evangelist chose these two as the founders of the
line: they are the one who received the promise of the gathering of the
nations, and the one who obtained the prophecy of Christ’s being from his
line. That, too, is the reason why, despite his coming later in order of suc-
cession, David is put before Abraham in the genealogy. It is a greater thing
to have received the promise of the Christ than of the church, the church
itself being through Christ. Therefore one is chief of the line according to
the flesh, and one is chief of the line according to the Spirit; one by virtue
of his seed, the other by the faith of the nations. The One who saves has
precedence over the one who is saved.

11. That is also why Luke thought his origin should be taken back
to God, as God is the true progenitor of Christ, his father whether in the
sense of true generation, or as the giver of the mystic gift in the regenera-
tion of immersion. It is also for that reason that Luke does not begin by
giving the genealogy at the outset: it is only after presenting the baptism
that, wishing to show that through baptism God is the Creator of all, he
put the fact that Christ also was descended from God in line of succession.

12. At this point some usually bring up the problems that Matthew
listed forty-two generations from Abraham to Christ, but Luke fifty; and
that Matthew recorded the descent by way of one set of persons, Luke
through another. In this you can now test the validity of what we have said,
because although Matthew wrote of one set of ancestors of the Lord’s line,
and Luke, in his order of the generations, a different set, they each desig-
nate the remaining founders of the line from Abraham and David.

13. In the fact that Matthew thought the genealogy should be taken
through Solomon, but Luke through Nathan, it can be seen that one is
showing the royal family, and the other the priestly one.® We should not
take it that one is truer than the other, but that they are in harmony with
each other, with equal trustworthiness and truth. Even though the proph-
ecy is expressed as being about heavenly matters, not physical ones, he
truly was, physically as well, of both a royal and a priestly family: a king
from kings, and a priest from priests.

8. This interpretation is strongly contradicted by the extract from Africanus
transmitted as To Stephanus 4.
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14. Nec mireris si ab Abraham plures secundum Lucam successiones
usque ad Christum sunt, pauciores secundum Matthaeum, cum per alias
personas generationem fatearis esse decursam; potest enim fieri ut alii lon-
gaeuam transegerint uitam, alterius uero generationis uiri inmatura aetate
decesserint, cum uideamus conplures senes cum suis nepotibus uiuere,
alios uero uiros statim filiis obire susceptis.

15. Illud quoque aduertimus, quod sanctus Matthaeus Iacob, qui fuit
pater Ioseph, filium Matthan esse memorauerit, Lucas uero Ioseph, cui
desponsata erat Maria, filium Heli, Heli autem filium Melchi esse descrip-
serit. Quomodo unius duo patres, id est Heli et lacob? Quomodo etiam
duo paterni aui, Matthan et Melchi? Sed si sequaris, inuenies quod iuxta
praescriptum legis ueteris duo fratres diuersos filios uterinos ex una uxore
generauerint. Traditur enim Matthan, qui a Salomone genus duxit, Iacob
generasse filium et uxore superstite decessisse, quam postea Melchi accepit
uxorem, ex qua generatus est Heli. Rursus Heli fratre sine liberis decedente
copulatus est fratris uxori et generauit filium Ioseph, qui iuxta legem Iacob
filius dicitur, quoniam semen fratris defuncti frater iuxta legis ueteris
seriem suscitabat. Ita duorum filius dictus est, ...

16. Non absurdum autem uidetur quod ... quater denas generationes
diuidendas sanctus Matthaeus putauit, ab Abraham usque ad Dauid, a
Dauid usque ad transmigrationem Babylonis, a transmigratione Babylonis
usque ad Christum, in quo uices mutationum pariter designauit. Ab Abra-
ham enim usque ad Dauid tempora sine regibus fuit populus Iudacorum
— regnum enim justum a Dauid coepit — deinde per reges actum genus
omne est Judaeorum et intemerata usque ad transmigrationem eorum
regna manserunt; post transmigrationem uero in occasum degenerantis
populi nobilitas circumcisa uergebat. ...

17. Plerique etiam mirantur cur Thamar mulieris famosae, ut illis
uidetur, Matthaeus conmemorationem in dominica generatione contexen-
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14. Nor should you be surprised if there are more stages of succes-
sion from Abraham to Christ according to Luke, and fewer according to
Matthew, given that you admit that the genealogy runs through different
persons. It can be that some lived a long life, but men in the other line died
young. As we can see, a number of the old are still alive along with their
grandsons, while other men die immediately after they have had their
sons.

15. We also observe that St Matthew gave Joseph’s father Jacob as the
son of Matthan, but Luke wrote that Joseph, to whom Mary was engaged,
was the son of Heli, and Heli of Melchi. So, how can one man have two
fathers, Heli and Jacob? And how two paternal grandfathers, Matthan and
Melchi? However, should you follow it up, you will find that, in accordance
with the provision of the ancient law, there were two separate uterine
brothers, fathered by two brothers from the one wife. The tradition is that
Matthan, descended from Solomon, had a son, Jacob, and died survived
by his wife; Melchi subsequently married her, and had by her a son, Heli.
Heli, in turn, when his brother died without issue, married his brother’s
wife and fathered a son, Joseph, who is legally called the son of Jacob. This
is because, by succession under the ancient law, a brother “raised up the
seed” of his deceased brother. Thus there were two men of whom he was
called the son.

16. It does not seem unreasonable for St Matthew to have thought the
generations should be divided up into sets of fourteen® (from Abraham to
David, from David to the Babylonian exile, and from the Babylonian exile
to Christ), in doing which he has assigned equal numbers of successions.
From Abraham to David the Jewish people had no kings; the kingdom
proper started with David.!? After that the whole Jewish race was gov-
erned by kings, and their rule lasted unbroken until the exile. After the
exile, as the people was sinking towards its fall, the nobility of the circum-
cision was in decline.

17. Another thing that surprises some is why Matthew thought that
mention of Thamar, a woman they regard as infamous, should be included

9. The text reads “quater denas”, which should mean “forty” (four sets of ten). The
translation takes the required figure as “quaternas denas”
10. Mafi’s note states: “This detail is absent in Eusebius; it is apparently a gloss of

> %

Ambrose’s.
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dam putauerit, cur etiam Ruth, cur eius quoque mulieris, quae Uriae uxor
fuit et occiso marito in Dauid nuptias conmigrauit, cum praesertim Sarrae
et Rebeccae et Rachel, sanctarum feminarum, nusquam fecerit mentio-
nem. ...

18. Primum enim si ueris intendas animum, non haec mulier
[Thamar] tam famosa quam iusta; non enim temporalis usum libidinis
requisiuit, sed successionis gratiam concupiuit; erat enim deforme libe-
ros non habere, quod etiam legum ciuilium fuit auctoritate multatum.
Promiserat eam filio suo Iudas et diu pactarum foedera distulerat nup-
tiarum. Per moram promissi defunctus est sponsus. ... Dolens se sine filiis
remansisse dolum studio generationis conmenta est et Iudam consilio
praeuertit, ut se eidem offerret ornatam, posteaquam defunctam eius cog-
nouit uxorem. Uides ubique mulieris uitam probari, quod non alienum
praeripuit torum, non meretricio studio quasi meretrix ornata est; non
enim uagam captauit libidinem, sed diu soceri fraudata promissis ex ea
familia quam delegerat conuerso dolo fructum uoluit successionis adipi-
sci. Quis itaque castior ? Illa quae tamdiu exspectauit promissum an ille
qui amorem ferre non potuit oblatum? Illa quae sponsi familiam non refu-
git an iste qui meretricem putauit? Illa quae horam sui corporis uolentibus
non permisit ad copulam an iste qui quod studio coepit erroris ad succes-
sionis gratiam castitate mulieris consummauit? ... Denique ipse confessus
est dicens: iustificata est magis Thamar quam ego, propter quod non dedi
eam Selom filio meo. ... Denique numquam postea uirum experta est, ...
ille unius horae inpatiens, qui annos a puella exegerat castitatis, ... efc.

19. Sed non ita istam defendimus, ut illum accusemus — immo
utrumque excusemus, non autem nos — sed mysterium quod copulae
illius fructus expressit; generauit enim mulier Phares et Zara filios, gen-
erauit geminos. Unde non otiose Matthaeus utrumque significauit, cum
Phares tantummodo conmemorationem causa deposceret; Phares enim
genuit Esrom, Esrom genuit Aram, deinde per ordinem singuli. Cur autem,
cum Isaac duos generauerit, lacob plures, singulorum tantummodo, quos
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in the Lord’s genealogy. Why of Ruth, too? and why also of the woman
who was Uria’s wife and who, after her husband was killed, went over to
marriage with David?—particularly as he nowhere made any mention of
the holy women Sara, Rebecca and Rachel.

18. For one thing, if you put your mind to the true facts, this woman
Thamar was upright, rather than infamous. It was not the enjoyment of a
transient pleasure that she sought; what she wanted was the gift of progeny.
Childlessness was a disgrace. Judas had promised her to his son, and for a
long time had put off the solemnisation of the wedding he had agreed on.
During his delay in fulfilling the promise, her fiancé died. Distressed by
being still without sons, she decided on a ruse, in her eagerness for moth-
erhood; after discovering that his wife had died, she outdid Judas by the
strategy of offering herself to him, dressed up. You see that her life is irre-
proachable at all points: she did not usurp another woman’s marriage-bed;
it was not for any desire for prostitution that she dressed as a prostitute,
because it was no stray passion that she was after. What she wanted, after
being for long cheated of her father-in-law’s promises, was to turn the
deception back on him and win offspring to succeed her, from the family
she had chosen. So who was the more chaste: the woman who had so long
awaited what had been promised, or the man who could not withstand
love when it was offered him? The woman who did not shun her fiancé’s
family, or the man who thought she was a prostitute? The woman who
refused her own body in its prime to those who wished to bond with her,
or this man who, thanks to her chastity, completed for the gift of progeny
what he had begun out of a desire for wrongdoing? In the end he admitted
that himself, by saying: “Thamar is proved more upright than I, because I
did not give her to my son Selom” Finally, she never again had to do with
a man; he, who had demanded years of celibacy from the girl, could not
control himself for a single hour..., etc.

19. We are not, however, defending her in such a way as to accuse
him; rather, we are to excuse them both—though not we, but the mystery
expressed by the fruit of that union. The sons to whom she gave birth were
Phares and Zara; she gave birth to twins. Hence it was not for nothing that
Matthew named them both, though his purpose demanded mention only
of Phares, because Phares was Esrom’s father, Esrom was Aram’s, then one
by one down the line of succession. Now, why, if it were not that there is a
mystery about them both, did the scriptural list mention them both, when
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successionis dominicae causa poscebat, fecit scripturae series mentionem,
horum autem utrumque memorauit nisi quia hic in utroque mysterium
est?

20. Tractauimus moralem locum, ... tractemus historicum et mysti-
cum ... cum generaret Thamar, legisti quia unus de utero eius praemisit
manum, quam corripiens obstetrix coccum ligauit dicens: hic exiet prior.
Ut autem reuocauit manum puer in matris uterum, statim exiuit frater
eius. Dixit autem obstetrix: quid incisa est per te saepis? et uocauit nomen
eius Phares. Et post ipsum exiuit frater eius, in cuius manu erat coccum, et
uocauit nomen eius Zara. Uides quanta aenigmata mysterium prodant: ...

21. Cur autem alter manum praemisit ex utero, alter genitali praeces-
sit exortu nisi quia per geminorum mysterium gemina describitur uita
populorum, una secundum legem, altera secundum fidem, una secundum
litteram, altera secundum gratiam? Prior gratia quam lex, prior fides quam
littera. Et ideo gratiae typus manum ante praemisit, quia gratiae actus
ante praecessit, qui fuit in Iob Melchisedech Abraham Isaac Iacob, qui per
fidem sine lege uiuebant; credidit enim Abraham deo, et reputatum est ei ad
iustitiam. ... praeuenientes enim legem patriarchae sancti praescriptorum
uinculis absoluti libera et consimili nobis euangelii gratia refulserunt.

22. ... Prior enim Zara, qui interpretatione signiﬁcatur oriens; lux
enim pietatis ueri splendor orientis est, illius utique qui dixit: oriens nomen
est mihi, cuius in patriarchis primitus radius lucis inluxit. Hi enim primi
uitae suae actum in hoc saeculo praemiserunt, ... Sed media tamquam
saepis obiecta legis est obseruatio et quodammodo uita maiorum uidetur
incisa, ...
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in the case of Isaac, who had two sons, and of Jacob, who had several, it
made mention only of the individuals demanded for the purpose of the
Lord’s descent?

20. We have dealt with a moral topic; let us deal with a historical and
mystical one. You have read that while Thamar was giving birth, one boy
put his hand out from her womb first and the midwife caught hold of it,
tied scarlet on it, and said: “This one will come out first”—but he pulled
his hand back into his mother’s womb, and at once his brother came out.
Then the midwife said: “Why was the barrier breached by you?” and gave
him the name Phares. His brother, on whose hand was the scarlet, came
out after him, and she gave him the name Zara. You see what great enig-
mas reveal the mystery ... etc.

21. Now, why was it that one put his hand out of the womb first, and
the other preceded him in the order of their birth, if not because what
is being portrayed in the mystery of the twins is the life of the twin peo-
ples? One is the life according to the law, the other that according to faith;
one according to the letter, the other according to grace. Grace is before
the law, faith is before the letter. And the reason that the type of grace
put his hand out first is that grace’s way of life, the one which was in Job,
Melchisedech, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, who lived by faith without the
law, came first and foremost. “Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned
to him for righteousness;” because the holy patriarchs, coming before the
law and unfettered by the bonds of its commandments, shone with a free
grace, like us.

22. Zara, translated to mean “rising” [or “east”], was first, because the
light of religion is the splendour of the true rising,11 that is, of course, of
the One who said: “My name is the Rising”; that was the light whose ray
shone first of all in the patriarchs, for they were the first to make their way
of life in this world pre-eminent. But observance of the law was thrust in
between, like a barrier, and the life of the ancestors seems to have been in
some way breached ... etc.

11. Mai’s note: “Ambrose seems to have read Eusebius’s words ¢wtog yap
evoePeiag ai mpdtat Tiig Avatolfig avyai (“because the earliest beams of the rising of
the light of religion...”) somewhat differently”



276 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

24. ... Itaque posteaquam manum reduxit, quasi incisione facta
saepis exiuit frater eius, quem quasi medium parietem saepis uel mace-
riae apostolus nominauit atque ipse de incisione nomen accepit; Phares
enim diuisio est. Unde et Pharisaei nuncupati, eo quod a multorum se
coniunctionibus separarent. Beatius autem et multo melius fuisset non
incidi saepem, sed unam eandem et indiuiduam permanere, quod fieri
potuit, si ei uitae, quae prior manum misit, hoc est actum ostendit suum,
consequens fuisset eius uitae militia, quae secuta est. Multo enim melius,
si circumcisus populus uitam maiorum uoluisset imitari; sie enim fuis-
set una saepis, una maceria, una aedificatio priorum ac sequentium. Sed
quia primum illum uitae actum posterioris infirmitas non potuit inplere,
incisione sine dubio facta saepis eius siue maceriae, quae secundum deum
aedificata erat, tamquam medius paries interiectus est, ...

26. Ergo dominus Iesus, qui postea secundum carnem uenit in lucem,
ueteris illius munitionem saepis instaurans in maiorum nos actum et
antiquam simplicitatem fidei reformauit. Unde de eo et propheta dixit:
uocaberis aedificator saepis. Tulit enim illum obicem, qui unitatem mentis
et corporis seriemque uitae simplicis diuidebat, atque ipse factus est pax
nostra qui fecit utraque unum et medium parietem saepis soluens. Quem
parietem exponit apostolus inimicitias esse in carne. Has ergo inimicitias
tulit dominus et pacem refudit legemque mandatorum in decretis euacu-
auit, ... dominus enim sabbati superstitionem tulit sabbati corporalis, et
quasi medium soluit legis parietem, qui nos ab ea pietate, quae secundum
deum est, decretorum difficultate prohibebat, eo quod iuxta Moysi legem
non erat facile atque possibile gentibus militare deo, cum inanis superstitio
Iudaeorum purum adfectum gentium a subeunda obseruatione reuocaret.

29. ... Hic est dominus, cuius in Zara typus ante praecessit, eo quod
ex tribu et ex semine illius Zarae dominus Iesus secundum carnem non
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24. So, after he pulled back his hand, his brother came out, as if a
breach had been made in the barrier. The apostle called him the central
partition, as it were, of the barrier or wall, and it is from that breach that
he received his name: phares means “a division”, and that is also the deri-
vation of the name “Pharisees”, because they were separating themselves
from associations with the many. It would have been more blessed, and
much better, for the barrier not to have been breached, but to have gone
on remaining one and the same, undivided; and that could have happened,
if the service of the life that followed had been in accordance with the life
that first put out its hand—i.e. showed its way of life. Much better, had
the people of the circumcision wished to copy the life of its ancestors; for
thus there would have been one barrier, one wall, one building consisting
of the earlier people and those who followed. But, because the later one’s
weakness could not fulfil that first way of life, there was definitely a breach
made in the barrier or wall that had been built according to God, as if a
partition had been interposed in the middle.

26. Therefore the Lord Jesus, who according to the flesh came after-
wards to the light, restored the defence-work of that ancient barrier and
formed us again into the ancestors’ way of life and their original simplic-
ity of faith. That is why the prophet, too, said of him: “You will be called
the builder of the barrier”, because he moved the bar which was break-
ing the unity of mind and body, and the course of the straightforward
life. “He himself became our peace, who made the two sides one” and
“undoing the central partition of the barrier” The apostle explains that
this partition is the hostility in the flesh. Therefore the Lord has removed
this hostility and restored peace, and has abolished the law of com-
mandments in ordinances. As Lord of the sabbath, he has removed the
superstition of the corporeal sabbath, and as it were undone the divid-
ing partition of the law, which was barring us by the difficulty of the
commandments from the religion which is according to God. That was
because under Moses’ law it was not easy, not possible, for the nations
to serve God, since the pointless superstition of the Jews was restrain-
ing the nations’ uncontaminated frame of mind from submitting to its
observance.

29. This is the Lord whose type, in Zara, came first and foremost,
because it was from the tribe and seed of that Zara that the Lord Jesus was
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solum a femina, sed etiam sub lege generatus est, ut eos qui sub lege erant
redimeret ...

30. ... Ruth quoque sine dubio pari ratione minime praetermissam
aestimare debemus, de qua sensisse uidetur apostolus sanctus, cum alie-
nigenarum uocationem gentium spiritu praeuideret per euangelium esse
celebrandam, dicens quod lex non sit iustis posita, sed iniustis. ... Haec
enim cum sit alienigena et Moabitis, praesertim cum lex Moysi prohiberet
has nuptias Moabitasque excluderet ab ecclesia — sic enim scriptum est:
Moabitae non introibunt in ecclesiam domini usque ad tertiam et quartam
generationem et usque in saeculum — quomodo intrauit in ecclesiam nisi
quia sancta et immaculata moribus supra legem facta est? Si enim lex
impiis et peccatoribus posita est, utique Ruth, quae definitionem legis
excessit et intrauit in ecclesiam et facta est Israhelitis et meruit inter maio-
res dominici generis conputari, propter cognationem mentis electa, non
corporis, magnum nobis exemplum est quia in illa nostrum omnium, qui
collecti ex gentibus sumus ingrediendi in ecclesiam domini, figura prae-
cessit. Hanc igitur aemulemur, ut quia haec moribus hanc praerogatiuam
meruit adsciscendae societatis suae, sicut historia docet, nos quoque
propter morum electionem in ecclesiam domini meritis suffragantibus
adlegamur.

33. ... Recte igitur sanctus Matthaeus per euangelium gentes ad eccle-
siam uocaturus auctorem ipsum dominum gentiliciae congregationis
alienigenarum generationem secundum carnem adsumsisse memorauit,
ut iam tunc esset indicium quod illa generatio ederet gentium uocatorem,
quem sequeremur omnes ex alienigenis congregati relinquentes paterna.
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born, not merely of a woman, but also under the law, to redeem those who
were under the law.!2

30. On the same reasoning, we should definitely regard Ruth also as
on no account to be omitted. It seems that the holy apostle was think-
ing of her when he foresaw in the Spirit that the calling of foreign nations
was to be carried out by means of the gospel,!? saying: “The law was laid
down not for the just but for the unjust”. Ruth was a foreigner, and in par-
ticular, a Moabitess, although the law of Moses prohibited such marriages
and excluded Moabites from the assembly. (The text is: “Moabites shall
not enter the assembly of the Lord to the third and fourth generation, and
for ever”.) How did she enter the assembly, if not because the immaculate
sanctity of her character put her above the law? If the law is laid down
for the irreligious and for sinners, then certainly Ruth is an important
example for us. She was outside the law’s prescription, but did in fact both
enter the assembly and become an Israelitess, and deserved to be counted
among the ancestors of the Lord’s family, chosen on the strength of a kin-
ship of mind, not of body. Thus in her is prefigured the entry of all of us,
who have been gathered from the nations, into the church!® of the Lord.
Let us therefore emulate her, so that, as history teaches that it was by her
character that she merited this privilege of acquiring her membership, we
too, thanks to our characters, may be chosen for admission to the Lord’s
church, with the support of our merits.

33. It was right, therefore, for St. Matthew, being about to call the
nations to the church by means of his gospel, to mention that the Founder
of the assembly of the nations, the Lord himself, had, for his birth accord-
ing to the flesh, adopted a descent from foreigners. This was so that, right
at the outset, there should be an indication that that line of descent was to
produce the Caller of the nations, whom all of us who are assembled from
foreigners were to follow, leaving behind what we had inherited.

12. Ambrose is here abbreviating Eusebius’s argument to the point of misrepre-
sentation; see To Stephanus 5.8.

13. “The holy apostle” refers to 1 Tim.1.9.

14. Here it is especially important to remember that the Latin word ecclesia
(Greek ¢kkAnoia) is being used both for the Old Testament “assembly” or “congrega-
tion” of the Israelites and for the Christian church of the New Testament.
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Ergo Ruth, sicut Lia et Rachel, oblita populum et domum patris sui
soluens uinculum legis ingressa est in ecclesiam.

35. Quam uero conmemoratio eius dominicae prosapiae fuerit inser-
enda declarat mysterii altioris expressio, qua prophetatum est ex genere
eius in Ephratha Christum esse generandum, cum dicitur: det tibi domi-
nus facere uirtutem in Ephratha, et sit nomen in Bethleem. Quae est enim
uirtus nisi quae per Christum gentium populos congregauit? Quod autem
nomen nisi illud quod Bethleem patria domini secundum carnem nascen-
tis est facta? ...

37. ... Dauid, quia praesumtione uirtutis elatus dixerat: ... ego autem
dixi in mea abundantia: non mouebor in aeternum, statim insolentiae
huius poenam se subisse memorauit dicens: auertisti faciem tuam a me, et
factus sum conturbatus, ... Si ergo Dauid insolentiam damnat, humilitatem
induit, recte in historia uxoris Uri magisterium istud adfectandae humili-
tatis adsciscitur.

39. Ergo cum Dauid Bersabee historiam non praetermiserit in suis
psalmis, ut in ea uel mysterium uel actum perfectae paenitentiae nos
doceret, iure uidemus etiam in generationibus dominicis non praetermis-
sam, ... Alterum [mysterium] enim ad ecclesiam pertinet, quod dixit: ecce
audiuimus eam in Ephratha, ...

40. De Achab autem satis claret, cui uxor Iezabel, et de Iechonia, de
quo satis idoneus auctor est Hieremias maximi reum esse delicti, cui etiam
quod habuit nomen eripuit. Et ideo qui Ioachim in Regnorum libris dici-
tur, Iechonias a Hieremia est nominatus dicente eo: abiectus est lechonias
ut uas, non est usus in eo, propter quod proiectus est ipse et semen eius.
Terra, terra, audi uerbum domini, scribe uirum istum abdicatum, quia non
exsurget ex semine eius sedens in throno Dauid, princeps adhuc in Iuda. Eo
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Ruth, then, like Leah and Rachel, forgot her people and her father’s
house, and entered the assembly, undoing the chain of the law.

35. Just how truthfull® it was for mention of Ruth to be included in
the Lord’s ancestry is made clear by the expression of a deeper mystery, in
which it was prophesied that Christ was to be born from her stock, in Eph-
ratha. The words are: “May the Lord grant you to do virtue!¢ in Ephratha,
and may there be a name in Bethlehem”. What “virtue” is that but the one
which, through Christ, gathered the peoples? What “name”, but the fact
that Bethlehem became the Lord’s birthplace according to the flesh?

37. Because David, in pride at his presumption of virtue, said: “And
I said in my abundance T shall not be moved for ever”, he immediately
mentioned that he had undergone punishment for this insolence, in the
words: “You turned your face away from me, and I became dismayed”.
Therefore, if David condemns his insolence and adopts a humble attitude,
it is right for that lesson to be drawn from Uriah’s wife, about aiming at
humility, to be incorporated in the history.

39. Thus David did not omit the Bathsheba episode in his own
Psalms, whether to teach us the mystery in it, or the procedure of full pen-
itence. We can therefore see that it was with justice that she was also not
omitted from the Lord’s line of forebears. The other mystery pertains to
the church: as he said: “Behold, we have heard him in Ephratha”.

40. It is clear enough about Ahab, whose wife was Jezebel;!7 and also
about Jechoniah, on whom Jeremiah is a perfectly good authority that he
was guilty of a very serious crime; in fact, Jeremiah stripped him of even
the name he had. That is why, though in the books of Kingdoms he had
been called Joachim, Jeremiah calls him Jechoniah; his words are: “Jecho-
niah has been discarded, like a useless pot. Because of that, he has been
thrown away, himself and his seed. Land, land, hear the word of the Lord:
write that that man has been deposed, because no prince sitting on David’s

15. Suggesting vere for vero.

16. At Ruth 4.11, NRSV has “may you produce children in Ephrathah”. Older
versions have, instead, something like this expression with “virtue”, but neither the
Septuagint nor the Vulgate text corresponds to the form as quoted here.

17. Mai’s note: “Mention of Ahab is lacking in Eusebius, I suppose because the
epitomator omitted that part of Eusebius, along with others”
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enim regnante Iudaeam Babylonii uastauerunt neque postea umquam
de semine eius regnum quisquam in Iudaea potuit optinere; postea enim
populus de captiuitate dimissus sub sacerdotibus et tetrarchis fuit. Unde
etiam usque ad Christi generationem mansere tetrarchae, ne ipsi quidem,
quantum historia docet, regalis dignitatem generis reseruantes.

42. ... tamen ipsum regem secundum honorem saeculi non accepi-
mus Christum. Quomodo ergo ex fructu uentris tui ponam super sedem
meam? Quomodo et angelus de eo dicit quod dabit illi dominus deus sedem
Dauid patris sui, et regnabit in domo Iacob? Quomodo regnare promitti-
tur nec ostenditur? aut quomodo ex semine Iechoniae nullus regnaturus
dicitur per prophetam? Si enim Christus regnauit, ex semine autem Iecho-
niae Christus est, propheta mentitus est, mentita sunt et oracula. Sed illic
futuros ex semine Iechoniae posteros non negatur, et ideo de semine eius
est Christus et quod regnauit Christus non contra prophetiam est; non
enim saeculari honore regnauit nec in Iechoniae sedibus sedit, sed reg-
nauit in sede Dauid.

43. Uerum cum ipse Iechonias Dauid sederit sedem, quemadmodum
soluitur quod dictum est quia Dauid sedem Iechoniae posteri non sede-
bunt, cum eadem sedis fuisse uideatur amborum? Itaque et nos sedem
Dauid fuisse negare non possumus, non eandem tamen regis Dauid sedem
Christus quam Iechonias sedit, immo nec quisquam alius ex genere Dauid
sedem eius potuit sedere quam Christus, quia nec in alio aliquo semen
eius aeternum est, sed in Christo, sicut deus ipse reserauit dicens: semel
iuraui in sancto meo, si Dauid mentiar: semen eius in aeternum manebit,
et sedis eius sicut sol in conspectu meo. Quem igitur dicit hic? Non Salo-
monem utique, non Roboam, non Natham, sed illum de quo solo potest
dicere: ... ... Ipse inuocabit me ‘pater meus es tu’ et: ponam in saeculum
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throne will ever arise in Judah from his seed”. It was in his reign that the
Babylonians sacked Judaea, and after that no-one from his seed could ever
hold the kingship in Judaea. Later, when the people had been released
from captivity, it was under priests and tetrarchs. The tetrarchs lasted from
then right up to the birth of Christ; and even they, as history teaches, did
not maintain the status of the royal line.!8

42. However, we did not receive even Christ as a king with the
honour that the world gives kings. So, how is it that: “I shall set on your!’
throne one from the fruit of your body?” How does the angel, too, say of
him: “The Lord God will give him the throne of his father David, and he
will be king in the house of Jacob?” How is he promised as reigning, but
not shown as doing so? How is it that it is said, through the prophet, that
no-one of Jechoniah’s seed is going to be king? If Christ has become king,
and Christ is of Jechoniah’s seed, the prophet lied, and the prophecies also
lied. But in those there is no denial that there will be later descendants of
Jechoniah’s seed, and that is how Christ is of his seed; and the fact that
Christ became king is not contrary to the prophecy, because he did not
become king in the worldly sense of royal honour, and he did not sit on
Jechoniah’s throne, but he did become king on the throne of David.

43. As Jechoniah himself did sit on the throne of David, what is the
explanation of the saying “Jechoniah’s descendants will not sit on the
throne of David”, when the same throne seems to have belonged to both?
We too cannot deny that the throne was David’s; but still, the throne of
David on which Christ sat was not the same as the one on which Jecho-
niah sat. On the contrary, no-one else from David’s line could sit on his
throne but Christ, because there is no-one else but Christ in whom David’s
seed is eternal, exactly as God himself revealed: “I have sworn by my holi-
ness; if I should lie to David...! His seed will last for ever, and his throne is
as the sun in my sight” Whom therefore does he mean here? Certainly not
Solomon, nor Roboam, nor Nathan, but the One of whom alone he can
say: “He himself will address me with “You are my father’, and T shall put

18. Mai’s note: “At this point Ambrose sets out the birth of Herod the Great and
the history of his father. This makes me suspect that Eusebius reproduced that topic
as well in his Problems (only for it to be omitted later by the epitomator) from his His-
tory 1.7 or from Africanus, as he did in the case of the topic of Joseph’s genealogy, To
Stephanus 4”.

19. See note 6, p.267.
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saeculi semen eius et thronum eius sicut dies caeli. ... is est, de quo dicit
angelus ad Mariam: ... et uocabis nomen eius lesum. Hic erit magnus et
filius altissimi uocabitur, et dabit illi dominus deus sedem Dauid patris sui,
et regnabit in domo lacob in aeternum, et regni eius non erit finis. ...

44. ... Excitemus igitur Christum, ipsum interrogemus, ipse respon-
deat. ... Inuenimus quia regnum domini non est de hoc mundo; ipse
enim dixit: regnum meum non est de hoc mundo. Qui dicit non esse de hoc
mundo regnum suum ostendit esse supra mundum.

45. Tllud quoque non praetermittendum putamus, quod a Dauid
temporibus usque ad Iechoniam, hoc est usque ad captiuitatem, cum
XVII fuerint reges Iudaeae, XIIII generationes sanctus Matthaeus posu-
erit et rursus ab Iechonia usque ad Ioseph cum uiritim generationes XII
conputentur, postea XIIII generationes descriptas esse memorauerit. ...
Et primum oportet cognoscere ... posse plures esse successiones, pau-
ciores generationes; possunt enim diutius uiuere aliqui et serius generare
aut certe penitus exsortes generationis exsistere. Itaque non quae regum
eadem generationum tempora. Unde et Matthaeus eos quos ad gen-
erationem non putauit pertinere praeteriit. Nam si propositum esset ei
successiones describere, rationabiliter moueremur, cur cum in Regnorum
libris et Paralipomenis conueniat quod post Ioram Ochozias regnauerit et
Iodam et Amasias, Amasiae autem successerit Ozias, sanctus Matthaeus
tres illos reges praeterierit, Ochoziam, Iodam et Amasiam, et post Ioram
Iosaphat subiecerit. Sed non eum in regum successione, sed in generatione
subiecit, denique generationum relatorem fuisse memorauit. Potuit autem
fieri ut et Ioram tardius generauerit et Iosaphat serius perceperit regnum
atque ita Joram patri suo, cui in potestate non successit, in generatione
successerit.

46. Quod uero post Iechoniam XII generationes enumerasse uidetur
euangelista, si diligenter aduertas, hic quoque XIIII generationum pot-
eris inuenire rationem; XII enim usque ad Ioseph numerantur, non usque
ad Christum, tertius decimus est Christus ... Duos enim Ioachim, hoc
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his seed into the age of age, and his throne as the days of heaven.” This is
the One of whom the angel said to Mary: “And you will give him the name
Jesus. He will be great, and will be called the Son of the Most High; and
God will give him the throne of his father David. He will be king in the
house of Jacob for ever, and of his reign there shall be no end”

44. Let us therefore call Christ. Let us ask him himself; let him reply
himself. We find that the Lord’s kingdom is not of this world, for he him-
self said: “My kingdom is not of this world”. He who says that his kingdom
is not of this world is showing that he is above the world.

45. Another point we think should not be omitted is that St Mat-
thew put fourteen generations from David’s times to Jechoniah—that is,
to the captivity—when there were seventeen kings of Judaea. Again, he
noted that although, in terms of individuals, there were then only twelve
generations from Jechoniah to Joseph, he recorded that there were four-
teen generations. Firstly, one must realise that that there can be more
successions and fewer generations, because some can live longer and
have children later, or even live out their lives entirely devoid of offspring.
Thus the times of the generations are not the same as those of the kings;
hence, too, Matthew left out those he thought irrelevant to the genealogy.
The books of Kingdoms and Chronicles agree that Ochozias, Jodam and
Amasias reigned after Joram, and that Amasias’ successor was Ozias; so,
had St Matthew’s purpose been to record successions, we should reason-
ably be anxious about why he left out Ochozias, Jodam and Amasias, and
put Josaphat after Jehoram; but it was in the genealogy, not in the royal
succession, that he put him there. Finally, he did mention that it was the
genealogy he?® was relating. It was possible both for Joram to have had his
children late, and for Josaphat’s accession to have been delayed; and so for
Joram to have succeeded his father in the genealogy without succeeding to
his position.

46. As to the evangelist’s having apparently listed twelve generations
after Jechonias, you will be able, if you should look into it carefully, to find
a calculation of fourteen generations in this case also. There are twelve gen-
erations, counting up to Joseph, but not to Christ: Christ is the thirteenth.
History shows that there were two Joachims—that is, two Jechoniases—

«.  »

20. Inserting “se” after “ relatorem’, with Mai and some MSS.
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est duos Iechonias fuisse historia indicat, unum ante transmigrationem,
alterum in ipsa transmigratione generatum, id est patrem et filium. Ergo
pater inter generationes superiores est conputatus, qui successit Iosiae,
filius inter posteriores, qui successit patri, id est nepos Iosiae. Duos autem
fuisse Regnorum libri indicant: ... et imperauit Pharao super Israel. Vides
igitur quod alius fuit Iosiae filius, alius nepos: filius illius ille, cui Hier-
emias nomen inposuit, nepos iste, qui patris uocatus est nomine. Et bene
sanctus Matthaeus a propheta noluit discrepare, ut non Ioachim, sed
Iechoniam nominaret. Simul, ... maiorem fructum dominicae pietatis
adstruxit, si generis nobilitatem non in omnibus dominus requisiuit, sed
de captiuis et peccatoribus congrue nasci uoluit, qui remissionem ueniebat
praedicare captiuis.

48. ... qui sunt isti magi nisi qui, ut historia quaedam docet, a Balaam
genus ducunt, a quo prophetatum est : orietur stella ex Iacob.

50. Haec tibi, frater, de generatione Christi non incognita putaui pro-
lixius prosequenda, ne qui cum ista in euangelio minus adtento animo
recenseret, aliquatenus fluctuaret. ...

147. Mane autem sabbati uenerunt ualde tempore ad monumentum.
Magna oritur hoc loco plerisque dubitatio; nam etsi non uidentur euange-
listae dixisse contraria, tamen diuersa dixerunt. Siquidem hic mane ualde
tempore; Marcus ualde mane; Matthaeus uespere sabbati; Iohannes prima
sabbati cum adhuc tenebrae essent, mulieres ad monumentum uenisse dix-
erunt. Deinde hic duos uiros, Marcus unum iuuenem in albis sedentem,
Matthaeus unum angelum, Iohannes duos angelos in albis sedentes uisos
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one before the deportation, the other actually born during it; that is to say,
father and son. The father, therefore, has been counted among the earlier
generations as Josiah’s successor, and the son among the latter ones as his
father’s successor, being Josiah’s grandson. That there were two is indicated
by the books of Kingdoms: “And Pharaoh ruled over Israel...”2! You see,
therefore, that one was Josiah'’s son, and one his grandson. The son was the
one given that name by Jeremiah; the grandson was the one called after his
father. Properly, St Matthew did not wish to disagree with the prophet, so
that he called him Jechoniah, not Joachim. At the same time, he enhanced
the Lord’s religion with greater fecundity, in that the Lord did not seek
after nobility from every member of his line, but also wanted, appropri-
ately, to be born from prisoners and sinners, as it was to prisoners that he
was coming to preach forgiveness.??

48. Who are these Magi, if not those who, as one account teaches,
trace their descent from Balaam, the one by whom it was prophesied that:
“A star will rise from Jacob’?23

50. I have thought it right to pursue at some length these facts about
Christ’s genealogy, which are not unknown to you, my brother, in case
anyone reading them over in the gospel with insufficient attention might
be to some extent at sea ... etc.

From Book 10

147. “And on the morning of the sabbath they came very early to
the tomb.” On this passage a serious doubt arises in many peoplesminds,
because, even though the evangelists do not appear to have contradicted
each other, they did use differing words: our author said the women came
to the tomb “very early in the morning”, Mark “very early”, Matthew “on

21. 2 Kgs 23.34, 36 and 24.5, 8-10. Mai omits the biblical text that Ambrose
quotes in full, putting (efc., as in Euseb.).

22. Mai’s note: “Ambrose proceeds to pose, and answer, the question of why the
evangelist mentions some, such as Joseph, Judah, Simeon, Levi, Nathan, Methuselah,
Enoch, Seth, and Adam, but omits others, e.g., Cain. I think all this is taken from
Eusebius, though it no longer occurs in the abridged selection of his Problems. How-
ever, Ambrose’s conclusion to his book is in a style certainly reminiscent of Eusebius’s
concluding address to Stephanus”

23. This fragment is translated from Mai. Schenkl omits it as spurious.*
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esse memorauerunt. Postremo, quod uix enodabile uideatur, Iohannes
scripsit dictum Mariae Magdalenae: noli me tangere; nondum enim
adscendi ad patrem meum; Matthaeus occurrisse dominum scripsit Mariae
Magdalenae et alteri Mariae, et illas accessisse et tenuisse pedes eius et
adorasse, euidentissima descriptione digessit.

148. Quomodo ergo soluendum, nisi quatuor euangelistas de diuersis
quatuor putes dixisse temporibus; ut et personas alias mulierum, et alias
conicias uisiones? Denique aliae cum unguento primo sabbati ueniunt,
aliae sine unguento uespere sabbati. Istarum nomen exprimitur, illae de
Galilaea secutae Dominum designantur.

150. Primum igitur illud spectandum est, quid est quod scriptum est:
uespere sabbati quae lucescit in prima sabbati, resurrexisse dominum. Sic
enim habes, quia uespere sabbati uenit Maria Magdalene et altera Maria
uidere sepulcrum, et ecce terrae motus factus est magnus. Non enim die sab-
bati, sed post sabbati diem, nocte utique resurrexit. Denique quae mane
uenerunt, licet ualde tempore, tamen iam dominum resurrexisse cogno-
uerunt.

151. Sic igitur temperandum est, ut neque mane dominica quae est
prima post sabbatum, neque sabbato resurrectio facta credatur. Nam
quomodo triduum compleretur? non ergo uesperascente die, sed noctis
uespere resurrexit. Denique graecus sero dixit, hoc est dyé. Sero autem et
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the evening24 of the sabbath”, and John “on the first of the sabbath, when
it was still dark” Our author then mentioned that two men were seen,
Mark one man in white, seated, Matthew one angel, and John two angels
in white, seated. Finally—a point that would seem hardly possible to dis-
entangle—John wrote that Mary of Magdala was told: “Do not touch me,
because I have not yet ascended to my Father”; Matthew wrote that the
Lord met Mary of Magdala and the other Mary, and he set out a very clear
description of how they went up to him, clasped his feet and worshipped
him.

148. How, therefore, is this to be solved, but by supposing that the
four evangelists were talking about four different occasions? One could
thus infer that there were both different individual women, and different
appearances. The conclusion is that some women come with their unguent
on the first day of the week [“of the sabbath”], and others, without unguent,
on the evening of [or late on] the sabbath. Those are expressly named; the
others are designated “women who had followed the Lord from Galilee”

150. So then the first thing to consider is what the text means by
saying that the Lord rose again “late?® on the sabbath, the day dawning on
the first of the sabbath”. What you have is that “late?> on the sabbath, Mary
of Magdala and the other Mary came to see the sepulchre, and behold, a
great earthquake took place”—because it was not, of course, on the day of
the sabbath that the Lord rose again, but in the night after the sabbath day.
The conclusion is that the women who came in the morning, very early
though it was, did nevertheless realise that the Lord had by then already
risen.

151. The way to combine them is to believe that the resurrection took
place neither early on the Lord’s day, the next day after the sabbath, nor on
the sabbath, because how would the full “three days” be made up? There-
fore he rose again not as the day was growing late, but late?¢ at night. In

24. Latin uespere sabbati, the primary meaning of which is “on the evening of the
sabbath”; but see n. 25 below.

25. The Latin has uespere sabbati, literally “on the evening of the sabbath”, but
uespere could simply mean “late”. Hence Ambrose’s struggle, in the next paragraph, to
clarify what he thinks is meant by uespere in the text of his Latin Bible.

26. Here again uespere is used (see previous note), although in all the remaining
uses of “late” in this paragraph, the word used is the unambiguous sero. As uespere
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horam signat in occasu diei, et cuiusque rei significat tarditatem. ... Est et
sero tempus noctis profundum.

152. Unde et mulieres ad monumentum accedendi habent faculta-
tem, iam utique custodibus quiescentibus. ... Postremo etiam principes
sacerdotum congregati cum senioribus nocte id factum esse confirmant,
dicentes custodibus: dicite quia discipuli eius nocte uenerunt, et furati sunt
eum, nobis dormientibus ...

153. ... si plures Mariae, plures fortasse etiam Magdalenae, cum illud
personae nomen sit, hoc locorum.

154. Denique alteram esse cognosce. Illa admittitur pedes domini
tenere, tangere dominum ista prohibetur. Illa angelum uidere meruit, haec
primo quod uenit neminem uidit. Illa discipulis dominum resurrexisse
nuntiauit, ista raptum esse significat. Illa gaudet, haec plorat. Illi in gloria
sua iam Christus occurrit, haec adhuc mortuum quaerit. Illa dominum
uidit et credidit, haec non potuit agnoscere cum uideret. Illa fideli adora-
bat in spiritu, haec dubio maestificabatur affectu.

155. Merito nimirum prohibetur tangere dominum; non enim corpo-
rali tactu Christum, sed fide tangimus: nondum enim, inquit, adscendi ad
patrem meum; hoc est, nondum tibi adscendi, quae uiuentem cum mor-
tuis quaeris ...

161. Itaque quid intersit inter illam et hanc Mariam, scriptura dis-
tinguit. Illa occurrit ut Iesum uideat, haec retrorsum conuertitur: illa
salutatur, haec redarguitur Denique sie habes: dicit ei Iesus, mulier. Quae
non credit, mulier est, et adhuc corporei sexus appellatione signatur.
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conclusion, the Greek said “late”, oyé [opse], that is; but “late” denotes both
a time, at the end of the day, and a delay, in any matter: “late” is also the
depth of the night.

152. Hence, too, the women had the opportunity to come up to the
tomb, as by that time, of course, the guards were asleep. Finally, the chief
priests, in their conclave with the elders, also confirm that it took place at
night, by what they said to the guards: “Say that his disciples came at night
and stole him while we were asleep”...etc.

153. If there was more than one Mary, perhaps there was also more
than one Magdalene, since the former is a personal name, the latter a
place-name.

154. Learn, conclusively, that there was another one. One is allowed
to clasp the Lord’s feet; the other is forbidden to touch the Lord. One
deserved to see the angel; the other, the first time she came, saw no-one.
One gave the disciples the message that the Lord had risen; the other indi-
cates that he has been snatched away. One is joyful; the other weeps. Christ
has met one, when already in his glory; the other is still looking for him as
dead. One saw the Lord, and believed; when the other saw him, she could
not recognise him. One was worshipping him, in a spirit of faith; the other
was sorrowing, in a mood of doubt.

155. She deserved, evidently, to be forbidden to touch the Lord,
because it is not by physical contact that we touch Christ, but by faith.
“Because I have not yet ascended to my Father,” he said: “To you,” that is, “I
have not ascended, because you are looking among the dead for one who
is alive”.

161. Thus the scripture makes clear the difference between one Mary
and the other. One runs to see Jesus, the other turns back; one is greeted,
the other is shown to be mistaken. Conclusively, you have: “Woman!” said
Jesus to her”: the one who disbelieves is a woman, and is so designated, by
being addressed with her physical gender.

can only mean late in the time-of-day sense, not in the sense of delay, this attempt to
harmonise the Latin text of the gospels, already strained in Eusebius’s Greek, breaks
down, but the break is camouflaged by the change to sero.
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180. Spiritum autem sanctum uel illis undecim qua perfectioribus
insufflauit, et reliquis postea tribuendum esse promittit; uel iisdem ibi
insufflauit, hic spopondit. Nec uidetur esse contrarium, cum diuisiones
sint gratiarum; alii enim datur sermo sapientiae etc. alii operatio uirtutum
... Ergo aliam insufflauit ibi operationem, hic aliam pollicetur; ibi enim
remittendorum gratia tributa est peccatorum, quod esse uidetur augustius,
et ideo insufflatur a Christo. ... Deus enim solus peccata dimittit. Lucas
autem linguarum gratiam describit effusam. Denique ibi habes accipite
Spiritum sanctum.

182. Cur secundum Matthaeum et Marcum mandat discipulis:
praecedam uos in Galilaeam, ibi me uidebitis: secundum Lucam uero et
Iohannem etiam intra conclaue obtulit se uidendum? Et quidem quod se
uidendum frequenter obtulerit, et plus quam quingentis fratribus et Petro
et Tacobo, etiam apostolico probauimus testimonio. Et Lucas in actibus
apostolorum docuit, quod discipulis manifestauerit se uiuere post passio-
nem suum, in multis argumentis apparens his, et disputans de regno dei.
Ergo quia saepius et diuersis apparuit, cum in Galilaea quando sit uisus,
nequaquam praescriptum ac definitum tempus scriptum signauerit, in
Hierusalem quando se obtulerit, et diem et horam expresserit; timidiores
intra conclauia reuisuntur, fortiores ad montem conuenerunt.

183. Denique intra conclaue, ostiis clausis, inducit Iohannes discipu-
los congregatos propter metum Iudaeorum: quos non undecim Lucas, sed
plures scripsit fuisse: istos autem Matthaeus undecim solos in Galilaea
conuenisse non siluit: ... undecim autem discipuli abierunt in Galilaeam,
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180. Now, as to the Holy Spirit, he either breathed it on the eleven, as
being those who were more advanced, while promising the rest that the
Spirit was to be conferred on them later; or it was on the same ones that he
breathed the Spirit on that occasion, having promised it on this. No con-
tradiction is to be seen, given that there are distinctions between the gifts
of grace: “For to one is given the word of wisdom, etc., ... to another the
working of acts of power, ... etc.”?’” So it was one ability that he breathed
on them at that time, but another that he was promising them at this. At
that time, it was the gift of forgiving sins that was conferred on them, seen
as something higher,? and so breathed on them by Christ, as it is God
alone who forgives sins. Luke, though, is describing the pouring out of the
gift of tongues. Conclusively, it is in the later place that you have: “Receive
the Holy Spirit”.

182. Why is it that, according Matthew and Mark, he instructs the
disciples: “I shall go before you to Galilee; you will see me there”, whereas
in Luke and John he actually presented himself to be seen in a room? As a
matter of fact we have established, by the apostle’s testimony, that he pre-
sented himself to be seen frequently, both “to more than five hundred of
the brethren” and “to Peter and John”. Luke, too, in the Acts of the Apos-
tles, has taught us that “he manifested that he was alive” to the disciples
“after his passion, by many proofs, appearing to them, and discussing the
kingdom of God”. Therefore (given that the writer designated no specifi-
cally-defined time at all for his appearance in Galilee, but did state both
the day and the time for his presenting himself in Jerusalem), the reason
for his appearing several times, and to different people, is that it is the
more timid ones who are visited indoors, and the braver ones who met
him in the hill country.

183. In conclusion, John presents the disciples as gathered in a room
with the doors closed, for fear of the Jews; but Luke has written that there
was a number of them, not the eleven. Matthew did not fail to remark that
it was only the eleven who met in Galilee: “And the eleven disciples left
for Galilee, to the hill country where Jesus had arranged for them; they

27. The second half of this, representing the words “alii operatio virtutum’, are in
Mai but not in Schenkl.

28. Ambrose seems to have imperfectly understood Eusebius’s view (as quoted by
Macarius Chrysocephalus, Fr.Mar.Supp. 10) that the gift of tongues was the greater, as
being the Holy Spirit himself that is being given.
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in montem ubi constituerat illis Iesus, et uidentes eum adorauerunt ...
Undecim quoque discumbentibus discipulis et Marcus in fine apparuisse
scribit ...

184. Unde hoc conuenientius arbitror, quod dominus quidem
mandauerit discipulis ut in Galilaea se uiderent; sed illis metu intra con-
claue residentibus, primo se obtulisse, postea uero confirmatis animis
undecim illos Galilaeam petisse. Vel certe (hoc quoque diligentibus
scriptoribus placuisse reperio) nihil obstat si dicamus pauciores intra con-
claue, in monte complures fuisse.

1. Filii David, filii Abraham .... Ideo, ceteris praetermissis, horum
filium nuncupavit, quia ad hos tantum est facta de Christo repromissio ad
Abraham efc.

2. ... Notandum in genealogia Salvatoris nullam sanctarum assumi
mulierum, sed eas quas scriptura reprehendit; ut qui propter peccatores
venerat, de peccatricibus nascens, omnium peccata deleret. Unde et in
consequentibus Ruth moabitis ponitur, et Bethsabee uxor Uriae.”

5.QSt. 9.*
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saw him, and worshipped him”. It was also to the eleven that Mark, in his
ending, writes that he appeared when they were at table.

184. From that, I think it more appropriate to take it that the Lord did
tell his disciples to see him in Galilee, but presented himself to them, first,
when they were staying indoors out of fear; then, though, once they had
plucked up courage, the eleven went to Galilee. Alternatively, as I find this
too is accepted by conscientious writers, there is nothing to prevent our
saying that in the room there was a smaller number of them, and in the
hill country a larger one.

2. FOURTEEN FRAGMENTS FROM JEROME’S COMMENTARY ON MATTHEW?®
Mai?, pp. 308-9. Omitted from Migne, PG 22.
From Books 1-2

1. “..the son of David, the son of Abraham”, etc. The reason that he
named him as son of these, while omitting the rest, is that it was to these
two alone that the promise was made about Christ: “To Abraham ..., efc.°

2. It is noteworthy that in the Saviour’s genealogy none of the holy
women are included but those on whom scripture had some adverse com-
ment to make. This is so that he who came for the sake of sinners could
wipe out the sins of them all, by being born from women who were sin-
ners. That is the reason for putting the Moabitess Ruth, and Uria’s wife
Bethsabee, into the succession.3!

29. For copyright reasons, the text and translation given here are those of Mai.
But the text has been edited as Hieronymus, Commentariorum in Matheum libri IV
(Corpus Christianorum Series Latina 77; Turnhout: Brepols, 1969). This text was
reprinted in E. Bonnard, Saint Jerome: Commentaire sur S. Matthieu (SC 242 and
259; Paris: Cerf, 1977 and 1979). All but the smallest differences from the SC text are
indicated in the notes. For another English translation, see Thomas Scheck, Jerome:
Commentary on Matthew (FC 117; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America
Press, 2008). Mai?, pp. 308-9, does not number the paragraphs.*

30. Book 1, 1.2. SC 242:72, 1. 7-12.*

31. Book 1, 1.3. SC 242:72,11. 16-20.*
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3. ... Cernis quod secundum fidem historiae tres reges in medio
fuerint, quos hic evangelista praetermisit. ... Quia evangelistae proposi-
tum erat tres tessarecedecades in diverso temporum statu ponere etc.

4. ... Sivoluerimus Iechoniam in fine primae tessarecedecadis ponere,
in sequenti non erunt quattuordecim sed tredecim. Sciamus igitur, Iecho-
niam priorem ipsum esse quem et Ioacim; secundum autem, filium, non
patrem: quorum prior per ¢ et m, sequens per ch et n scribitur: quod scrip-
torum vitio et longitudine temporum, apud graecos latinosque confusum
est.

5. Hoc loco obiecit nobis Iulianus Augustus dissonantiam evange-
listarum, cur evangelista Matthaeus Ioseph dixerit filium Iacob, et Lucas
eum filium appellaverit Heli: non intelligens consuetudinem scripturarum,
quod alter secundum naturam, alter secundum legem ei pater sit. Scimus
enim hoc per Moysen deo iubente praeceptum, ut si frater aut propinquus
absque liberis mortuus fuerit, alius eius accipiat uxorem ad suscitan-
dum semen fratris vel propinqui sui. Super hoc et Africanus temporum
scriptor, et Eusebius Caesariensis in libris diapwviag evayyehidv plenius
disputarunt.®

6. Numera a Iechonia usque ad Ioseph, et invenies generationes tre-
decim; quarta decima ergo generatio in ipsum Christum reputabitur.”

7. Quaerat diligens lector et dicat: quum Ioseph non sit pater

6. QSt. 3, QSt. 4, et suppl.*
7.QSt. 13.*
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3. You observe that according to historical accuracy there were three
intervening kings whom the evangelist has here omitted. This is because
the evangelist’s purpose was to put three sets of fourteen in differing time-
spans ... etc.3

4. If we decide to put Jechoniah at the end of the first fourteen, there
will be thirteen, not fourteen, in the next set. We are therefore to know
that Jechoniah I was the same person as is also called Joachim, and that
Jechoniah II was the son, not the father. The first of them is written with ¢
and m, the second with ch and n;33 but by scribal error, over a long time,
there has been confusion in the Greek and Latin texts.>*

5. On this passage the emperor Julian® has criticised us for discor-
dance’® between the evangelists, asking why the evangelist Matthew has
said that Joseph was “the son of Jacob”, and Luke has called him “son of
Heli”. He did not understand the scriptural usage whereby one was his nat-
ural father, the other his legal father: we know that it was commanded by
Moses, at God’s behest, that someone whose brother or near relative had
died childless should take his wife, for the purpose of reviving his brother
or relative’s seed. There are fuller discussions of this both in Africanus, the
author of Chronographies, and in Eusebius of Caesarea, in his books On
Gospel Discordances.>’

6. Count from Jechoniah through to Joseph and you will find thir-
teen generations; the fourteenth generation, therefore, will be reckoned at

Christ himself.38

7. The careful reader would enquire: “Given that Joseph is not the

32.Book 1, 1:8-9. SC 242:74, 11. 30-34.%

33. That is, in English Bibles, Jehoiakim and Jehoiachin (2 Kgs 23.4-24.12). SC
puts the letters differently: forc ... m... ch ... n, they give K... M ... X ... N.

34. Book 1, 1:12. SC 242:74, 11. 39-45.%

35. Mai’s note (misplaced on p. 308): “We have here the criticism of the emperor
Julian quoted in St Cyril’s work against the said Julian, book 8, near the beginning”

36. SC “Hunc locum ... dissonantiae’, for “Hoc loco ... dissonantiam”; for “On
this passage the emperor Julian has criticised us for discordance’, put “The emperor
Julian has held this passage against us, for discordance”

37.Book 1, 1:16. SC 242:74-75, 1l. 46-56.*

38. Book 1, 1:17. SC 242:75, 1. 61-63.*
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domini saluatoris, quid pertinet ad dominum generationis ordo deduc-
tus usque ad Ioseph? cui respondebimus primum, non esse consuetudinis
scripturarum, ut mulierum in generationibus ordo texatur. Deinde ex una
tribu fuisse Ioseph et Mariam: unde ex lege eam accipere cogebatur ut pro-
pinquam: et quod simul censetur in Betleem, ut de una videlicet stirpe
generati.®

8. Quare non de simplici virgine sed de desponsata concipitur?
Primum ut per generationem Ioseph, origo Mariae monstraretur: secundo
ne lapidaretur a Tudaeis ut adultera: tertio ut in Aegyptum fugiens habe-
ret solatium mariti. Martyr Ignatius etiam quartam addidit causam, cur a
desponsata conceptus sit; ut partus, inquiens, eius celaretur diabolo, dum
eum putat non de virgine sed de uxore generatum.’

9. Non ab alio inventa est nisi a Ioseph, qui paene licentia maritali
futurae uxoris omnia noverat.!°

10. ... Quomodo Ioseph quum crimen celet uxoris, iustus scribitur?
sed hoc testimonium Mariae est, quod Ioseph sciens illius castitatem, et
admirans quod evenerat, celat silentio, cuius mysterium nesciebat.!1

11. ... Notandum quod Ioseph filius esse dicatur David, ut Maria
quoque de stirpe David monstraretur.!?

12. ... Oritur in Oriente stella, quam futuram Balaam, cuius succes-
sores Magi erant, vaticinio noverat.!3

8. QSt.1.%

9. QSt. 1.%

10. QSt. 14.%
11. QSt. 1.*
12. QSt. 1-2.%
13. Fr. Syr. 8.*
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father of our Lord, the Saviour, what is the relevance of a genealogical
line taken down to Joseph?” Our answer to that will be, first, that it is not
scriptural usage in genealogies to compile the female line, and second,
that Joseph and Mary were of one tribe—he was legally obliged to take her
from that, as being related—and because they* register together in Beth-
lehem, they must both have been descended from a single stock.*°

8. Why is he conceived by an engaged woman, not an unattached
virgin? Firstly, so that Mary’s descent could be shown though Joseph’s
genealogy. Secondly, to avoid her being stoned by the Jews, as an adul-
teress. Thirdly, so that she would have the comfort of a husband on her
escape to Egypt. The martyr Ignatius has added a fourth reason, as well,
for the conception’s being by an engaged woman: it was, he said, so that
the birth should be concealed from the devil, as he would think Jesus born
from a wife, not a virgin.4!

9. She was found*? by no-one but Joseph, who, by the privilege of one
almost married, knew all about his future wife.*3

10. How is it that Joseph is described as “upright’, given that he was
concealing a ground of accusation against his wife? That is evidence in
Mary’s favour: Joseph, knowing her chastity and in wonderment at the
event, is concealing in silence a matter of whose mystery he was ignorant.*4

11. It is noteworthy that Joseph is said to be “son of David”, so that
Mary could also be shown to be descended from David.*>

12. The star rises in the East, as Balaam, from whom the Magi were
descended, knew by prophecy that it would.4®

39. Reading censentur for censetur.

40. Book 1, 1:18. SC 242:75, 1l. 64-71.*

41. Ignatius of Antioch, Ephesians 19.1. This fragment is from book 1:18. SC
242:76-78, 11. 72-79.*

42. Sc. to be pregnant.

43. Book 1, 1:18. SC 242:78, 11. 81-82.*

44. Book 1, 1:19. SC 242:78, 11. 90-93.*

45. Book 1, 1:20. SC 242:80, 11. 98-99.*

46. Book 1, 2:1. SC 242:82, 11. 3-4. SC “noverant” for “noverat”; this appears to be
a mere misprint.
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13. ... Quod diversa tempora istarum mulierum in evangeliis
describuntur, non mendacii signum est, ut impii obiiciunt, sed sedulae
visitationis officia, dum crebro abeunt ac recurrunt, et non patiuntur a
sepulcro Domini diu abesse vel longius.'4

14. ... Istae accedunt et tenent pedes eius, quia adoraverunt eum.
Ceterum illa quae quaerebat viventem cum mortuis, et nesciebat adhuc
filium dei surrexisse, merito audit: ne tangas me, nondum enim adscendi
ad patrem meum.

14. QMar. 2.*
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From Book 4

13. The differences in the gospels over the women’s timings are not an
indication of falsehood, as irreligious people object; they are an example
of their conscientiously constant visiting: they leave and return frequently,
and they cannot bear to be for long, or far, away from the Lord’s tomb.?

14. These women come close and clasp his feet, because they wor-
shipped him; but the one who was looking among the dead for one who
was alive, and was still unaware that the Son of God had risen, is deserv-

edly told: “Do not touch me, because I have not yet ascended to my
Father”*8

47. Book 4, 28:1, SC 259:308, 1. 3-7.*
48. Book 4, 28:9, SC 259:312, 11. 60-64.*
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A Syriac catena is preserved in Vatican MS Syr. 103. This is dated to 25
March 861.! The catena, attributed to Severus of Edessa,? contains twelve
passages attributed to Eusebius. The first eleven are all from To Stephanus,
the last from To Marinus. The texts of Fr.Syr. 7 and 8 were printed by Mai?
and the remainder by Beyer. In addition, Severus of Antioch and Ishodad
of Merv both quote a passage from To Marinus.

The first twelve fragments are numbered as in Beyer, and the others
continue the numbering.

The text is based on Gerhard Beyer, “Die evangelischen Fragen und
Losungen des Eusebius in jakobitischer Uberlieferung und deren nesto-
rianische Parallelen,” OC 12-14 (1922-24): 30-70, whose text is based on
Vat Syr 103 (cf. BM Add 12144). For VII and VIII, the text is from Angelo
Mai, Patrum nova bibliotheca (8 vols.; Rome: Typis Sacri Consilii Propa-
gando Christiano Nomini, 1844-1871), 4:279-82. For Severus of Antioch:
Letter 108 (To Thomas of Germanicea), Ernest W. Brooks, ed., A Collec-
tion of Letters of Severus of Antioch: From Numerous Syriac Manuscripts
(Patrologia Orientalis 14; Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1920), 270-72. For Ishodad
of Merv: Margaret Dunlop Gibson, ed., The Commentaries of Ishodad of
Merv (5 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1911), 2:eng— ;.
The texts have been vocalized and edited by Adam C. McCollum.

A more literal translation style has been adopted for the Syriac and
other fragments than for the Greek, at the risk of some awkward phrasing.

1. Beyer, p. 31. There is also a copy of the Vatican manuscript in British Library
Add. 12144, dated 1081.*

2. See Edward G. Matthews, “The Armenian Commentary on the Book of Genesis
Attributed to Ephrem the Syrian” (1996; diss. UMI number 9706884), 34, 42, 84-85,
who gives a mid-ninth-century date for Severus.*
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1. Beyer Axuo.
2. Beyer onas..
3. Beyer gives this word in the singular, but it must be plural (cf. PS 1341).
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Fr.Syr. 1

Text and translation printed in Beyer, p. 32. This fragment corresponds
to QSt 5 and Fr.St. 9.

From Eusebius of Caesarea, from the book on the Gospel Problems,
a commentary concerning these things below, about why Matthew begins
from David, while Abraham was first.

Now, the promise of Holy Scripture first declared that the Messiah
would arise from David, and it is repeated in everyone’s mouth that the
Saviour arises from David. And in confirmation of the oaths,! it was
declared that he arises from David. For it is written in the Psalms: “the Lord
swore to David, and he will not turn back from it, ‘I will set up one of your
descendants’ 2 and also, “A covenant have I established with my Chosen
One, and I swore to David my Servant”? etc. Further, it is written in Isaiah,
“A rod shall go out from the stump* of Jesse”,”> who was the father of David,
and “The root of Jesse will be the one standing as Chief for the peoples; the
peoples shall place their hope in him”® And in the book of Chronicles it is
written, “I shall raise up your seed after you”, “I shall establish the throne
of his kingdom forever”’ and “I will be8 for him a Father, and he will be for
me a Son”. And it is known that these things are not done with respect to
his son Solomon, for neither his throne nor his kingdom remained forever.
Not even “I will be for him a Father”, nor did the peoples place their hope
in him, but these things are fulfilled with respect to him who has arisen
from David in human form.

As I said, because of his greatness and his kingdom and the nearness’
of his time, as the narrative about David is recent and not old, and as it

. The promises made by God to David.*

. Manuscript »Lo should read »Lof (Beyer). Ps 131.11 [132.11].
. Ps 88.4 [89.3].

. Misprint: ewjas for esag.

.Isall.1.

.Isa 11.10 (LXX).

.1Chr 17.11, 12.

8. 1Chr 17.13. Beyer gives “I am’, but this is perhaps an error for “I will be” (a dif-
ference of just one letter in Syriac), which is what both the LXX and Peshitta read, but
see also the same quotation a few lines below.

9. Lit. “nonremoteness”.

NN U W N
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was being said in everyone’s mouth that he!? arises from David—because
of this Matthew, who was preaching the gospel to the Hebrews, put David
first at the beginning of his narrative.

Fr.Syr. 2
Printed in Beyer, p. 34. This corresponds to QSt 6, Fr.St. 11.

From Eusebius of Caesarea, about why;, after he said “the son of David”,
he then jumped over to Abraham.

He spoke of David first, as is the mindset of the Hebrews concerning
him. Also, thus is it written in the Gospel, that the Jews were saying, “Does
not Scripture say11 the Messiah comes from David and from Bethlehem,
where David was [from]?” So, he did not place Abraham before David.
The story about him!2 was as one of old, and it was not easily recited in the
mouth of everyone; the promise that was his was much older and earlier,
and there was no one who called himself the “Son of Abraham”. Because
it was promised to the nations that Abraham would be a father in spirit, it
says, “In you shall all peoples be blessed”!3 and “You shall be a father to a
multitude of the peoples”,!* inasmuch as those peoples who, following the
example of Abraham’s zeal, will come to fear God, and shall be worthy of
equal blessing. These things being so, it follows that, since Abraham was
the father of the fathers of the call to the nations, he should be taken as
second to David by the Evangelist, and since they both received prom-
ises concerning the call to the nations and concerning the Saviour of the
nations, it was right that the one who received the promise concerning the
birth of the Saviour of all men should be honoured beforehand in rank
more than the one who received the promise of the nations, and the father
of nations should be understood as second in the genealogy. So, pleasingly
and rightly “the book of Jesus the Christ”!® is placed first before the father

10. The Christ.*

11. 30! IsAs “Scripture say” added to amend according to John 7.42.

12. Abraham.

13. Gen 13.3.

14. Gen 17 4.

15. Matt 1.1. Both the Greek and the Peshitta have “the book of generation of Jesus
Christ”.
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4. Beyer’s text erroneously has ,.3Ay0.

I notice that a number of notes on the Syriac side are repeated to some extent on
the English side.
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of the fathers in the flesh of the Christ,'¢ and second after him that spiri-
tual father of the peoples who are saved by through the Christ. For first is
he who saves those who are saved, and, because of this, the Blessed Mat-
thew, after David, did not turn to those who are after him, but to Abraham,
because there was no one else who preceded [him]—he was worthy of the
promise from God—and also because of the purpose that he!” intended: to
produce the genealogy of our Saviour and to make known to the Hebrews
that he arose from the seed of David.

Fr.Syr. 3
Printed in Beyer, p. 36. This corresponds to QSt 7.

From Eusebius. Why, when Matthew reckoned all the names of the
genealogical succession he does not say, “So-and-so fathered So-and-so by
So-and so,” except for these three alone: Zarah by Tamar, Boaz by Rahab,
and Solomon by the wife of Uriah.

People investigate thoroughly, and they also say, “What is that reason
that he has not indicated other names which are before and afterwards in
this series of the generational record,'® and represented the women from
whom each had fathered sons, except only those three who fathered sons
by women with whom sex proceeded unlawfully, one!® of whom was a
harlot, the others being defiled in name?”

Well, the reason that the Evangelist made these things known to us? is
that he who comes and arises from the house of David in the flesh did not
come for the righteous, but for sinners,?! and that he might rectify?? the
want of the world. And even when he mixed with a family from which
there was an illegitimate seed, he sanctified it, but he did not actually touch

16. Le., David.

17. Matthew.

18. For the spelling JLesAasw, see Luke 2.2 (Sinaiticus).

19. Rahab (Josh 6.17, 25) was the harlot, although Tamar (Gen 38) pretended to
be one as well.

20. < is misprinted as u\s..

21. Cf. Luke 5.32.

52. 30y is apparently an error for j3Au0; Beyer translates “damit er wiedergut-
machte”.
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it, just as the sun, when it lights upon shameful places gives honour to
them, but without actually touching them.

Fr.Syr. 4
Printed in Beyer, p.38. This corresponds to QSt 11.

From Eusebius. Why Matthew used sections in the reckoning of the
generations, when he said that from Abraham to David was fourteen gen-
erations, and again thus from David to the exile, and from the exile to the
Christ likewise, and did not collect all those together in one reckoning.

Matthew did this: He used division in the reckoning of generations
because of the various political systems of the people, those shown from
history. For one is the first order, which was from Abraham to David; again
another was from David to the captivity; and furthermore, another was
from that time to the Christ.

Regarding the one from Abraham to David: They do not seem to have
been governed by kings, but chiefs were leading the people. After Moses
and Joshua, those who were called judges by them [were leading the
people], and theirs was a certain known political system. Jerusalem was
yet to be established at that time, as was the temple in it. And therefore, the
Evangelist, while continuing in the first narrative up to the beginning of
the government by kings, divided the reckoning and delimited the history
of those [generations].

The one that is after them: From David to the exile they were governed
by kings. Those who reigned from David, those who followed in the divi-
sion of the nation, and the temple in Jerusalem remained from then to the
exile. Therefore he divided this one fittingly and clearly.

Those who were from the captivity to the Christ: A kingdom no longer
ruled them, but the rule passed from the tribe of the house of Judah to the
priestly lineage, who had dominion over them from the time of Cyrus to
the birth of Christ. For this reason he clearly divided them and counted
them separately from the others.
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7. In Beyer’s text, the syame are placed on this word, rather than the previous one.
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Therefore it is right to understand that he made these three divisions
not without knowledge and consideration.

Fr.Syr. 5
Printed in Beyer, p. 40. This corresponds to QSt 13.

From the same author. Another opinion concerning the aforemen-
tioned, why, while seventeen [kings] reigned from the time of David until
Jechoniah [Jehoiachim] and the Babylonian exile, Matthew said there were
fourteen.

1. Now you should realize, O lover of God, that he did not set out to
write based on the successions [of generations]. Perhaps a man would fit-
tingly reproach the writer as one who set down the succession of kings.
For in the book of Kings and in the book of Chronicles, three reigned after
Joram son of Jehoshapat, in full one after another: Ahaz, Joash, and Ama-
ziah. And Matthew, passing over the three of them, jumped from Joram
son of Jehoshapat to Uzziah, and people did not see that he had passed
over the rest in the interval. If he had followed the method of setting down
the generations of kings and successions of one after another, it would be
right for us to reproach his teaching as culpable, except that he set out to
count generations. And he wrote thus: “fourteen generations from Abra-
ham to David and fourteen generations from David to Jechoniah and the
exile,” but not fourteen successions; and rightly from this point [he is free]
from any reproach. And if it were not this way, it would have been pos-
sible to say, “all those successions from David to the Exile were fourteen,”
but he did not say that, but “generations” For it is not possible to name
generations “the time of a mans life” because it often happens that some
people may live a little and are extinguished quickly at the age of an infant.
Others might reach that of a child, and others that of an adolescent or
an adult. And others prolong their lives to?3 the final limit. Which, then,
should someone count as a generation, if this one reaches ten years, that
one twenty, that one fifty, another seventy, and one happens to reach even
one hundred? For that has been seen not only in former times but also in
our days. How can they assign a generation to the lifespan of a man when it
happens that [some] might prolong their lives not even to the birth of chil-

23. The syameé on Ls,> should, of course, be struck.
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8. Beyer gives this word without nun, but it is probably a misprint.
9. The word is missing the yod in Beyer’s edition.
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dren? For some, having gotten married before [they reached] twenty years,
fathered children, while others [had fathered children] not even when they
passed thirty. And there are others who stopped when they had fathered
their first children, others who survived until the fourth generation of chil-
dren, so that they saw grandchildren within fifty years, and yet others in
seventy do not beget even one child. How, then, is it right for generations
to be counted? From people that lived briefly and fathered children early,
or from those who did so slowly? Since, therefore, these things were thus
investigated by the Evangelist—in that he did not set out to give succes-
sions, but generations—in reckoning the generations he took those names
that sufficed to complete fourteen generations.

2. But others give another sense: that it was the Evangelist’s design that
those three names?* were left out and not counted, because people say that
they were evil, a contemptible family, descending in succession from the
seed of Jezebel the Sidonite,2> the wife of Ahab. According to this view, it is
not right, therefore, that the book of our Saviour should be sullied by the
memory of these men. For indeed Moses also, when blessing the sons of
Israel, excepted Simon, and at times many others in various passages.

Fr.Syr. 6
Printed in Beyer, p. 42. Like Fr.Syr. 6, this also corresponds to QSt 13.

Thus in the same kind of examination: [Although] those after Jecho-
niah to Joseph are twelve, Matthew said that there are fourteen generations.

We should understand that it often happens that with [people] of long
life and many days, the successions of men are small, but the number of
generations is given as complete. As someone may say, in a word, that with
those from David to the captivity, although those numbered in the suc-
cession were seventeen, the generations were shown to be fewer, namely
fourteen, so here, too, a succession of twelve men fills fourteen genera-
tions, because these twelve perhaps had long lives and many days and were
enough to fill fourteen generations. This is one solution to these things.

24. wowian is a typo for eosaa.
25. IL\..;,.J is to be read here, rather than ]L\a—ln.
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You will find another thought accurately in the narrative that there
are fourteen, if you count Jesus, who is called the son of Joseph, with the
twelve, and then add to them Jechoniah—the one born in Babylon, not the
one who reigned in Jerusalem before the exile. For two men had the name
Jehoiakim?® after Josiah: the son of Josiah himself, the one that reigned
after him in Jerusalem; and another son of this Jehoiakim. For both of these
were called Jechoniah. So that Jehoiakim (a.k.a. Jechoniah), who is the son
of Josiah, ought to be counted among the generations before the captivity.
But the second son of this Jehoiakim, who is also a Jechoniah, who was the
son of the first Jehoiakim and grandson of Josiah, they count him among
those after the exile and with the Christ. Thus the number of fourteen gen-
erations is completed. The book of Kingdoms testifies that you may know
that there were two Jehoiakims: “The lame pharaoh?” set Eliakim son of
Josiah as king over Israel in place of Josiah his father and changed his name
to Jehoiakim;” it adds to this, “Jehoiakim was twenty-five years old when
he reigned in Jerusalem”?8 A little later: “Jehoiakim slept with his fathers,
and his son Jehoiakim reigned in his place; he was eighteen years old when
he reigned, and he reigned in Jerusalem for three months. The name of his
mother was Nehushta. He did evil before the Lord, and at that time Nebu-
chadnezzar came and captured Jerusalem and he carried him and those
with him away in the exile to Babylon”?° This is the one that is called Jecho-
niah by Jeremiah.?° For this reason it was right to count fourteen genera-
tions in the generations of those from Jechoniah to the Christ.

Others have used another solution, supposing the years of the captivity
to cover two generations.

26. The name is the same only in the Greek version. See the following chart:

Hebrew English LXX Syr. Pesh.
PN Jehoiakim Iwakiy [
T Jehoiachin Iwakiy o

27. Neco. On Pharaoh Neco’s supposed lameness (this name also in the Peshitta),
see L. Ginzberg, Legends of the Jews (7 vols.; Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society
of America, 1909-1938), 6:378 n. 123.

28.2 Kgs 23.34, 36.

29. Cf. 2 Kgs 24.6-11.

30. In Hebrew and English the king is here called Coniah, but is Iexoviag in the
LXX and likewise in the Syriac (Jer 22.24).
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Fr.Syr.7

Printed in Mai2, p- 279, with a German translation in Beyer, p. 46. This
does not correspond to any of the Greek fragments of To Stephanus.

Concerning how we should understand that which Luke said, that
the Christ was born in Bethlehem of Judah in a cave and was placed in
a manger, while Matthew said that when the Magi came to worship him,
they found him in a house, entered it, and brought him gifts there.

First, then, [know] that what Matthew narrates and what Luke wrote
of the things that happened at the time of the Christ’s birth are different
things. The things that Matthew left out and did not say, Luke narrated:
what the former did not say, the latter did. Luke records the conception of
our Saviour when she®! received the good news from the angel, and since
Joseph went up with Mary, while she was pregnant, to be registered, he
went up from Nazareth, the city of Galilee, to Judea, [to] the city of David,
which is Bethlehem, since he is also from the house and tribe of David.
While they were there, the days for Mary to give birth were fulfilled and
she gave birth to her firstborn son and put him in a manger, since there was
no [other] place, due to the number of people from the family of David that
had gathered to Bethlehem for the census. They?? did not find any place to
stay; they stayed in a cave, and there the time of the holy pregnancy arrived
for them. When she had given birth to him, she wrapped him in swaddling
clothes and put him in the manger. Shepherds who had heard the good
news from angels came to the place and the cave, and they saw the infant
lying in the manger and wrapped in swaddling clothes. Eight days after-
ward they3? brought the boy up to Jerusalem to be circumcised according
to the law, and then they went immediately to Nazareth, their city.

Matthew, on the other hand, has not recorded this story, but another
one. He wrote first about his** birth, then the coming of the Magi and the
murder of the little children, while he did not recall the time of Augus-
tus Caesar when the census took place, nor the matter of the shepherds.

31. Mary.

32. The sentence should probably begin with “Since...” (as in Mai’s Latin transla-
tion), but there is no such word in the Syriac.

33. Joseph and Mary.

34. Jesus.
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Understand from this that the time of the coming of the Magi is different
from that of the census of David’s seed and the coming of the shepherds.
The holy evangelists are not opposed to each other, when you observe that
Luke brings him?® up with his parents to Jerusalem eight days after his
birth, and from there takes him to Nazareth; Matthew, on the other hand,
[starts] from the time two years after that of Luke, when they3® returned to
Bethlehem for holy memory. (We also do this: from the hearing of the holy
books,” we take pains to visit holy places often and perform our prayers
there.) And it is no wonder if those who received in fact?® the things that
happened in Bethlehem at the birth of our Saviour, and at whose hands
they were accomplished, not once but many times consider [them]. When
they came from Nazareth, as I said, they found a place, void of the assembly
and foreign people who had come together for the census—in the place
itself, that is, in the city of Bethlehem, there were only its inhabitants—and
they went up and stayed in a house of their acquaintances. To this place
and at this time the Magi came, after two years. Since the place, Bethlehem,
was [then] empty, they found lodging, as we have said. They* went up to
Bethlehem and found him*’ in a house with Mary his mother, and they
worshiped him and brought him gifts.

Fr.Syr. 8

Printed in Mai2, p- 281, with a German translation in Beyer, p. 48. This
also does not correspond to any of the Greek fragments of To Stephanus.

From the same [Eusebius], concerning the star that appeared to the
Magi.

A certain tradition*! holds that those who are called Magi are from
the sons of Balaam, whom Moses mentions, for he too was a Magus, and
makes known concerning himself that he came from the mountains of the
east. From his prophecy it was derived that a star would arise and a man

35. Jesus.

36. Jesus and his parents.

37. Le., when something from Scripture has been read.
38. As opposed to in writing.

39. The Magi.

40. Jesus.

41. Literally “story”.
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from the seed of Israel would be born and rule over all the nations, for
Moses writes, as if from Balaam himself, “From Mesopotamia Balak, king
of Moab, has called me from the mountains of the east”*? After that, he
says in his prophecy, “A star will arise from Jacob and a chief from Israel,
and he will rule over many nations”*3 These things were preserved among
Balaam’s people in books, and hence it follows that we should understand
that the Magi that were around in the days of our Saviour, as Balaam had
previously prophesied, when they saw the star, were moved to see the king
that had been born, of whom the star was giving indication. So they went
out and came to Jerusalem, the star indicating the region, the place, and the
child: “The star that they had seen in the east was going before them, until
it went and stopped above where the child was”4* The word “stopped” you
should not understand [as meaning] that it had come down from the sky,
nor that it stopped on the roof of the house, for whoever might understand
it this way is mindless! But since it was a star and made the course clear
above them, [it was] as a pointer in the air not far from the earth. And do
not think that it was taking45 the same course as the others, but a specific
and irregular course, and it appeared differently in different quarters. It
was giving indication to the Magi, as to those familiar with visions like
these, where it was right for them to follow. For it went along in differ-
ent places variously, from place to place, from centre to centre, and from
region to region of the sky. When it came to the house, it stopped over it
without moving or passing by. They saw the fixed position and immobility
of the star—something they had not seen before—and rejoiced greatly.

Fr.Syr. 9
Printed in Beyer, p. 51. This corresponds to QSt 1.

From Eusebius, the meaning why they count Joseph in the genealogies
and not Mary, “from whom the Christ was born”#® and on the fact that

42. Num 23.7.

43. Num 24.17.

44. Mtt 2.9.

45. |33 is an error for Jy; in the printed text.
46. Cf. Matt 1.16.
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12. Beyer’s text mistakenly has eu\puo.
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the theotokos?’ came from the house of David, and on the verse “Behold,
Elisabeth your relative...” written in Luke.*8

1. First of all, know that this was [at] the direction of God, because
people would have reviled the birth of our Saviour and would have reviled
and disparaged the holy virgin, and in addition, that the birth of our Sav-
iour, as well as Mary’s virginity, were to be kept quiet and not apparent,
and that it was not to be known to many that it was [at] the direction of
the Spirit, except to these few [for whom] it was necessary to know: first
of all, to Mary, who was in doubt about it and said to the angel, “How
can this be?” and he announced to her that her conception was from the
Holy Spirit; second, to Elisabeth, through the Holy Spirit, when she cried
out, “Blessed are you among women!”;* then to Joseph, when he was in
doubt in his mind—the holy conception not being known—when the
angel announced to him, “Don’t be afraid to take Mary as your wife, for
what is born in her is from the Holy Spirit, and he shall be called Jesus
and son of the Most High”>® And since he considered leading her [away]
better than living with her and wanted to release her, and because he was
upright he did not want to expose the story, that is, to reveal and disclose®!
it, lest she be in danger from the spite of her people, and they revile the
holy conception,>? the angel said to him, “Don’t be afraid to take Mary as
your wife, that is, leading her and keeping her with you” And in order to
confirm him regarding her conception, he referred him to the testimony
of Isaiah, who prophesied, “Behold, the virgin will conceive and bear a
son, and they shall call his name Immanuel”>® And he calls Joseph son of
David®* and not son of Jacob, as he in fact was, since he had in mind the
promise given in the scriptures that the Christ would arise from David,
and since this was the direction of God, that Joseph should be recorded in
the genealogies and not Mary, so that her conception in virginity could be
concealed from unbelievers, since it would not have been easily believed

47. “Mother of God?” The Greek term is embedded in the Syriac here.*

48. Luke 1.36.

49. Luke 1.42.

50. Matt 1.20-21.

51. Reading en o instead of the printed text’s apuo, which makes no sense.

52. The printed text reads “and they pluck out the holy conception”, but it is prob-
ably an error (\oJ...so for \a..J_.o).

53.Isa 7.14, Matt 1.23.

54. Matt 1.20.
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14. Once again, there is a mistake in Beyer’s text: wax.

15. The word is missing the alaf in Beyer’s edition.

16. The dalat is missing in Beyer’s text, but this must be the intended reading,
based on his translation.

17. Beyer’s text has the masc. suffix.

18. Beyer: Lea-
19. Beyer: A,
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by those who heard it, when seeing him as a man suffering like us and not
differing at all from a mortal nature. See that after marvels and divine helps
they call him the son of Joseph and the son of Mary, saying reproachfully,
“Isn’t this the son of Joseph? [Isn’t] his mother Mary, and [aren’t] his broth-
ers James and Joseph?”>°

Fittingly, then, is Joseph counted in the genealogies as father of the
child. Were it not this way, the child would be considered as having no
father, since he would have been counted as having no father, and it would
not be known that he had arisen from the house of David, and this would
bring impiety to many, and due to their ignorance of the matter, they would
have reviled the holy birth. So, then, the Word has made use of a secondary
method and Joseph is counted® in the genealogies as though he were the
father of the child.

This was very pious, and with no damage in terms of anything revil-
ing to Mary, and usefully was he declared the son of a carpenter®” and our
brother.>

These things took place as a mystery, and they were kept silent in a
hidden mystery, things that were properly kept quiet, which would be
revealed as the truth at a suitable time, such as the resurrection of our Sav-
iour from the dead, his ascension to heaven, the announcement concerning
him as concerning God the Word, and the call to the nations, those who
believed him as God when they received the announcement concerning
him, and the things pertaining to Mary giving birth and her virginity were
acknowledged as worthy of belief. Rightly did the evangelists count Joseph
and not Mary in the genealogies. Had they passed over him [Joseph] and
counted him [Jesus] from Mary, it would not have been appropriate, and it
would have been foreign to the custom of the divine book. He would have
been considered a worthless®® man and without a father—no mean abuse!
For this reason he counts Joseph from David, and at the same [time] shows
that Mary was born from David, because through the betrothed they can

55. Matt 13.55.

56. The form wa is probably an error in the printed text for wusw. Immediately
following this, in line 6, there is an alef missing from the beginning of the word woes.

57. Matt 13.55.

58. Heb 2.11-12, 1772

59. Reading La.a instead of the printed text’s La, which makes no sense.
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20. The word is missing the alaf in Beyer’s text.
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show the family of his wife, for the Law of Moses commanded that it not
be allowed®® for a man to take a wife from a tribe and family not his own,
and recording with the men was sufficient to make known concerning the
wife that she was from his family. This was so that an inheritance would not
go around from tribe to tribe, but that every man should inherit out of his
father’s inheritance. Had Joseph not been upright and been witnessed to be
such, it might have been thought that he had presumed marriage outside
the law. But it is known that he lived according to the law: he is witnessed
to be upright and for this reason he took a wife from the family of David
and Judah.

2. But if it is said by the angel concerning Mary, “Behold, Elisabeth,
your relative...”—it being known that Mary is from the family of Judah,
but Elisabeth from the house of Levi—do not be surprised, for the whole
nation of the Jews is one race, and all the tribes belong to each other’s race.
Thus, too, the Apostle bears witness: “I wish that I myself would be anath-
ema in place of my brothers and relatives, Israelites according to the flesh”5!
In this way Elisabeth also was the relative of Mary.

But perhaps otherwise was she called her relative: namely, since Elisa-
beth was living in the inheritance of the tribes of Judah, since the Law did
not set aside an inheritance for the tribes of the priests, but commanded
that they should live among the other tribes. So Zechariah and Elisabeth
were living in a city of the tribes of Judah, from which Mary came.

Again, it is perhaps from the similarity of their manners that they are
said to be related, on account of which they were both counted worthy of
direction bringing salvation, in that one received the Saviour and the other
the messenger of the Saviour. They were counted worthy of the same Spirit
and for this reason especially they participated in a divine relationship.®?

60. Reading d.>a instead of the printed text’s Aa, which makes no sense.

61. Rom 9.3.

62. Beyer states that this fragment is followed in the catena by extracts from
Severus (of Antioch) and George, bishop of the Arab tribes. The presence of the latter
source tells us that this catena was compiled in Syriac, not in Greek.*
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Fr.Syr. 10
Printed in Beyer, p. 56. This corresponds to QSt 1.9.

From Eusebius, on the fact that Joseph is recorded in the genealogy
and not Mary.

On the fact that Joseph is recorded in the genealogies and not Mary,
thus they say: “The head of the woman is man’, as the Apostle has written®3;
and “The two shall become one flesh”, as the Law had said beforehand®*.
A woman betrothed to a man, if she sins, bears the penalty of adultery,
since she was the body of her betrothed, and the head indicates the man.
And how is it not, that when the head is recorded, it turns out that the
body is recorded with it too in the genealogies? Mary, since she had by this
time been joined to Joseph, is rightly recorded with him, since a betrothed
woman holds the position of a man’s wife. Moses wrote this: “If he says that
a virgin betrothed to a man has been corrupted, and it happened to her
while she was betrothed, she receives punishment as an adulterer, but if
she was not married and not spoken for by a man, he leaves her from any
punishment”.®>

And hence Mary, since she was betrothed to Joseph, [.. .],6¢ especially
since [she was] from the same tribe and from his family. The testimony of
Gabriel confirms all this, that it is from David’s line that he descends, in
that he said, “The Lord God will give him the throne of David his father”,%’
and Luke fittingly said, “Joseph went up from Galilee of Nazareth to be
inscribed [in the census] in the city of David with Mary, because he was
from the house and family of David, with Mary his betrothed”.*8

63.1Cor 11.3.

64. Gen 2.24.

65. Cf. Deut 22.23-29.

66. The text is not clear here. Beyer suggests “she was included together with him”
on the basis of the Greek.

67. Luke 1.32.

68. Luke 2.4-5, paraphrase.
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22. Beyer has a qof for kaf in this word.
23. The word lacks syame in Beyer’s text.
24. This is Beyer’s correction, where the manuscript has \ asaNa,.
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Fr.Syr. 11

Printed in Beyer, p. 58. Section 1 corresponds to QSt 2, Fr.St. 1, and Fr.St.
13, section 2 to QSt 3 and Fr.St. 2, section 3 to QSt 3.3 and Fr.St. 3-5,
section 4 to QSt 4.2 and Fr.St. 7-8.

Concerning the genealogy numbers of Matthew and Luke, that on that
account some people are in doubt®® and say that they are contrary to each
other.

1. For it is right for people to say that the evangelists should match
each other in their recording of the genealogies, but that Matthew begins
up from Abraham and finishes by bringing the record down to Joseph, but
Luke begins and does not stop with Abraham, but with Adam and with
God. Therefore there are many names that Luke mentions which are not
mentioned by Matthew, very numerous indeed. It would have been right,
they say, either for them to write with agreement of wording [between
them] and the same things, or for one to begin from where the other left
off. Now I see that Matthew brings the genealogy down from David, Solo-
mon, and the sons of Solomon to Jacob and Joseph, while Luke [brings it
down] from David and Nathan—the same that is the son of David—from
Nathan to Heli and Matthat, which is contrary to the [names] of Matthew.
To these things we say, strengthened by God: one brings down the geneal-
ogy from above, the other goes up from below, and it is not right for us to
reproach [either of them] in anything, since they [both] have walked the
same road. While some ascend the road, others descend it, [but] no one
says that they have walked on a different road!

This solution is regularly found in the Holy Books, such as: “These are
the generations: this Perez was the son of Judah, chief of the tribes, and
Perez was the father of Hezron, Hezron the father of Aram, Aram the father
of Aminadab”’? and so on, little by little, going down [the line], but in the
other way, going up [the line], with Elkanah, then, the father of Samuel.”!
What does Scripture say in the genealogy? “A man from “Watchman Hill}
from the Mount of Ephraim, whose name was Elkanah, son of Jeroham,

69. Beyer’s text should read waaohw rather than woashw.

70. Ruth 4.18.

71.1 Chr 3.10-11. Beyer correctly reads “Samuel” here for “Solomon” of the man-
uscript.
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25. These two words are printed without a space in Beyer’s text.
26. The word has no syame in Beyer’s text.
27. Again, the word has no syame in Beyer’s text.
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son of Elihu, son of Tohu, son of Zuph the Ephrathite””? Again, in the book
of Chronicles in another way, “Solomon was the son of David, Solomon’s
son was Rehoboam, Abijah was his son, Asa was his son, Jehoshaphat was
his son, Joram was his son, Uzziah was his son [sic], Jotham was his son,
Ahaz was his son’”® and according to Matthew’s method all the way to
Jechoniah and the Babylonian exile. From this, understand that like these
Luke agrees, even though he goes up [the line] from below.

2. Now we turn to other matters, those concerning Solomon and
Nathan. Luke says thus: “Jesus was thought to be the son of Joseph, the
son of Heli, the son of Melki”’4 Matthew gives an opinion different from
that of Luke, but counts [thus]: “Matthan,” he says, “was the father of Jacob,
Jacob the father of Joseph”’> Now that which is thought [to be the case]
is one thing, that which is thus true is another. Had Luke, like Matthew,
established that Joseph was the son of Heli and Melki, there would be a real
contention between them. But now when Matthew establishes [the case],
Luke does not contend against him, but he gives an opinion that was held
by many. Now there were many opinions concerning the Messiah held by
the Jews, and they all bring him back to David on account of the promises
of God to him long ago: some of them are persuaded that the Messiah is
from David, Solomon, and the race of kings, while others, as zealous, flee
from this [opinion], as though there are the accusations against those who
are kings in it, since Jechoniah”® was renounced by Jeremiah, and since it
was said that no progeny of his would arise to sit on the throne of David.””
For this reason Luke follows a new path, that of those from David and
Nathan, his son, and not from Solomon. They also say that Nathan proph-
esied, as it is also written in the book of Kingdoms,78 and from the sons of
Nathan they establish that the Messiah was born, and they count Joseph
from there in the genealogies, and Luke in the narrative about these things

72.1 Sam 1:1.

73. Beyer’s text has the words o> ] written without a space.

74. Luke 3.23-24. The biblical text, in fact, has “the son of Matthat, the son of Levi”
between the names of Heli and Melki.

75. Matt 1.15-16.

76. See above, frag. 6.

77. Cf. Jer 22.30.

78. It is not specifically said that “Nathan prophesied”, but he is called “Nathan the
prophet” many times.
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28. The final letter is mistakenly a waw in Beyer’s edition.

29. Beyer corrects the text to this word from .

30. Beyer corrects the word to ;:a on the basis of the Greek, but the match is still
not exact, and the manuscript reading makes sense as it stands, so it has been kept here.

31. Beyer’s text has a space between the taw and he of this word.
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gives their opinion and not his own,” while he grants to Matthew that he
should not write an opinion, but as the truth of the [Messiahs] birth is. This
is the first explanation.

3. But another understanding concerning this that makes more sense®’
is this: that as Matthew was beginning®! to record the book of his [Jesus’]
birth according to the flesh, it was necessary to make known the succes-
sion of the generations from which Joseph, who was of the house of David,
descended, in order that his bodily fathers might be known, among whom
Joseph was the reputed father of the child. For Matthew was a Syrian and
spoke Hebrew, and he handed down the Gospel in Hebrew. For this reason,
being among Hebrews, it was necessary for him to make known the gene-
alogy of the house of Judah and David, so that they would not revile the
birth of Emmanuel, [by saying] that he had not arisen from the house of
David, according to the promise to him. And thus, little by little, he made
known [the narrative] concerning his birth, the coming of the Magi, and the
flight to Egypt; after this he recorded his baptism. But Luke does not follow
this order, but first records the annunciation of Zachariah and the birth of
John, the annunciation of St. Mary, the holy birth of the Messiah, the census
during the time of Tiberius (which took place at the time of his birth), and
then other things little by little, and after that, the preaching of John con-
cerning the baptism of repentance, and then the holy baptism of Jesus, and
that heaven opened for him and the Holy Spirit came down and rested on
him, and a voice was heard, saying “This is my beloved son, in whom I
am pleased”—because with these and similar things it was witnessed3? and
acknowledged that he was the Son of God. Then after that he recorded the
genealogy of names different from Matthew, which are not reproached with
sinful forebears, since he did not include Solomon and the accursed Jecho-
niah, nor Tamar, nor Ruth, and says with his expression that “Jesus was
thought to be the son of Joseph,” as one might say that he was thought to be
the Son of God and was announced [to be such] by nature, but not (as was
thought) [by nature] the son of Joseph, the son of Heli, and he was thought
to be the son of Joseph, but he was not [his son] by nature.

79. &\, is a misprint in Beyer’s text for en.,.

80. Beyer corrects Ao to pe.

81. Beyer emends the manuscript’s «;a to j;a to match the Greek opoloyovpevog,
but his emendation does not quite match the Greek, and the Syriac makes sense as it
stands, so I have left the manuscript reading.

82. yohoo! is misprinted in the printed edition as yor Asol.
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32. The word lacks syame in Beyer’s text.
33. These two words are printed without a space in Beyer’s text.
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4. Again, another understanding concerning those who are in doubt
and say, “How does one say, ‘Joseph, son of Jacob, son of Matthan, and the
other, Joseph, son of Heli, son of Melki’?”

To this we say: There was a custom among the Hebrews and in Jerusa-
lem, and it became a written law through Moses, that someone who dies
without any sons, his brother who [survives] after him or another one of
his relatives should take the wife of the man that has died and raise up a
son for him, and the son that is born should be called according to the
name of the man that has died, and [he will be] his son. This was because
the manifest hope for resurrection had not been given yet and they found
a likeness to the future promise in a mortal resurrection, so that the name
of the one who has left this life would continue, as though he had not
departed.® This [way of recording] was according to the law he [Moses]
commanded. Since Luke followed this method, he recorded and counted
those who, according to the law, were sons of those who had died, though
another fathered them from [the point of view of] the generation of seed.
But Matthew wrote down those from the generation of seed and actual
birth. So that what I mean will be clear, I express the difference of the
families: when I count the families from David through Solomon upward,
the third person is Matthan, who fathered Jacob, the father of Joseph; this
is according to Matthew. But [the families] from Nathan through David,
according to Luke’s version, upward in this way, Melki is third: “Joseph,
the son of Heli, the son of Melki” So Melki and Matthan are ancestors
of Joseph from different families [gensé], but the same tribe. Thus Mat-
than and Melki at a different time took the same wife and produced sons,
brothers from the same mother, because the law did not forbid a widow or
divorced woman from belonging to another man. (The name of the wife
was, as we have found, Asta.) First, Matthan, who descended in genera-
tion from Solomon, fathered Jacob, and when Matthan died, Melki, who is
referred in generation to Nathan—who was of the same tribe but another
family [Sarbata]—when she [Asta] was widowed, he [Melki] married her,
as I said, and fathered a son, Heli. Thus we find that Jacob and Heli are from
two different families [gensé], but are brothers, sons of the same mother,
one of whom, Jacob, when Heli his brother had died without sons, took his
wife and fathered Joseph from her, who [Joseph] was third, who by nature
and literally was his son, but legally the son of Heli, for whom his brother

83. The printed text has omitted the space between us. JI.
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34. Beyer mistakenly has wA.

35. Beyer prints this word ;A.L. I have no access to the manuscript, but given the
great number of errors in his printed text, I have read the word as above, although
another possibility is Js. A, with little difference in meaning.

36. Beyer: JAuoia.

37. Beyer: JAsoon.
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had raised up offspring. Luke recorded this custom of the law and adds the
statement that “he was thought to be,” because “fathered” does not seman-
tically indicate legal birth.

Do not marvel if there are forty generations in one family, but more
in another, because some people produce children slowly, some quickly.
Often it is possible to see two families, with an old man reaching the third
generation, and it happens that he is still young, but called an elder; there
is another that is already aged and a father only in terms of producing chil-
dren, because one family is sparse and another frequent over the course
of the revolution of 500 years, more or less.3* All these generations from
David to Joseph, what is remarkable [about them]? That one should be
few, seven [in number], and another make an increase. So much on these
things.

Fr.Syr. 12

Printed in Beyer, p. 68. This corresponds to the fragments Fr.Mar.Supp.
9 (Anastasius of Sinai, Quaestio 149) and Fr.Mar.Supp.10 (Macarius
Chrysocephalus).

From Eusebius of Caesarea, from the “Book of Problems”.

The Holy Spirit, which was breathed by our Saviour into the disciples,®
which was given by Him and from Him, was that of adoption,3 the remis-
sion®” and forgiveness of every sin.®8 That which was promised,%® however,
was not like this, but was something different from it: the gift®® of power
for action. And for this reason He commanded them not to depart from
the city, but to wait for the promise of the Father, and this promise was that
they would be baptized in the Holy Spirit not many days afterwards, and

84. Reading iucan for the misprint sh.

85. John 20.22.

86. Rom 8.15.

87. Reading JLa.;a for JAuosa.

88. Eph 1:7 (?).

89. Acts 1:4-5.

90. The word as printed is JAsoew, which means “giver” (fem.) and does not fit
well here (the Holy Spirit cannot be meant, as it is masc.). If “gift” is meant—and Beyer
translates it thus—this is either a new word (unlikely) or a misprint, probably for
JA>aax. There are several other errors in this text, so the latter possibility is most likely.
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all of them, by virtue of the fact that they had been baptized in one Spirit,
would be partakers together in the effectual power of the miraculous deeds
which were to be done by them, and that is steadfast and enduring in the
face of the dangers which were to come upon them. And these things were
tulfilled at the end time, the days of Pentecost. When they were all gathered
together in a house, the Spirit came and the house was filled with it and it
baptized them in it, for this is the kind of baptism He declared: “You your-
selves will be baptized, etc”.

Fr.Syr. 13

This fragment is found in the letters of Severus of Antioch,’! Letter 108
(To Thomas of Germanicea). Text and English translation printed in
E. W. Brooks, Collection of Letters of Severus of Antioch, 270-72.9? This
fragment corresponds to Fr.Mar.Supp. 4, from the catena of Corderius
on John, p. 43693

Eusebius of Caesarea, too, who is called “Pamphilii,” and whom we have
mentioned a little bit above, when he was writing to a man called Marinus
concerning questions about our Lord’s suffering and resurrection, made
no indication at all about this addition mentioned by us, as though it were
unknown and not recorded in the books of the Gospel. But in these letters
to Marinus on our Lord’s suffering and resurrection—[Marinus] had asked
him for an explanation—he explained in the letters as follows: Mark the
divine Evangelist said it was the third hour at the time that Christ, God our
Saviour, was crucified, but John the divine (he said) recorded that it was at
the time of the sixth hour that Pilate sat on his bema at the place called the
stone pavement and was judging Christ. Concerning this, Eusebius said”*
it was the error of a scribe who was not paying attention as he copied the

91. For a general overview of Severus of Antiochss life and works, with bibliogra-
phy, see Angelo di Berardino, ed., Dal Concilio di Calcedonia (451) a Giovanni Dama-
sceno (+750): I padri orientali (Patrologia 5; Genova: Marietti, 2001), 197-202. For
an English translation, see idem, Patrology: The Eastern Fathers from the Council of
Chalcedon (451) to John of Damascus (750) (trans. Adrian Walford; Cambridge: Clarke,
2008). Severus was writing in Greek, but the letter is preserved only in Syriac.

92. Both Brooks and Gibson translated the respective passages into English; the
present translation is, of course, based on a fresh and close reading of the Syriac text.

93. Mai?, pp. 299-300.

94. This passage to the word “letter” is published in Greek in Cramer, Cat. in Luc.
et Jo., p. 389 (cf. Corderius, Cat. in Jo., p. 436; PG 22:1009). (Fr.Mar.Supp. 4)
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Gospel. For the letter gamal® [is] the one which indicates three hours, but
the letter called émionpov in Greek indicates the number of six hours, and
these two letters are similar in Greek. When the scribe, hurriedly wanting
to write “three;” he turned it backwards®® a little bit, and it was [then] found
to be six, because—in that the letter had been turned backwards—it was
thought to be the letter indicating six. Since, then, the three Evangelists
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, together as from one mouth have said that from
the sixth to the ninth hour there was darkness in all the land, it is known
that our Lord and our God Jesus Christ was crucified before the time of
six hours, when it was dark, that is, [sometime] from the third hour, as the
blessed John recorded. We mean that three hours is like the sign,97 because
those who wrote previously, as we have said, changed the letter.

It is also right to include in this letter of ours a certain part from what
was said in full by Eusebius on these things. Thus he said: “We do not agree
with just anyone, but with the Evangelist who testifies, Mark: for it hap-
pened that there was an error of the scribe, so that he changed the letter
by lengthening it, and the three was thought to be a six, on account of the
similarities of the two letters that indicate three and six. If, then, it is said
by John that it was the Friday of the Feast of Unleavened Bread, and the
time was about the sixth hour, and Pilate said to the Jews, ‘Behold your
king!” with the rest [of what he wrote], the [letter] for three should be read
instead of that for six, since the beginning of his trial was at that time, for
they crucified him at the middle of the hour or once it was completed, so it
will be found that in that hour they judged him and crucified him”

If you look for and find the volume written by him [Eusebius] to Mari-
nus for an explanation of these things, you will find the author’s precision
concerning them.

95. The Syriac name is used, but of course the Greek letter gamma is meant.

96. That is, he turned the tail of the gamma back a little, so that T (the sign for
three) becomes ¢ (the sign for six).

97. Le., the émionuov. This seems to be the sense (Brooks differently), with the
Syriac word ni$a (sign, mark, etc.) standing for the Greek word énionuov (same mean-
ing).
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39. This reading follows two manuscripts cited in Gibson’s apparatus; the given
text has o=\,

40. Again, this is a variant. Gibson’s text has L gol.

41. Gibson: \ axxameo!.

42. Just the abbreviation (o) is written in Gibson.
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Fr.Syr.14

This fragment is found in the commentary of Ishodad of Merv®® on
Mark, under Mark 15.25.%° This was printed and translated by Margaret
Gibson.!% It is the same material as Fr.Syr. 13 and corresponds to Fr.
Mar. Supp. 4, from the catena of Corderius on John p.436.

Eusebius also bears witness to this!?! in his letter on the suffering of
our Lord that he wrote to Marinus: “John’s ‘at the sixth hour’ is a scribal
error, because the copyist was not paying attention as he copied the Gos-
pels, for the letter which [stands for] the third hour and in Greek is called
¢mionpov, looks like [the sign for] the sixth hour, and as the copyist, in a
hurry, wanted to write ‘three; he erred and bent the letter back around a
little bit, and it was found [to be] ‘six’ As, therefore, the three Evangelists,
as with one mouth, say, ‘From the sixth hour to the ninth hour it was dark
in all the land; it is known that our Lord was crucified before the time of
the sixth hour, at which time there was darkness, that is, from the third
hour, and it is not possible that, while darkness was spread over all the land,
the soldiers could divide his clothing for lots, that the crucifiers and other
passers-by could revile him, and that they could give him wine mixed with
bitter herbs to drink, etc”

98. See William Wright, A Short History of Syriac Literature (London: Black,
1894), 220-21; Anton Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur (Bonn: Marcus
& Weber, 1922), 234. For his mention in Abdisho's Catalog (with notes), see Giuseppe
Simone Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticano (3 vols.; Rome: Typis
Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1719-1728), 3.1:210-12.

99. Cf. Matt 27.45, Luke 23.44, John 19.14.

100. Gibson, ed., 2: > j—os.

101. Ishodad introduces the discussion as follows: “*...it was the third hour when
they crucified him’ Some people think this is a discrepancy on Mark’s part, since Mat-
thew and Luke said he was crucified at the sixth hour, while John said ‘at the sixth
hour Pilate sat on his bema at the place called the stone pavement and said to the Jews,
“Behold your king!”’ But Mark alone said that he was crucified at the third hour” After
discussing how this may be resolved, he then quotes Eusebius.*

3
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The Coptic catena on the gospels, edited by Paul de Lagarde,! contains
a number of passages attributed to “Eusebius”. It is unlikely that all of these
are from the Gospel Problems and Solutions, or even by Eusebius of Cae-
sarea, rather than Eusebius of Emesa or other authors of the same name.
But it seemed better to include them all, rather than make a selection.

A large number of pages are missing from the original manuscript of
the catena.2 An Arabic translation was made from it before these losses.
See the section on Arabic fragments for more details.?

1. Paul de Lagarde, Catenae in evangelia Aegyptiacae quae supersunt (Gottingen,
1886).

2. British Library Oriental 8812, formerly Parham 102. See Bentley Layton, Cata-
logue of the Coptic Literary MSS in the British Library (London, 1987), no. 249 (= pp.
389-94). Evelyn White signals the existence of a couple of leaves of a second manu-
script in The Monasteries of the Wadi ‘N Natrun (New York, 1926), 1:198-99.

3. The manuscript begins as follows: Tepathma fTe MEVATTENON E60VAR
KATA 1ATOEON EROASITEN 2ANILHYY NCAD 0V0Q, r't<j>w0'rnp NTE *‘[‘en(K?ch:&, Nal
eTa Pprovt epovwint Epwov, E8pov YWEDPHI Lipoval Hoval HNIPHTON KATA
METTOM! EPOY.

TAWIL JLILICT IIHCOVC TTYCPICTOC ITUYHP! HAAYIA TIUWHP! TABPAALL.

“The interpretation of the Holy Gospel according to St. Matthew from several
doctors and luminaries of the church whom God illuminated so that they might
expound the verses one by one in due order.

The book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abra-
ham” (Matt 1.11).



Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.
Fr.Copt.

—_

¥ ® N ok w D

L e e T e e e
N oo D= O

COPTIC FRAGMENTS 353

CONTENTS
Matt 1.16, de Lagarde, p. 2, 1. 30-37.....ccccvervvrrvenerrecrcnnen 354
Matt 1.18-25, de Lagarde, p. 3,1. 28-p. 4,1. 3....ccceeevuce. 354
Matt 11.28, de Lagarde, p. 33, 1. 36-p. 34,1 8 .........c.co.cc.c.. 356
Matt 28.1, de Lagarde, p. 80, 1. 24-32......ccccvvvucernirrrcrcnnee 358
Luke 1.26, de Lagarde, p. 118, 11. 10, 24, 34 .......cccecvvvuunee. 359
Luke 1.39-40, de Lagarde, p. 119, 1. 32-p. 120 L. 2 ............. 362
Luke 1.41-45, de Lagarde, p. 120, 1l. 2-13....ccccovceurvcrrunnnee. 362
Luke 1.46-50, de Lagarde, p. 120, 1l. 13-19....c.ccccvvvcurunenee. 364
Luke 1.57-79, de Lagarde, p. 122, 1l. 1-14....ccccovccurecrruncnee. 364
Luke 1.69-79, de Lagarde, p. 122, 1. 14-p. 123, 1. 6........... 366
Luke 1.80, de Lagarde, p.123,1l. 6-21 ....cccoeeuervecrrecrrucnne. 368
Luke 2.1-7, de Lagarde, p.123,1. 22-p. 124,1. 40 ............. 370
Luke2.22-3, de Lagarde, p. 125, 1L. 1, 12-37.....cccoceeueuuee. 374

Luke 19.29-48, de Lagarde, p. 168, 1. 13-p. 169,1.9......... 376
Luke 20.9-19, de Lagarde, p. 169, 1. 10, 11-21, 21-24.... 378
John 21.1, de Lagarde, p. 230, 1. 34-36 ....cccoeecrvuvecrnecrnencs 380
John 21.15-17, de Lagarde, p. 231, 1. 21-29.......ccceeceuneees 380



354 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

1AKWA Ae agxPpo fwcHD Moar 1LApIA. EVCERIOC. EBRE O
MATOEOC EPTENEANOTIN NIWCHD 2WC XE MWHP! RIAKWA TTE, 0V0Q,
20VKAC AE 2WC XKE KA 1H TAP eVTEDOVN EQPEN NOVEPHOY fiXE
MEVATTENCTHC; NNECUYWITL. AAAA EMAH HAI A¢j0T NAC LAY MIWCHD
EVCRIIL, OV0Q, AQILOY LITE) A CITEPLA, OVO0Q, IAKWA AE MEYCON Aj0!
RTEYCOIIA KATA MN0LLOC, AGTOVNOC OVXPOX LTECCON, IWCHD KE OV
MTWHP! IAKWA TTE, KATA PYCIC, 0¥0Q, TUYHP! RHAI TTE, KATA TINOLLOC.

Al mxivanict A€ fimcovce TYCPICTOC e ovnA:pHT ME. ETAYWIT NcA
TEYLAY LLAPIA f1wcHD, 0¥0Q, LUMATOVCOVEN NOYEPHOY, AVXEILC
ECILAOKI EROADEN OVIINEVILA ECOVAA. OV0Q, XE ILMEYCOVWNG,
WATECLLICE wmiaov.2 ...

EVCERIOC 2WY XKW LL1L0C. AIKEWC OVN LLTECCOVWNG XE 6Al TE
Tapeenoc €Te HealaC caXI €8BHTC XE SHITITE IC TITAPOENOC ECEEPROKI,
RTecIuct HOVWHPI, 0¥0Q, NCEIONT EMEYPAN KE ELMILANOVHA, EBHA
ETACIUCT LMKV 20TE AE ETACLUICI [1XE TTTAPOENOC, 0¥02, DHEN
MRINGPEY NAY ENLLANECWOY, EVOIWIW LipH €TA fTApeENnoc 1uacy %
1+0¢] MTe MYPICTOC MOWIC, KATA THE MANCTA ETAVCWTEL NTOTOY

1. The numerical 8 indicates that this is the second scripture passage discussed in
the catena. Note that not all the passages are clearly referenced in the remains of the
defective manuscript.

2. The gospel passage is de Lagarde, 1. 1-4. It is followed by a comment first from
J. C. which more fully elucidates the word play on dikatog/dikaiwg mentioned below
in nn. 10 and 11, and then from Eusebius on 1. 28.
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Fr.Copt. 1
On Matt 1.16. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 2, 1. 30-37. Cf. Fr.Ar. 1, QSt4.

“But Jacob fathered Joseph the husband of Mary”. Eusebius. Why does
Matthew say in his genealogy that Joseph was the son of Jacob while Luke!
says that he was the son of Eli [sic]? Surely the evangelists are not disagree-
ing with one another? That could never be. But since Eli took to himself
the mother of Joseph as his wife, and died without producing offspring,
and Jacob his brother took his? wife according to the law, and produced a
child for his brother, Joseph was therefore the child of Jacob according to
nature, but the child of Eli according to the law.

Fr.Copt. 2
On Matt 1.18-25. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 3,1. 28-p. 4, L. 3. Cf. Fr.Ar. 2.

“Now the birth of Jesus Christ was in this way: after his mother Mary
was betrothed to Joseph, and before they knew one another, she was found
with child of the® Holy Spirit” and “he did not know her until she brought
forth the child”. ...

Eusebius also says this: it was rightly,* then, that “he did not know her”,
because this was the maiden of whom Isaiah says, “Lo, the maiden shall
conceive, and shall give birth to a child, and he shall be called Emmanuel”
...> “except when® she brought forth the child””: but when the maiden
had given birth and because of his sight of® the shepherds when they pro-
claimed, “This one to whom the Virgin has given birth, (he) is Christ the
Lord”, just as they had heard from the angels, and also because of the sight

1. Luke 3.23.

2. That is, Elis.

3. Literally “a”.

4. Or “justly”; the Coptic is Atkewec.

5. Isa 7.14. Lagarde places a comma after Emmanuel, but this is misleading; the
following text has to be seen as a resumption of the quotation from after “he did not
know her”.

6. RSV = “until”

7. Matt1.25. The standard Bohairic New Testament text says waTecasict rather
than the é8ua éTacsuct of the fragment.

8. Or “from his seeing”.



356 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

RNIATTEAOC, NELL NIKELLATIOC, EVEN AWPON NAC 2WC NOVT 0V0Q, 2WC
OYPO 0¥0Q2, 2WC PEYT LMWND, NELL MKEATTEAOC ETLW 1L1L0C NAC
DEN MIOPALLA XE .tirrepepgo*‘[‘, IWCH, EWENT LAPIA TEKCRII EPOK, PH
TAP ETECHALLACY OF EBOADEN OVITHEVILA EGOYAR ITE — TOTE AONTON
SITEN AL NELL NAIKE)WOYNI ACQCOVWNG AKEWC K€ Al TE “[Tapeenoc
€TA NCAIAC CAX!I E8RHTC XE IC "{"nApeenoc €CEEPROKI, NTECILIC!
ROVUHPI, 0V0Q2, NCELLOV] EMEYPAN KE ELLILANOVHA.

AJLWINT 2APOI, OVON NIREN ETDHOCI 0¥0R, ETOTT Da NOVETPWOVT,
0¥02, ANOK €ONATILUTON NWTEN. €T1 ON EVCERIOC. NHETIHOCI NE NIIOVAAL
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of the Magi when they brought a gift to him as God and as King and as
Life-giver, and because of the sight of the angel too who said to him in a
dream “Do not be afraid, Joseph, to take Mary as your wife, for this one
whom she will bear is of the® Holy Spirit”—then, thereafter, because of
these and the other points, he knew her in a fitting way,lo because this was
the maiden of whom Isaiah said “Lo, the maiden shall conceive and shall
bring forth a child, and he shall be called Emmanuel”!!

Fr.Copt. 3
On Matt 11.28. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 33, 1. 36-p. 34, 1. 8.

“Come to me, all who are weary and are heavy-laden and I shall give
you rest”. And again Eusebius. Those who labour are the Jews, the ones

9. Literally “a”.

10. This is a play on the borrowed Greek word Akewc = Sikaiws.

11. The text could also be translated in other ways because of ambiguity in the
meaning of certain words and suffixes. This may account for the difference in the ren-
dering of the Arabic version, made from the Coptic. However it should be born in
mind that the Greek of Matthew reads “he did not know her”, without any qualifying
corollary. I give another possible translation with alternative readings, highlighting the
changes, and putting into italics words that may be ambiguous in the Coptic:

But Eusebius says this: it was with reason, then, that “he did not know

her’, that she was the maiden/virgin of whom Isaiah says, “Lo, the maiden/

virgin shall conceive, and shall give birth to a child, and he shall be called

Emmanuel” ... “except when she brought forth the child”: but when the

maiden had given birth and through/because of his vision of the shepherds

wholas they proclaimed, “This one to whom the maiden/virgin has given
birth, he is Christ the Lord”, just as they had heard from the angels, and also

(through/because of) the Magi when they brought a gift to him as God and

as King and as Life-giver, and (through/because of) the angel too who said to

him in a dream “Do not be afraid, Joseph, to take Mary as your wife, for this

one whom she will bear is of the (a) Holy Spirit”’—then, thereafter, because

of these and the other points, he knew her/it justifiably/with reason, that she/

this was the maiden of whom Isaiah said “Lo, the maiden shall conceive and

shall bring forth a child, and he shall be called Emmanuel”.

There seems to be a play on the word dikatog, which was used to describe Joseph in
Matt 1:19. The word order of the original, with Arkewc in the second instance in a dif-
ferent position from its position at first occurrence, is surely intended for emphasis.
Nor does Atkewce mean “truly’, as given in the Arabic translation.
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NAIETDHOCI DEN NENSBRHOV! [INIGVCIA NEL MIRINTAAE WOVWWOVW!
EMWW! [TE NIMACI 0V0Q, ETIPI NNIOVASCASNI €T DHEN MINOLLOC.
NHETOTN DHEN NOVETHWOV! NE NIEONOC NAIETOTN Hen TeTPHwW
NTITAANH ﬁTuETg)Aug)emw?\on. KE STAP OVON NIBEN €6NMAT 2A mOWIC,
1Te EROADEN NHOYAAL, ITE EROADEN MIESNOC, WAYTLLUTON NWOY 2ITEN
MeYNA2REY NPETOVXO, ETE NEYENTOAH E60VAR NE HPEYT LMWND. KE
TAP DEN OVILESLHI TEGNASREY 20AK: ETE MeNa T Me FATCWPELL
0v02, NATOWAER. 0V0Q, TEYETPW AcIWDOV: ETE Al Te TETHW
€E60VAR NNIAPETH NPEYTANDO.

M pover A€ fnicaBBaTON €T00VT Lipovar [HNICARBATON, AC
fize LAPIA THATAANNH NEL TKEMAPIA ENAY EMIL2AY. EYCERIOC.
MIRINKOC TAP XE POVSI NMICARRATON NELL PANATOOVT E102aWw 1icpoval
RNICARBATON NEs €TA PpH WAL € TILHINI ENIKEPOC ETWERIROVT €TA
MISI0ILI T EMNA2AY NDHTOY. AVI TAP EMILOAY WA NCOM DEN MEXWPY,
€Ternay: eefe par A povar Povar MNKEEVATTEANCTHC CAXI KATA
TMKEPOC ETWERIROYT ETA NIZIOMI T EMIL2AY NDHT: EMAH TAP ETA
MYCPICTOC Twng HeN Thawr UMEXWPY,, 0V0Q, AGOVONSY ELLAPIX
Tuasaanmn.
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who labour under their!? sacrificial tasks'® and proud offerings of young
animals,'* and what(ever) fulfils the commandments that are in the Law.1?
And those who are weighed down by their burdens are the nations, the
ones who are burdened by the cargo of error!6 and idol-worship. But on
the other hand, to everyone who is under the Lord, whether from the Jews
or the pagans, he gives rest through his saving yoke, that is to say, his holy,
life-giving commandments. For indeed in truth his yoke is sweet whose
faith is unyielding!” and without flaw. And his burden is light, that is to
say, the holy burden of the saving virtues.

Fr.Copt. 4

On Matt 28.1. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 80, 1. 24-32. Cf. Fr.Ar. 5, QMar.
2, Fr. Mar. 1, and Fr.Mar.Supp. 16.

“On the evening of the Sabbath,!8 at dawn on the first day of the week,
Mary Magdalene and the other Mary came to see the tomb”. Eusebius: for
the saying “on the evening of the Sabbath” and “very early on the first day
of the week” and “when the sun rose” give indication of the different times
at which the women came to the tomb. For they came to the tomb four
times that night: and because of this, each one of the evangelists speaks
about the different time at which the women came to the tomb, for it was
in the middle of the night that Christ rose and appeared to Mary Magda-
lene.

Fr.Copt. 5

On Lk 1:26. Three fragments are printed consecutively by de Lagarde, p.
118, 11. 10, 24, 34.

12. De Lagarde’s text reads nen, “our”, presumably a mistake for e’

13. Either “works of sacrifice(s)” or “sacrificial tasks”.

14. Or “victims”

15. A little earlier in the catena, on p. 33, 1. 19ff. of de Lagarde, “the wise Cyril”
(of Alexandria) was quoted as saying that the “wise and learned” in Matt 11.25 were
the chief priests and Pharisees and the whole people of the Jews.

16. Or “deception”

17. Le., not led astray.

18. Or “late on the Sabbath”.
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€T! fN60q ON EVCERIOC. DEN MAROT XE OVN LAPET NTE
MXINEPROKI NEAICABET AVOYWPI NTABPIHA AT TEAOC EROASITEN
Provt nazapee éepeq grwennovyl [HTTAPEENOC. ETAVWI A€
CWC MWCHD KATA OYOIKONOLLIA LTTAPANOZON, XE ZINA DEN dat
NTE MLYCTHPION 2WIT EMAPYWN NTE MAIEWN, EICAK! EPOY 160
MAIXBOAOC. DEN MAINGPOY WIT TAP HCA TCOIL. WAPE OYON NIBEN €1l
EMTAXPO JLMTALLOC. O¥0Q, HTECRWAEROA NXKE PVITOMCIA MIBEN [TE
NHESOYOUY EXEIL AWIKI NCAKI. EMAH TAP 180¢ W MCATANOC €nayT
[12,8H ME EMCARI THCAIAC MIMPOPHTHC DEN MXINSGPEY KOC XKE PHITE IC
Fmapeenoc ecéepRoki, 0V0Q, HTECLUCI TOVUWHPL, 0¥0Q, EVELLONT €pog
XK€ EMILANOVHA, E8RE DAl A MAOTOC EPOIKONOLLIN EWIT NCA TEYILAY
napia miwckd, gonwe Hen Ppar NTEYepATELU EPILYCTHPION [HTE
TECOIKONOMIA €61LEY, NOVXAL I'TA AE MEXE MEVATTEAICTHC XE
ETAYGUWE NACY EDOYIN 2APOC NKE MATTEAOC, 0V0R, TEXAC NAC KE YEPE,
QHESILEY [T20T, MTOWIC NELLE.

100¢] ON EVCERIOC. OBEN DEN MAICAK! ACRWAEROA fixe TAVITH rHeL
MEKAL, HEHT ETAGWWIT oA €VA 21TeN TAMATH NTE Moo, EMAH
AE NE OVNOILOMABHC TE [TTAPBENOC, O¥02, NACILOKILEK 1LIL0C ITE XE
MAIKINCAK! JAMAIPHTT, 1imcoeLed] EneR, DEN [T padH e00vaR: OV AW
fipHT xe oV Me matacmacieoc; 6een HEN par NACEPAMOPIN Me DEN
MECOHT. ANDA CATOTY & MATTEAOC ! 1T 20 fitaAmopiX éBoagapoc,
0Y0Q, MEXAC NAC MITAIPHT DEN OVILET 2 VILEPOC: UITEPEP2OT, MEXACY,
MAPIA, APEXIMI TAP HOV2ILOT ILTEN S0 siprov, ovop oumme
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Fr.Copt. 5a, de Lagarde p. 118. 1l. 10-24

[3.] 1 And once more Eusebius. “In the sixth month of Elisabeth’s
pregnancy,?® the angel Gabriel was sent by God to Nazareth to bring the
good news to the virgin”. She was betrothed to Joseph by an extraordinary
dispensation, so that in this way the mystery might be concealed from the
ruler of this age,?! by which I mean the Devil. From his betrothal to the
woman, everyone knew the validity of the marriage, and every suspicion
of those who wanted to find an excuse for “talk” was dissolved. For since
Satan himself gave heed?? to the saying of Isaiah the prophet where he
says, “Lo, the maiden will be with child, and will bring forth a son, and he
will be called Emmanuel’, because of this the Word made the dispensation
for his mother Mary to be betrothed to Joseph, so that through this he (the
devil) might not know/might remain ignorant of the mystery of His saving
dispensation.?3 Then the evangelist said “And the angel came (in) to her
and said to her, ‘Hail, full of grace, the Lord is with you’”.4

Fr.Copt. 5b, de Lagarde, p. 118, 1l. 24-34

And again Eusebius. And so, through this saying, the grief and afflic-
tion (of heart) which had befallen Eve through the deception of the
Serpent was destroyed.?® Since the virgin was learned in the Law and was
thinking “This saying is such as I have never heard in the Holy Scripture.
What sort of greeting then is this?”—because of this, she was at loss in her
heart. But at once the angel removed the fearful perplexity from her, and
spoke to her gently in these words, “Do not fear, Mary”, he said, “for you
have found favour in?® the presence of God, and behold, you will conceive

19. The Coptic numeral is not actually present in the text because of a lacuna.
But it refers to a numbered list of contents given on pp. 115-18. This lists the
verses to be discussed in the catena on Luke, with a short description. The third
item is “3. On Elisabeth”. The catena proper then begins on p. 118, 1. 10. There is a
lacuna immediately before then, at the end of the table, so the first two comments
are entirely lost.

20. Or “from when Elisabeth conceived”.

21. Or “world”

22. Impf.

23. Literally “dispensation which is full of salvation”

24. The remainder of the verse is omitted in the catena.

25. Or “dispersed”.

26. Or “with”.
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TEPAEPROKI, NTELUCI HOVUWHP!, 0¥02, EPELLOVT EMECPAN KE HCOVC: AL
Tap €qéep 0¥y, 0vog, evérovf épog xe MWHP! LipHeETOOC!.

€T! on eVCERIOC. AAAA eKCwTew €dar xe eqgéep ovmyt,
1UITEpEYT €ovrWRER €Hovn ETequeTnovt widpput flproc rmewr
ATTONINAPIOC, NAIETXW 143L0C K€ ETA MAOTOC OIAPYH NCWNT EROADEN
Trapeenoc, aana Apivorn €¥CERWC FMICAKR! €XEN TEOIKONOLUIX
€E60VAR HPEYTOVXO.

T ACTWNC [XE 1LAPIALL DEN MIES00Y ETEMMAY. ACWE NAC
DEN OVIHC EMANTWOY EOVRAKI FTE IOVAA, 0V0Q, ACWE EDOVI EITHI
RZAYAPIAC, ACEPACTAZECOE HEAICARET. €vCceRIOC. mimuyT eona oa
NHETCROK €20TEPWOY: LPpHT TAP ETA MOWIC WE NAC OA IWANNHC
éopeq Glwaec éRoAITOTY, Ppar gwq me upput ffmapeenoc
ETACWE NAC 2A ENICARET TECCYNTENHC. 0V0Q, AUy NpHT EnCARET
TECCYNTENHC TE; EOBE XE BAI LLEN OF EBOADEN MXPOX HAAPUN NELL
26V, fapeenoc Ae 0¥ EROADEN MXPOX NAAVIA NELL IOVAAC: NEVI
(p-120) xe ovrt e 10vaAC cort B e EROADEN OVIWT NELL OVIAY, ETE
IAKWA TTE HELL NIA.

ANNA TTEXE MIEVATTEAICTHC XE ACWWITL, ETACCWTELL [IXE
ENICABET EMACITACILOC LLIAPIALL, ACKILL NXE MTIILAC DEN OVOEAHA DEN
TECNEXI. NOOCY ON EVCERIOC. KE TAP A IWANNHC 01 AMIIMTHEVILA E60VAR
ICXEN €] DEN SNEXI NTE TEYUAY: EBRE DAl AYKIIL DEN OVPAW! OITEN
THAPAKAYCIC JMITIMTHEYVILA EB0VAR. OBEN NELL TKEEAICABET ETACILOQ,
EROADEN MANTHEVILA PW HOVWT LTAPAKAHTON, ACWYY EMWWI HEN
owngﬂ‘ fICALH 0Y¥0Q, TEXAC XE TECILAPWOYT 160 DEN MISIOLL, OVO0Q,
QCUAPWONT NXE MOVTAQR NTE TENEXI. Par 0¥ EROA SWN NHI MTE, XE
NTE 81AY JUTAOWIC T 2APOL; SHITITE TAP ICKEN ETACWWITI HKE TCILH
LTTEACTTACILOC DEN NALAWXK, AGKILL NXE MILAC DEN OVOEAHA DEN
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and bear a son, and call his name Jesus. For he will be great and will be
called the Son of the Most High™

Fr.Copt. 5¢, de Lagarde, p. 118, 11. 34-38

And again Eusebius. But when you hear this: “He will be great”, do not
think that he is lesser with regard to His godhead as Arius and Apolinarius
[sic] do, those who do allege that (sc. he is less) inasmuch as the Word took
the beginning of creation?” from the Virgin, but (who) think piously of
this saying in terms of his holy dispensation for salvation.

Fr.Copt. 6
On Luke 1.39-48. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 119, 1. 32-p. 120 L. 2.

“In those days Mary (Mariam) arose and went with haste into the hill
country, to a city of Judah, and she entered the house of Zacharias and
greeted Elisabeth”. Eusebius. “The great ones will be under those who are
less than they”: for just as the Lord came “under” John to receive bap-
tism from him, this too was the way of the Virgin when she took herself
“under”Elisabeth her kinswoman. And how is Elisabeth her kinswoman?
Because she is from the stock of Aaron and Levi, and the Virgin is from
the stock of David and Judah: Levi [p. 120] and Judah are two brothers
from a single mother and father, namely, Jacob and Leah.

Fr.Copt. 7
On Luke 1.42-46. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 120, 1l. 2-13.

But the evangelist says that it happened that when Elisabeth heard the
greeting of Mary, the child moved in exultation in her womb. Here again
Eusebius: for John too received the Holy Spirit even from the womb of
his mother, and because of this he moved in joy from the stirring of the
Holy Spirit. Likewise Elisabeth also was full of this one same spirit, the
Paraclete, and cried out in a loud voice saying, “Blessed are you among
women, and blessed is the fruit of your womb! How could this happen
to me that the mother of my Lord should come to me? For, lo, when the
sound of your greeting came to my ears, the child leapt in joy in my womb.

27. Or “life”.
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TANEX!. WOVNIATC riené’rzxcmxg“[‘ K€ MAXWKEROA NAWWIT! INHETAVCAK!
LLWOY NELLAC EROASITEN MTOWIC.

Ne0¢ ON EVCERIOC. ECCWTEM XE OVN ENAILAKAPICMOC
ETCMAPWOVT NZXE THAPOENOC, NACOEAHA NME HEN MECTNEVULA
DEN OVEV(PPOCYINH LLUTHEVILATIKON, ACWY) EMWWI ECXW 1L120C XE
& Tayvyen 6Ict T6WIC, 0V0Q, & MAMNEYILA S€AHA €xen drovt
MACWTHP, XE AYXROVWT EQPHI EXEN MOERIO NTE TEYRWKI: SHITITE TAP
ICXEN TNOY CENAEPILAKAPIZIN 1LIL0! 1 XE MITENEX THPOY.

A EBRE MRINILICI NIWANNHC,

A TICHOY 1L02EROA ITE EAICABRET EOPEC ALUCIH, 0V0Q, ACLUCH
NOVWHPI. 0V02, AVCWTEN HXE NH €TE MKW LITECH! NeEs
NECCYTTENHC XK€ X MOWIC €p MEYNAI MW NELAC, 0¥02, NAVPAUY!
NEMAC THPOY ITE. EVCERIOC. ITA AE ON DEN MAINSPOY LLCH RIWANNHC,
0Y¥02, FTOVCOVAHTY KATA PHNOLLOC 1wV CcHE, Enavarovt époq
me Eppan UIMEQWT ZAYAPIAC. AAAA EMAH NE & MATTEAOC KHN
EEPWOPTT HOWPMEROA NZAYCAPIAC MTE €BRE DPAN HIWANNHC, ETACEPETIN
NOVITINAKIC, AQCHAI KE IWANNHC TTE MEYPAN. A PWY AE OVWI, TEXAC
fteot fiteot new megaac, ovop, naccaxi e eqcrroy édprovt. arna
MEXE MEVATTENCTHC A€ O XE ETAYLLOZ, EROADEN OVITNEVLA ECOVAR
fixe ZaYAPIAC €0B€ PpH €pe TTAPBENOC NALACY, AYEPTPODPHTEVIN
EAW LLILOC XE YCLMAPWONT e MOWIC POV LLTICPAHA, XE AgRELL
MTUYINT. AGIp! fovew ] segaaoc.
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Blessed is she who has believed that the fulfilment of those things which
were spoken to her by the Lord would be accomplished.”

Fr.Copt. 8
On Luke 1.46-50. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 120, 1l. 13-19.

Here again Eusebius. As the Virgin heard these blessed felicitations,
she rejoiced in her spirit with spiritual joy, and cried aloud saying, “My
soul has magnified the Lord, and my spirit has rejoiced in God my Saviour,
because He has looked upon the humility of his handmaid, for behold
from henceforth all generations will call me blessed”.

Fr.Copt. 9
On Luke 1.57-79. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 122, 1l. 1-14.
4. Concerning the birth of John.?

“The time was completed for Elisabeth to give birth and she brought
forth a son; and the people who lived around her house and her kinsmen
heard that the Lord had shown his great compassion to her and they all
rejoiced with her”. Eusebius.?® Then again when John was born and they
were circumcising him according to the Law of Moses, he was going to be
called by his father’s name, Zacharias [sic]. But when the angel had inter-
vened in time to reveal to Zacharias the name (of) John, he asked for a
tablet, and wrote, “His name is John”. And his mouth was opened and he
cried out at once with his tongue, and spoke, praising God. But again the
evangelist said that Zacharias was filled with the3® Holy Spirit concerning
the one whom the Virgin would bear, and prophesied, saying, “Blessed be
the Lord God of Israel, for he has visited and redeemed his people”.

28. The numeral “4” and the heading are in de Lagarde and refer back to the
numbered list at the start of the catena on Luke.

29. Line 5.

30. Literally “a Holy Spirit”
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€T ON EVCERIOC. 2WC ETI €C NEMACY DEN MEQHI [iXE FTAPOENOC
81 AY 1TOWIC, AQEPTPODPHTEVIN fNAI 1XE ZAYAPIAC €6RE DH EPE
Trapeenoc esoval nasacy, xe Xanewc feoq me méwic prov
JUTICPAHA PHETAGXELL TWINT O¥0Q, AYIP! FOVCWT LTEGAAOC. 0OVOQ,
AQTOYNOC OVTAIN [NOZ2ELL NAN DEN MHI NAAVIA MEYAAOY KATA
$prt ETagcaxt EBOADEN PWOY INEGTPOPHTHC E60VAR ICKEN TENED,
€120Vt oV €mMCWTHP PHETAYT EROADEN MTXPOX HAAVIA KATA CAPE
XK€ TAMN [IN0QELL, DAl €TA NITPOPHTHC EPUOPTT HCAKI ESRHTC ICKEN
MENED,. OVNOQELL EROADEN NENKAKT NELL EBOADEN NENKIX NOVON MMAEN
€0100CT 1100, EIpI HOVNAI NELL NEMIOT 0VOQ, € PILEVT HTEQNIAOHKH
E60YAR. NENXAKX! AE O¥N MAIAROAOC ME NELL NEQAEILWN ETSWOY,
NAIESOCT MIMENWND 0¥02, EVKWT MCA MENTAKO NCHOY NIBEN,
EAQNASIEN EROARITOTOY NXE MYPICTOC MENNONT €0Re MANAW
ETAQWPK 14100¢ HARPAALL TTENIWT EYXW LL1L0C XK€ NDPHI TDHTK
EVEDICILOY [1XE NIPYAH THPOY NTE KA, O¥0Q, ON KE AIYAK MIWT EXEN
OYVILHYY HEBNOC. EANNOZELL EROADEN NENKIX NNENRAKI, EWELLUY! 1L100¢]
DEN O¥TOVYRO NELL OVILESILHI ILTEQLLOO TINENESOOY THPOY. TOOK AE,
mAA0Y, EVELOVT EPOK x€ MIMPOPHTHC HTE PHETOOCI: YNAEPUOPIT
TAP UOW! LMELLS0 UTOWIC ECERTE NequuwIT, €T fovéwu fiTe
Progest 1UMTEGAAOC DEN OV WEROA NTE 2ANNORAI. ERHA TAP FHWOPT
NTE MPWILI NO2EIL EROADEN NENKIX NNEYRAKI, LUTAYWXEILKOLL
fwerwr hnovt Hen 0VTOVRO NELL OVILESILHI. OVTPOPHTHC hE
ON MME ZAYCAPIAC, AQEPTPOPHTEVIN PW ON ESRE MEUIHP! JLTPODHTHC
dateenastouy Ha ToH UMOWIC ECEATE NEYILWIT. HuLwIT Tap
ubwic me FUeTANA, eAleTT fovéw iTe Pprogest finneonabITe
DEN 0¥ WEROA [ITE noYNOAL. eobe (p. 123) mueTwengnT fTe Ppriatr
ArTennoNt HEN NAIETEGNAWINT EPON HDHTOY XE ANATOAH EBOADEN
moICI, EEPOVWINI [NHETQEICI DEN M)CAKI NeX THHIA idroy,
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Fr.Copt. 10
On Luke 1.69-79. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 122, 1. 14-p. 123,1. 6.

And again Eusebius. When the Virgin, the mother of the Lord, was
still with him in his house, Zacharias prophesied thus about the one
whom the holy Virgin would bear, that truly he was the Lord God of
Israel who had visited and redeemed his people. “And he has raised up
a horn of salvation for us in the house of David his servant, as he spoke
through the mouths of his holy prophets of old...”?! He is therefore call-
ing the saviour, the one who has come from the seed of David according
to the flesh, (the) “horn of salvation”. This is the one whom the proph-
ets spoke about formerly from of old, [p. 122] “... a salvation from our
enemies and from the hands of all who hate us, to show mercy ... to our
fathers, and remember his holy covenant” Our enemies, then, are the
Devil and his wicked demons, those who hate our life and continually
seek after our destruction, although Christ our God has delivered us from
them through the oath which he swore to Abraham our father when he
said, “Through your seed will all the nations of the earth be blessed”3?2
and again, “I have set you as father over many nations”3? “We have been
saved from the hands of our enemies to serve him ... in holiness and
righteousness before him all our days. But you, little child, shall be called
the prophet of the Most High, for you shall go before the Lord to prepare
his ways, to give knowledge of salvation to his people through forgiveness
of sins”. Unless first of all a man34 is saved from the hands of his enemies,
he has not been able to*> serve God in holiness and righteousness. But
Zacharias was also a prophet and prophesied himself about his (own) son
as a prophet who would go before the Lord to prepare his ways. For the
way of the Lord is the repentance which will give knowledge of salvation
to those who will receive it through remission of their sins. “.. through
[p. 123] the kindnesses of the compassion3® of our God (from those)
which he,?” the dayspring from on high, will visit upon us, to give light to

31. Luke 1.69-70.

32. Gen 22.18.

33. Gen 17.4.

34. Literally “the man”

35. Le., “cannot”

36. Or “compassionate kindnesses”
37.%e
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EMNXINCOVTEN NENOAAAYK EPrrwrT [iTe ToipHiH. evarovt he époq
K€ ANATOAH EROADEN MOICI, €8RE KE ETAY! EMKOCILOC EPorDEN MTOICH,
0Y0p, ANATONH ITE MEYPAN KATA MMCAX! JANTPODHTHC.

MANOY AE ACQAIAl OV0Q, AGAMALL DEN MTNEVILA, OV0Q, NAYYCH
e HEN MWAYEY WA MES00Y NTE MEGOVWNOEROA WA TICPAHA. EMIAH
O¥N DEN MRINGPOV AICI MMTYPICTOC DEN RHOAEEIL HTE TI0vAEX
KATA MCAKRI MMIMPOPHTHC, ITA A€ AVI NXE NIILATOC EROA CA TEIERT
EIEPOVCANHLL EVUYINT XE AC 8N PHETAVUACY MOVPO [HTE NHOVAAL
HPWAHC A€ OVN ETAQCWTELL, 0V0Q, ETAGUWWITI DEN OVAIBI HTOHT,
AQOVWPIT EDWTER HANOY NIBEN €T DEN BHOAEEIL NELL NECOIH THPOY
ICXEN POLATI CNOVT NELL CA TTECHT. DEN NAI KE OV ACGOVWPIT EHWTER
LTKEIWANITHC TTUWHP! NZAYAPIAC. 0V0Q, ETE ELTEYREILY, AGOVASCARN!
EDWTER NZAYAPIAC DEN PWC NTCHYL. EAICABET OVN ETACEL! XE
cekw fica mecuyHpr EHOVREY. ACTWNC, ACOI LUMAAOY, ACUE NAC
EDOVN EMWAYE, ACYONC DAPATOY NNITWOY NELL NITETPA, 0V0Q,
NACEPSYITOLLENIN NELL MAAOY DEN MUWACYE WATEYAIAL HKOVRI KOVKI
e ToVAIKIX. 0¥02, €TA MOWIC KELL MTECUWINT DEN TTILA ETELIAY,
AQOQ! HXE MANOY DEN MWAYE WA MES00Y NTE MEGOVWNZEROA WA
TUCPAHA.
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those who sit in darkness and the shadow of death, and to guide our feet
into the way of peace” He is called the dayspring from on high because he
came to the world from on high, and his name is dayspring according to
the word of the prophet (i.e., Zacharias).

Fr.Copt. 11
On Luke 1.80. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 123, 1. 6-21.38

“And the child grew and became strong in the spirit, and stayed in the
desert places until the day of his revealing to Israel”. Therefore after the
birth of (the) Christ in Bethlehem in Judaea according to the word of the
prophet, there came then wise men from the East to Jerusalem seeking the
place where had been born the king of the Jews. After Herod had heard
this and his mind had been infected with madness,3° he sent to kill every
boy in Bethlehem and all its surrounds aged two years and below. It was at
the same time then that he sent to kill John, the son of Zacharias, too, and
when he did not find him, he gave orders to kill Zacharias with the edge
of the sword.*? So, Elisabeth, when she heard that they were searching for
her son in order to kill him, arose and took the boy, and went off into the
desert where she hid herself among the mountains and rocks, and waited?!
there with the child in the desert until he gradually grew older in years.*?
And when the Lord came for her there,*3 the boy dwelt in the desert until
the day of his manifestation to Israel.

38. This text follows the previous fragment immediately without a new authorial
lemma but may not be Eusebian, although the slight gap in the Coptic indicates only a
new verse of scripture.

39. Literally “had been afflicted with madness of heart”

40. Cf. Luke 11.51; there was evidently an early tradition that this was the same
Zacharias who perished between the altar and the sanctuary.

41. Or “abode”.

42. Literally “age/youth”

43. Literally “visited her”.



370 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

€ eeBe TAMoTpahH ETACWWIT HEN TCHOY FAVTOVCTOC MTOVPO.

MATIOC EVCERIOC. EMAH ETA MOWIC EPCYNYOPHT EBPOY CHHTY
oW DEN TATOTPADH [ TOIKOVILENH, KE 2INA DEN Pal FTETOVRO
N TOIKOVILENH THPC 2ITEN TEYANOTPADPH €BUER, NOVKAL, OVOQ,
fTeqepAnoypadin [iFoiKovIENT THPC fcwy, éaqgede Ppan
RMIMICTOC €TE NDOHTC CATOTY DEN MXWAL NNHETOND DeN nipHOVE,
NAIETANNAST €POY SITEN MRIWIW IUTECEVATTENON E60VAR. ETA!
A€ E2PHI 2 [XE MKEIWCHD NELL 1APIX €6POY CHE MOVPAN, OVOP,
Den MxInepoy Pog, ERAHBNEELL, EOVRAKI HTE AAVIA. €TI OVN EVYCH
DEN MUA ETEMMAY, AVIL02EROA iXE MEQ00V [TE frapeenoc
€OPEC LLICI, OV0OQ, ACILICI JAITIWYHP! TTIWOPIT 1LILICI, O¥0Q, ACKOVAWALY,
ACYAC DEN OVOVONDC, KE OVHI NE LLIONTOY LA 1490AY ME DEN
MUANOY0Q,. 160 O EVCERIOC. OY TTAP NE ETAYXOC AN XK€ MMECWOPIT
290ICH, EBRE K€ JATTECILICI NKEOVAL JLENENCWC, ANAA TTIGWOPIT LLILICH,
€Te Ppar me MWOPM 1ia1ct 1LPIWT DAXWOY RNIEWN THPOY: SINA
NTEWTEL OVAl ILEVI XKE OVPWILI NWIWEL TTE ETACILACY NXE
Trapeenoc, eeBe Ppar agxoc xe muopn sisict Ppput pw on €T
€pe PIWT XW 24100C €BRHTC 2ITEN MOYVILNOAOC AAVIA XE [{60q
eqéovt épor xe fieok me marwT, [p. 124] ovop, Aok 2w Frajcaq
ftwasLict €q60CH NAQPEN NIOYPWOY THPOY NTE MKAQL. Pparl Xe oV,
av1o¥t €pog e WaALICH, 2WC KE [100g ITE MWOPMT siatict LT
DARWY ILTICWNT THPY, EAYEPKATAZION KE OV EOPOY LUACY SIXEN
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Fr.Copt. 12
On Luke 2.1-7. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 123, 1. 22-p. 124, 1. 40.

5. Concerning the census which took place in the time of the emperor
Augustus.

The holy** Eusebius: Then the Lord consented to be inscribed him-
self in the census® of the world, so that in this way he might purify the
whole world through his salvatory registration,* and so that he might reg-
ister the whole world under?” himself, having at once written the names of
the faithful in it (the world) in the book of those who live in the heavens,
those, that is, who have believed in him through the proclamation of his
Holy Gospel. “And Joseph too went up himself with Mary that her name
might be inscribed, and when they reached Bethlehem, a city of David ...
while they were still staying there, the days were fulfilled for the Virgin to
give birth, and she brought forth the child, the first-born, and wrapped
him in swaddling-clothes, and laid him in a manger,*8 because truly there
was no room for them in the inn”. Here again Eusebius:* What he meant>°
was not that it was her first-born son, because she did not bear another
son®! after him, but the first-born, the one who was the first-born of the
Father before all ages, (and) so that there should be not a single thought
that it was a phantom-man that the Virgin bore, because of this he said
“the first-born’, just as indeed the Father says concerning him through the
psalmist David: “While he will say to me “You are my father’”, [p. 124] and
“‘T myself shall appoint him as first-born, exalted before all the rulers of
the earth’”>2 This one then was called first-born as he was the first-born
of the Father before all creation, but thought it fitting that he be born on
earth like a little child, and be placed in a manger for the animals, because,
(as) he said, there was no room for them in the inn. Because of us then, on

44. Or “Saint”

45. Or “register”.

46. Literally “which is a source of salvation/full of salvation”
47. Or “after”.

48. Or “stable”.

49. See de Lagarde, 1I. 33-34.

50. Literally “said”.

51. Or “child”

52. Ps 89.27, 28.
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KAt JPpHT HOVKOYVKI HAAOY, 0V0Q, €8P0V WTOY HEN OVOVONRL
NTERNH, XE OVHI LLILONTOY A 1L00AY, TEXACY, DEN MILANOYVOP,:
EOBHTEN XE OVN DA NHETAVTENSWNOY ENITEANWOYL, OV0OQ, AVINI
LILWOY SITEN MIMAS0C FANOTON 0V0Q, MMAPADYCIC ETAVAILAY)
ExeN TUETPWIL THPC EORE TITAPABACIC, AGEPKATAZION EGPOY YA
DEN 0OVOVONRY NTERNH, XE SINA DEN Pal NTEYUWAI LL1LAY EMNTHPY
JUTIOHT RTERNH, PAIETAYWWIT LLILON 2ITEN TILETWALLWEIAWAON.
LILONTEY MANOYOR, AE, EORE KE ANON THPEN ALMICHOY ETELLAY
ENANO! TTE LLILANWWITI JLTIAIAROAOC NELL NEGAELLWIN ET2WOY 2 TEN
TCOPMEC HTIETUWALLWEIAWAON. NILLANECWOY AE ONf ETPWIC EMOVORL
RECWOY EVTILHING NAN ENILANECWOY NAOTIKON €T HEN TEKKAHCIA,
NAI PW ON EBPWIC EROAZIXEN MOVOR!I NECWOY EBBE NMIOVWNW
finoRTON fipeqpedY VI CH, ETE NIGEPETIKOC ETCOY NE. NAILANECWOY
KE OVN xirrmpn*[", WAPE MWOY LMOWIC EPOYWINI EPWOY, OYV0Q,
NTE MEYATTEAOC 091 EPATY EOPHI EXWOY EYNOZEIL 1LILWOY DEN
NOYEAY\IC THPOY, EBRE KE EVSIWILY LUTKINILICI JATYPICTOC EROADEN
Trapeenoc eeoval 1apIX AGNE CTEpUA PWAL, OV0Q, EVOLILWIT
fNIECWOY HAOTIKON €HOVN ETWAIP!I EBNANEC [ITE MAOTA EQOVAR
fTe mNAST €TCONTWN €TXHKEROA. OVOQ, ACWWIT, MEXAY, f0V20T
DeN 0v20T HXE OVILHW MMETMATO! HTE TPE NELL MATTEAOC
evowe €PNovT e¥XW LIOC KE OVWOY DHEN NHETGOC! Prov] nes
OYQIPHITH SIXKEN MKAQT NELL OV AT DEN MpwILL. [10¢ Of EVECERIOC.
EMAH KE OVN LTOVWXEILKOLL [1XE MATTEAOC EEPRONBIN ENMTENOC
RAAALL ETAGEPECIE OITEN TIETUWALLWEIAWAON, OVAE ON [100¢
MINOLLOC OVAE NITPOPHTHC, EBHA EPHETAVILACY EROADEN “[TTAPOENOC
ee0vaB 1APIX, eoBe par navTov tidpnovt me den TaAIA0ZOAOTIX
ATAIPHT EVXW 1100C x€ OVWOY HEN nHeTOoC! briovt, ETe PrwT
TUTANTOKPATWP TTE, NELL OVSIPHITH SIKEN TKASL, ETE MEYILONOTENHC
fWHPI TTE, ETAYT 2IXEN MIKAST EEP MIPWIL! [TOIPHINH NELL TTEGIWT, NEAL
ovfuatt den mpwant, €Te Megnnevra eooval re, ETaqgtuat éwwm
DEN MGHT [NITICTOC 2ITEN MWILC ESOVAR NTE MOVASEILILCE, EMIAH
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behalf of those who were like the beasts and resembled them in the dumb
passions and the monstrous growth®® which prevailed over the whole of
mankind because of the Fall, he thought worthy to be laid in a manger for
the beasts, so that through this he might remove altogether the heart of
beasts®>® which had taken root in us through the worship of idols. But “He
had no place to stay”>>—because all of us at that time were in the inn>® of
the devil and his evil demons through the error of idol-worship. The shep-
herds, moreover, who watch over their flock of sheep are a sign to us of
the shepherds guided by reason who exist in the church, those who watch
over their flock of sheep because of the rational wolves who ravage souls,
namely the filthy heretics. It is thus, then, that the glory of the Lord shines
upon®’ these shepherds, and his angel stands before them to preserve them
in all their afflictions—because they proclaim the birth of the Christ from
the holy Virgin Mary without human seed, and guide the sheep endowed
with reason into the good sheepfold of the holy dogmas of the faith which
direct us to the goal. “And there was”, he said, “of a sudden a great mul-
titude of the heavenly host with the angels, singing to God and saying,
‘Glory (to) God, the most High,>® and peace on earth and goodwill among
men’”. And again Eusebius.>® Since then the angels could not help the race
of Adam which had gone astray through the worship of idols, nor again
could the Law nor the Prophets, but only the one who was born of the
Holy Virgin Mary, for this reason they gave glory to God in this doxology
in such a manner, saying “Glory to God the Most High”, which means the
Father, the Ruler of All, and “Peace upon earth”, which is to say His only-
begotten Son who came upon earth to set men at peace with his Father,
and “Goodwill among men”, that is his Holy Spirit, which has brought
about goodwill in the hearts of the faithful through the holy baptism of
regeneration. Then again Christ was received in a stable for animals, the

53. Or “cancer”.

54. Literally “beastly hearts”.

55. An inn = a place to stay.

56. Or “dwelling-place”.

57. Or “enlightens”.

58. Or “in the highest”. The text as quoted seems to be deficient here, as it
apparently reads “among/in the Highest” (pl.), with “God” in apposition to “High-
est”, whereas the standard Bohairic text clearly adds “to God”. Thus, one might
have assumed a scribal omission of 10 (to); however, the text before us here is
repeated almost immediately below, again without a1 (to) before PprovTe (God).

59. See de Lagarde, p. 124, 1. 25.
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A€ O AVKIIL JATYPICTOC DEN OVOVONL NTERNH, LA ET OV NDHTY
[TXE OVEQE NELL OVIW: MOYAL JLEN TAP §TOYBHOYT KATA MMN0LLOC,
MYET A€ ON, EPCYILENMIN DEN Al 1PAAOC [HNIESNOC NELL 2ANSRA
1LHW EROADEN PAAOC RNHOVAAL ETAVNOQEIL EB8RE PHETAYYCAY
DEN MOYON2Yy NTERNH €6RE PH ETE DWW FOVRAL, IHCOYC MY PICTOC
menbwic.

T eeRe micehr fiTe mowrc. ...3

0Y0Q, ETA NIEQOOY JLOR2EROA HTE MOVTOVRO KATA $rHOLLOC
LLILWYCHC, AYVENC EQPHI EIEPOVCANHIL ETAZ0Y EPATY LLTOWIC KATA
PpHT ETCHHOVT DEN MNOILOC HTE MEWIC KE SWOVT MIBEN ESNAOVWN
fToT fTe Tequay, evérovt épogy xe meeovaB LUMGWIC. EVCERIOC.
0Y0Q, KAN OVITANKASAPOC ME 0¥0Q, ¢ CA MWW! NTOYRO MIBEN 2WC
oY, AAAA ACEPCYN)YWPIN EMAIYET EOBHTEN DA NHETOI HAOM
0v0Q, €TOONER HEN ProBI FfMAPABACIC HTE MENWOPT MIWT AhaL,
xe gma Hen par HTEYGTOVRON 0¥0Q, NTEYEPATIAZIN 1LILON KECOT
SITEN MEYMNEVILA EBOVAR ETACTHIC NAN DA NITICTOC SITEN MIAWKELL
NTE MOVASEILILICI. KE JLHN AVUWANILICI NIUIKOYXI HAAWOYL, KAN JLEN
SANASNOBI NE KATA MCAOK NTOVRYAIKIA, AAAA LITAVEP EBOA EBWAER
KATA MCAXI RIWA, KAN 0VELO0Y HOVWT ME MOVWND SIREN TIKASL.
EWWIT XE O¥N AVWANGT LMIUWLC NTE MOVASEILILICH, WAVWAL 1L1AY
EMTHPY HOWAER NIBEN NTE TIMAPABACIC NAAALL, OV0Q, AOITON WAPE
TYrvyen nea mowea wwmr Hen fueTkaeapoc fTe TAMASIX new
Tadeapcia riTe muragh FAAALL, TENGIC IHCOVC T PICTOC MENCWTHP.
EMAN ON 2WOVT NIREN eenaovwn FToT fATe Teguay, avuovt
EPWOY XK€ MEBOVAR MMOWIC, KATA PpHT eTcHHOVT Den Pprosroc
JLLWVCHC. ANAA MITESAI HEWOYT WXEMKOLL HOVWN HTOT [iTe

3. The section starts on line 1 with the heading given. The next ten lines are an
extract from Titus of Bostra on Luke 2.21. Eusebius begins at 1. 12.
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place in which an ox and an ass were found: for the one is pure according
to the Law, while the other brings together through this the people of the
nations, as well as great crowds from the people of the Judaeans who have
been saved because of this one who was laid in a manger for animals, (that
is) because of this one who is the means® of salvation, Jesus Christ our
Lord.

Fr.Copt. 13
On Luke 2.22-23. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 125, 1l. 1, 12-37.
6. Concerning the Circumcision of the Lord. ...

“And when the days were fulfilled for her purification according to the
law of Moses, they brought him up to Jerusalem to present him to the Lord
according to what is written in the Law of the Lord, that every male that
opens the womb of his mother shall be called ‘holy to the Lord’”. Eusebius.
And although as being God He was all-pure and above every purification,
nevertheless he submitted to this too for our sake, we®! who are polluted
and stained through the sin of the Fall of our first father Adam, so that
by this means he might purify us and make us worthy again by his Holy
Spirit which he has given to us the faithful through the bath of regener-
ation. And truly if we are (re-)born as little children—even if some are
without sin because of the smallness of their age, and have not yet become
stained according to the word of Job,%? (and) even if they have spent®? only
a single day of their life upon earth—still if they have received the bath of
regeneration they are altogether freed from every stain of the fall of Adam,
and thereafter the soul and the body dwell in the purity of the passion-
lessness and incorruptibility of the second Adam,®* our Lord and Saviour,
Jesus Christ. Then again,® “Every male child which shall open the womb
of its mother shall be called holy to the Lord, according to what is writ-
ten in the law of Moses”.6 But there never was a male-child who could

60. Or “source”.

61. Or “those”.

62. Job 14.5.

63. Literally “there is”

64.1 Cor. 15.45.

65. Line 28.

66. Exod 13.2; Num 8.16-17.
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TEYILAY ERHA EMYCPICTOC LILAVATY, EBRE KE (')*‘[’ MIBEN (ITE M0,
TKOINONIA JATITAILOC ESOVWN LILWOY RWOPTT, MYPICTOC AE {60
ETagovwn 7o fifrapeenoc abite KOMOMA [f5°aLL0C. 68€N HEN DAl
Av110¥T EPOC] XE NAZWPEOC, ETE MEGOVOLELL ITE XE TEGOVAR LLTHLIIC.
ovop, € fovwovwwovwr, mexac), KATa $pHt €Tavxoc o1 Pprosroc
UMOWIC XK€ 0OVUWWWY NOPOILITUAA 1€ 10AC B 16poser.

ZH €0 R€E MICHX.

EVCERIOC. TMICHX XE OV A0 1T VKW LUTIAAOC NNIEBNOC ETACANH!
€POY fiIXE MOWIC SITEN MOIWIW ILTIEVATTEAION EBOVAR. NIAAWOYT AE
ETCWK HAXWY AVO! JLTTYITOC HNIATOCTOAOC EB0VAR. KE TAP €0BE
TOVMETATKAKIA Ao¥T EpWOY MUTAIpHT: MIAAWOY, MEXAC, AN
OYON NTETEN NYCAI FOVWIL LLAY; MARAA NXWIT AE ON NELL NIBAI 1TE
MBEM AYO! AUTTYIOC NMIAPETH NTE MMITNEVILA E60VAR, NAIETAYOPE
MOHT NNIMICTOC 0VAW EZ0TE MMIYIWN SITEN NMAPETH NTE MITNEVILA
€60YAR. NIGBWC AE ON ETAVBEPRWPOY EXEN MICHX NICRWOYI EBOVAR NE
NEVATTEAKON ETAVCATOY EMSHT NNITICTOC.

0Y0Q, AYEPOHTC XE PILHW NTE NMIMASITHC EVPAW! EVCLOY
Eprovt evIW LILOC XE YCUAPWOVT fixe PpHEBNHOY DEN Ppan
1m6WIC: OVRIPHIH DEN TPHE, 0V0Q, 0¥WOY DEN NHETOOCI. SANOVON
fiTe mipapICEOC EROADEN MIILHYY TEXWOY K€ PpecTCchRW, APIEMITILAN
NNEKILASITHC. O¥O0Q, MMEXAY XE TAW 1LILOC NWTEN KE APEWAN NAT
XAPWOY, CENAWWEROA fixe NN, €TI ON EVCERIOC. EC1r0v A€ ON
€PAAOC INIEONOC XE DN, EBRE KE NAVONWWT HMIDNI ITE 2wWC MOV
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open the womb of its mother except Christ himself, because every womb
of woman-kind®’ is opened first of all by marital-intercourse, but it was
Christ himself who opened the Virgin's womb without intercourse of mar-
riage. “Whence this one was called the Nazorean, which in translation is
‘holy to the Lord’”. And also he said, “They made their offering, as is said

>%»

in the law of the Lord, ‘a pair of turtle doves or two young pigeons’”.

Fr.Copt. 14
On Luke 19.29-48. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 168, 1. 13—-p. 169, L. 9.

68. Concerning the colt.

Eusebius: The colt, then, upon which the Lord was mounted according
to the testimony of the Holy Gospel represents®® the people of the nations,
while the children who go before Him are the type of the holy apostles.
For, once more, he called them “children”®® because of their innocence:
“Children’, he asked, “Do you have anything here to eat?” Again, the olive-
branch and the date-palms represent the virtues of the Holy Spirit which
cause the hearts of the faithful to want to fear the storm”® through the
virtues of the Holy Spirit. The cloths which they spread over the colt are
the holy evangelical counsels which have been implanted in the hearts of
the faithful.

“And”! the group”? of disciples began to rejoice and praise God saying,
“Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord; peace in heaven
and glory in the highest” And some of the Pharisees from the crowd said,
“Teacher, rebuke your disciples”. But he replied, “I tell you, if these are
silent, the stones will cry out”. Again too Eusebius: He is calling the gen-
tiles”3 stones, because they worship the stones as divine.”*

67. Literally “the women’.

68. Literally “has adopted the likeness/part of”, presumably a gnomic perfect.
69. Literally “like this”.

70. x1wn: freezing storm or snowstorm.

71. Line 23; cf. Luke 19.37-40

72. Or “crowd”.

73. Or “pagans”. Literally “people of the nations”.

74. Or “god”
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oWe AE ETAYDWNT, AgHaY ETRAKI, Agpratt E9PHI €XWC EYXW
1L00C K€ ENAPEEL oI TTE DEN MAIES00V HATERIPHNH, TNOY A€
AYOWIT EBOASA NEBANA: XE CENAT EQPHI EXW [TXE QANESOOY, CENATAKTE
KAW) €PO [XE NEXAKI, OV0Q, CENAKWT EPO 0Y0Q, CENAQEXSWXI CA CA
MIBEN, EVPWDT 24900 EMECHT NELL NEWHP! HDHT. €TI on evcefroc.
AQPIILI AE ON OIKONOILIKWC EQPHI EXEN TTTAKO MIEPOVCAAHLL NELL EXEN
SLETNAWTOHT NNIOVAAL, XE LLENENCA NAILHINI THPOY ETAVNAY
EPWOY ANOYBAA ITANIN Off LTOVOYVELLOBHOY EMKINTACHWOY.

CENAT EQPHI EXW, TTEXAC, TXE SANES00V, OV0OQ, CENATAKTE KAW EPO
(p. 169) fixe nexaxt, EVPWDT 14100 EMECHT NELL NEWHPY TDHT. ET1 on
EVCERIOC. KE TAP JLENENCA A NPOILTI HTE TEYANAAVILWIC A MIPUWILEOC
0! MIEPOVCANHAL, AVUWOC, AVYDWTER HOANIULHUW MOVAAI RDHTC.

0v¥0p, €Taqwe €edovn Emepder, AYEPSHTC NPIOVIEROA
RNHETTEROA, EGXW LL110C NWOY XE CHHONT XK€ MAHL, EVELOVT épog
K€ OVHI JLTPOCEYY(CH, TOWTEN AE APETENAIY MBHA [FCONI. FOWOY AE
on ne NHETTEROA 0Y¥0Q, ETO! HWWT EmoBHOVI HTE Pprovl, éagerTov
EROADEN ITECQHI OVO2, AGKWPY RNITYITOC €T DEN MEPPEL, ETE MCYNIOVA
NTE NIILACI NE NELL NICNOY [TE MIVOIAI NELL MIBAPHIT.

0 €oBe TTAPAROAH HTE MHAZANON NELL NIOVIH.

r'feoq ON EYCERIOC. NEWOY pW On NE MIOYVIH, 0¥0Q, IT”AaA.J\O?\I e
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“And when he drew near, he saw the city and wept over it, saying: ‘If
you yourself only realised on this day the things pertaining to your peace,
but now they are hidden from your eyes. But the days will come upon you
when your enemies will build a rampart against you, and will surround
you and hedge you in on every side and will cut you right down and your
children within you’”7> And again Eusebius: He wept pointedly’® over the
destruction of Jerusalem and the hard-heartedness of the Jews’” because
after all these signs which they had seen with their own eyes, they had not
repented to the point of converting themselves.

“The time will come upon you”, he said, “when your enemies will
build a rampart against [p. 169] you and raze you to the ground and your
children within you””® And again Eusebius: Indeed, forty years after his
Ascension, the Romans took and destroyed Jerusalem, slaughtering multi-
tudes of Jews within it.

“And when he came into the temple, he began to throw out those who
were selling (there), saying to them, ‘It is written: “My house shall be called
a house of prayer”, but you have made it a den of thieves’ "’ These again
were those who were selling and acting as traders in the things of God,
whom he then threw out of his house, so rendering null and void the sym-
bols® that were in the temple, which is to say, the customary offerings®! of
calves, and the blood of rams and goats.

Fr.Copt. 15
On Luke 20.9-19. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 169, 1l. 10, 11-21, 21-24.
70. Concerning the parable of the vineyard and the tenants/farmers.

This is again Eusebius: They themselves®? are the farmers, and the

75. Luke 19.41-44.

76. orkorfoauikwe: or possibly “with divine knowledge” or “as universal architect”?
77. Literally “Judaeans’.

78. Luke 19.43-44.

79. Luke 19.45-46.

80. Or “types”.

81. Literally “the custom”.

82. The Jews?
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MINOILOC ETAYTHIY NWOY ZITEN ILWVCHC. ITA OV ETAGOVWPI
SAPWOY [NIWOPT LUMPOPHTHC EBPOY O RMOVTAYE, NTE MNOLOC,
SANOYON JLEN, AVDOSBROY, PANKEWOVNI AE, AVOINI EXWOY. ITA
AGOVWPIT NOANKEYWOVNIL MTAAIN AVIPI NWOY JLTAIPHT. AQOVWPI AE
01L01WC TRANKEYWOVNI: AYWOWYOY 0¥V0Q, AVDOSROY. EMDAE AE
ETAGOVWPIT LLTEGUWHPL, AVTWOYNOY EGPHI EXWY EVXW LL1L0C KE IC
pat Me MKAHPON0ILOC, LAPENDOSREY 0VOQ, HTENWDA NTEYKAHPONOLUX.
0¥ XE O¥N METEYNA Al NNIOVIH ETELLIAY NXE MOWIC LTHASANON;
ANAA TEXWOY MMAIPHT XKE NIKAKWC, CENATAKWOY NKAKWGC, 009,
MHASANOAL, CENATHIC TOANKEOVIH. €T ON EVCERIOC. ETE NIEGNOC NE
NHESNATT AUMOVTAL HEN MTCHOY KTHICY. 0¥02, HavKkwT Me ffca Takog,
EORE XE ETAYXE TANTAPAROAH EBRHTOY: TOOY AE AYEPANAYWPIN NAY
EROADEN NICA ETELILAY.

EVCERIOC 2 KE 1L100C. KE TAP, MTEXAY, AYOYVOVOY ENILABITHC
DEN I1EPOVCAAHIL ffcom B KATA MCAXR! NIWANNHC, DN Tyanred
AE AQOYONSQ EMIA NAMOCTOAOC NELL SANKEILHU ON EBOADEN IO
LA BITHC.

|* cese par pw AQUJENT JLENENCA MIXWAEROA EGXW 1L110C KE
CLIAWN PATWANNHC, Y ILE! 1112015 TETPOC KE OVN DEN MXINSPEY COVEN
TEQILETACOENHC LN 11100 OVKET! shmeqepToaAN Lipput fiwjoprt,

NTeq £0C XK€ CE, MAGWIC, TILEr LLLOK E10AWW: ANAA ACCET WA NIREN

4. Fragment 16 is followed by the Coptic text of John 21.1-11, in the received
Bohairic text apart from some small differences in spelling (e.g., emmnavaic for
EMENAYTHC, his coat or outer garment, in v. 7), but with the omission of “When Simon
Peter heard that” in v. 7, and the addition of “And” at the beginning of v. 8. Then fol-
lows a lacuna of almost nine lines. But the quotation must have continued to v. 17,
since, when the text resumes, we are in the midst of a comment on John 21.15-17.
There is no lemma for a new author, and it seems that this fragment also belongs to
Eusebius.
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vineyard is the Law which He gave to them through Moses. So then when
He sent them the first prophets that they might receive®? the fruits of the
Law, some of them they killed,®* whilst others again they stoned. Then he
sent others whom they once more treated in the same way. He sent others
in like manner whom they treated with contempt and killed. Finally he
sent his son, whom they set upon, saying, “Look, this is the heir! Let us
kill him and take away his inheritance” What then will the Lord of the
vineyard do to those farmers? But it has been said that the evil will perish
in evil manner; and (so) the vineyard will be given to other farmers. Yet
again Eusebius: And they (these others) are the nations, the ones who will
bear fruit in the season of its fruiting. And they sought after his destruc-
tion, because he had told this parable about them: but he withdrew from
those parts.

Fr.Copt. 16
On John 21.1. Printed by de Lagarde, p. 230, 1I. 34-36.

Eusebius also says this. Moreover, he said, he revealed himself a
second time to his disciples in Jerusalem according to the word of John,
while in Galilee he appeared to the eleven apostles with a number of others
as well®® from the seventy disciples.

Fr.Copt. 17
On John 21.15-17. Printed by de Lagarde p. 231, 1l. 21-29.

Because of this, after they had finished breakfast,8” he asked again,
“Simon, son of John, do you love me?” Peter therefore, in knowledge of his
own weakness, no longer answered as boldly as before, but said “Yes, Lord,
I love you exceedingly”. But he put everything after God, and said, “Lord,

83. Or “pluck”

84. Or “wounded”.

85. Or “tenants”

86. Literally “some crowds”.

87. Lit. after the finish, sc. “of breakfast”.
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fea quY*‘[‘ 0v0p, MEXAC XE MOWIC, [TBOK ETCWOVH WA MAEN, 180K
€TEM! K€ TILEr 110K, EMAH TAP, MEXAC, AKXOAT EBOA 157 [1COIT, ANOK
oW THAWENK [i$T HCOIm XE JCALEr 181001, oA DEN Al FTECOVWNEEROA
fixe Trpoeecic NTekMWT FATAMH €HOVN €POl. ITA AE MEXE IHCOVC
NAC KE AILONI NNAECWOY.”

5. The text of this fragment is immediately followed by a comment attributed
to Cyril of Alexandria, indicating that the previous comment is not his. On p. 232 of
de Lagarde, we have St. Cyril's comment on John 21.18-9 about Christ’s prophecy of
the death of Peter, in which Cyril repeats the familiar legend of St. Peter’s crucifix-
ion upside-down in Rome, followed by a comment on vv. 20-23 which once more
ends in a lacuna. Thus it is conceivable that a further extract from Eusebius originally
appeared in this last section of St John.
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you know everything; you know that I love you”. For he [Christ] implied
“Since you denied me three times, I too shall ask you three times whether
you love me, so that through this the declaration of your great love for me
may be made manifest”. Then Jesus said to him, “Feed my sheep”?8

88. The text continues “And again Cyril...” who thus seems not to be the previous
commentator. The manuscript ends with the following colophon given on p. 232
of de Lagarde:

Ttoo 1c TaeTama Apr masev FATAMH, 20M0C HTE MAGWIC HCOVC

MYPICTOC NAI NHI NEMWTEN ANOK DA MTAAETWPOC ETAYCHA! SE0A

MOVCIPI MATUWA LILONAYOC HTE TAAYPA e60vaRl [1Te mmwT aBBA

MAKAPIOC ... TEYNASMEK EROADA TTUWNTI NTE NIKOAACIC. ASLHN ALLHI

ECEWWITTI ECEWYWITL. P TON ATIO JLPT Y(E.

Lo, I pray that you may pardon and think kindly of me so that my Lord Jesus

Christ may pity me along with you. I am the wretched one Theod ... Pousiri

[Theodotos or Theodorus of Busiris?], the undeserving monk of the holy laura

of Abba Makarios the Great ... ... that he will deliver you from the shame of

punishment. Amen, Amen, may it be, may it be. ... Era of the holy martyrs (year)

605 [i.e., ca. A.D. 890].
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Translated by Adam C. McCollum
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The Arabic fragments are translated from the edition with Italian
translation of Francisco Javier Caubet Iturbe, SS.CC.! The page numbers of
the translations are given in brackets.

The catena actually comments on all four gospels and is a translation
of the Coptic catena given earlier. But the Arabic text is unmutilated and so
gives us additional fragments. These are indicated with an ¥.

Iturbe edited only the portion of the catena concerned with Matthew’s
gospel. The remainder of the catena, on Mark, Luke, and John, remains
unedited.*

1. EJ. C. Iturbe, La cadena arabe del evangelio de San Matheo (2 vols.; Studi e Testi
254 [text] and 255 [Italian translation]; Vatican City: BAV, 1969, 1970).
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Fr.Ar. 1

Printed by Iturbe, p. 8 (9). On Matt 1.16. Cf. Fr.Copt. 1, de Lagarde p. 2,
1. 31-37.

“Jacob was the father of Joseph’! Eusebius interprets it as follows:?
Why did Matthew say, mentioning the kinship of Joseph, that Jacob was
his father, while Luke3 said that Heli was his father? Are the evangelists
opposed to each other? God forbid! Rather, it was because Heli had mar-
ried a woman and died without leaving any descendants. Then Jacob his
brother married her according to the regulation of the Law* in order
to raise up descendants for his brother, and she had Joseph by him. So,
then, Jacob was Joseph’s father according to nature, but Heli was his father
according to the Law?.

Fr.Ar. 2

Printed by Iturbe, pp. 9-10 (11). On Matt 1.25. Fr.Copt. 2, de Lagarde p.
3,1.28-p. 4,1.3.

Eusebius of Caesarea interprets as follows: Truly, he did not know
her—the Virgin whom Isaiah the prophet talked about, saying, “The Virgin
will conceive and bear a son, and he will be called Emmanuel”®—until she
had given birth to the boy, and then he knew that she was the one. That was
when the Virgin gave birth and he saw the shepherds giving the good news
about the one the Virgin had given birth to and saying that he was Christ
the Lord, and what is more, when he heard the angels” praise and the wit-
ness of the Magi, who had brought gifts, as to God, a king, and the giver of
life who died for us, as the angel had told him in a dream, “Don’t be afraid,
Joseph, to take Mary as your wife,” for the child born from her is holy, and
from the Holy Spirit”? From this and other things he knew that she was the

. Matt 1.16.

. Cf. QSt. 4.

Luke 3.23.

. al-tawrat.

al-namiis.

.Isa 7.14.

. There is also a variant hatibah, “fiancée”.
. Matt 1.20.

© N U R W
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Virgin about whom Isaiah had prophesied, saying: “This Virgin will con-
ceive and bear a son, and his name will be called Emmanuel”’®

FrAr. 3t
Printed by Iturbe, p. 15 (18). On Matt 2.1. Absent from de Lagarde.

Eusebius interprets as follows:!? Concerning the Magi, they spent a
long time travelling from the east, the country of Persia, until they came to
Bethlehem and the place where the child was, because the fact shows that
they were watching the star a long time and the previous command from
the knowledge of God compelled them that they should follow it until they
found the child who had been born. Thus the star continued going before
them from their country to the land of Palestine, because Palestine is east
of Jerusalem. And with this meaning, the Evangelist said that the Magi
arrived from the east to Jerusalem, saying, “Where is the one born king of
the Jews?”

FrAr. 4t
Printed by Iturbe, p. 27 (31-32). On Matt 3.12. Absent from de Lagarde.

“...in whose hand is the shovel to cleanse his threshing floor and gather
his wheat into the granary, but he will burn the straw with fire” (Matt 3:12).

Eusebius!! interprets as follows: When the wind blows forcefully, it
does so on the soul. The wind that blows a lot is the temptations that come
against the soul, and when it finds a soul that is light like straw and has not
cleaned itself from temptations with patience and tranquillity, it [the soul]
is thrown into the never-ending fire. As for the soul that is victorious over
the blowing winds, which are temptations, it is clean indeed, like wheat
stored in the granary, that is, the kingdom of heaven.

9. Note that the wording is slightly different here than in the previous quotation
of the verse.

10. Tturbe (18 n. 1) notes that there is discussion of the star in the Demonstratio
evangelica, book 9, but not in the words given here.*

11. Tturbe (31 n. 6) remarks that this passage does not match anything known
from Eusebius’s works, and it certainly does not have ring of other material from Euse-
bius in the catenae.*
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Fr.Ar. 5

Printed by Iturbe, p. 251 (268). On Matt 28.1. Fr.Copt. 4, de Lagarde p.
80, 1I. 25-32. Cf. QMar. 2, Fr. Mar. 1, and Fr. Mar. Supp. 16.

Concerning the verse (Matt 28:1), “On the evening of the Sabbath,
which is Sunday morning, Mary Magdalene and the other Mary went to
see the grave,” Eusebius interprets as follows: The verse, “On the evening of
the Sabbath, which is early Sunday morning,” and the verse (Mark 16:2),
“at the rising of the sun,” mean the different times when the women came
to the grave, for they went to the grave four times that night. Therefore,
each of the evangelists wrote about the different times the women came
to the grave, because the Lord rose [from the dead]'? in the night [early]
Sunday [morning] at an unknown time and appeared to Mary Magdalene
and other women.

12. Tturbe adds that one manuscript actually reads “from the grave” here.*
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Latino Latini! (1513-1598) is the last writer to refer to what seems to
be a copy of the full text of Eusebius’ Gospel Problems and Solutions. He
tells us that Cardinal Sirleto had heard of the discovery of a manuscript in
Sicily.2 Unfortunately, the text was never published, and the manuscript
is lost.

The letter in which Latini mentions the manuscript is quoted by Mai.?
In the full text, the letter lists first a text by Pseudo-Eustathius. The text
slightly suggests that the Eustathius and the Eusebius were bound together.
In many older catalogues of manuscripts, only the first text in a manu-
script volume that contains several is mentioned. Perhaps the Eusebius
might yet be found somewhere in a manuscript of Pseudo-Eustathius?
Interestingly, a copy of the Eustathius made in southern Italy in the same
year as this letter does exist in Madrid.*

1. For Latini, see Pierre Petitmengin, “Latino Latini (1513-1593): Une longue vie
au service des Peres de leglise;” in Humanisme et Eglise en Italie et en France méridio-
nale: 15. siécle-milieu du 16. siécle (Collection de I'Ecole francaise de Rome 330; Rome:
Ecole frangaise de Rome, 2004), 381-407.*

2. The humanist Giovanni Aurispa went to buy Greek manuscripts in Constanti-
nople in the early fifteenth century. He bought so many that the citizens complained
to the emperor. He tells that he sent a shipment of patristic manuscripts from Con-
stantinople to Sicily, although none of these are known today. When he returned to
Venice in 1423, he brought with him eight hundred manuscripts, many very old and
of the highest value to modern philology. Is it possible that the Sicilian Eusebius was
sent there by Aurispa? See Charles L. Stinger, Humanism and the Church Fathers:
Ambrogio Traversari (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1977), 37.*

3. Mail, p. xii. “Sirletus scire te vult, in Sicilia inventos esse libros tres Eusebii cae-
sariensis de evangeliorum diaphonia, qui ut ipse sperat brevi in lucem edentur”. The
reference is given in Mai! by a misprint as Op. (= Ep.) Tom. II, p. 116, and reprinted
faithfully in Mai? and Migne.*

4. Friedrich Zoepfl, Der Kommentar des Pseudo-Eustathios zum Hexaémeron
(Altestamentliche Abhandlungen 10.5; Miinster: Aschendorffschen Verlagsbuchhand-
lung, 1927), 10: “Cod. Matrit. gr. 124, a collection-manuscript, written by Antonius
Calosyna in 1563, contains in the first place (f. 2ff) the ps.Eust. Commentary” The
notes refer to Juan de Iriarte, Regiae Bibliothecae Matritensis codices Graeci manu-
scripti, vol. 1 (Madrid, 1769), 501-2; and J. A. Fabricius, Bibliotheca Graeca (Hamburg,
1804), 9:134-35. Zoepfl mentions Latini’s words below and adds: “This raises the
question of whether there is a connection between the Matr. 124 and the manuscript
mentioned by Latinius, especially when the Latin title in the manuscript is written in
an Italian hand” The modern shelf-mark is Madrid. BN. 4852.*
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The printed text® is hard to obtain, so it is reproduced here in full with
a translation. Presumed misprints have been corrected without comment.*

5. Latinus Latinius, Epistolae, conjecturae, et observationes sacra, profanaque eru-
ditione ornatae: Ex Bibliotheca Cathedralis Ecclesiae Viterbiensis a D. Magro ... collectae
... (2 vols.; Rome, 1659-1667). The letter is in 2:116-18.*



398 GOSPEL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

L.Latinius Andreae Masio s.

Cum XIV. Kal. Septembris litteras tuas accepissem, atque ad
rescribendum aliquid putassem me quotidie fore paratum, numquam
tamen adhuc, id est antequam tabellarius ad vos profecturus statim esset,
adduci ad id officium praestandum potui; tantum enim vel ingravescens
aetas vel longa scribendi intermissio potest, ut vix credas me tam
vehementer esse mutatum. Abundo certe, mi Masi, otio; nam Patroni mei
causa bis tantum calamum in manus sumpsi, ex quo tempore me ad eum
contuli. Sed non desunt tamen quae vel mea vel aliorum causa semper
agam. Ea autem sunt eiusmodi, ut me a scribendi consuetudine prorsus
alienarint. Nec mihi instructissima illa, quam praedicas, bibliotheca, cuius
curae praefectus sum, impedimento adhuc fuit, aut illecebrae; librorum
enim ditior aliquanto sum quam census ferat, atque in eis si me non
oblecto, gaudeo tamen supra quam credi possit, amicis meis, qui saepe ad
me adeunt, esse domi scriptorum celebriorum monumenta, unde si quid
in sermone accidit, peti statim sine ulla mora possit.

Somniavi ego aliquando fore, ut aliquid mihi otii liberioris
fortunaeque pinguioris accederet, eaque spe fretus multa in id tempus
perficienda distuli, interim ad colligenda mihi ad eam rem instrumenta
intentus tantum atque occupatus. Sed nihil me fefellit somnium; somnium
fuit merum. Nunc leviter quae in quotidianis congressibus dubitationis
aliquid afferre videntur, persequor, et in restituendis multorum
scriptorum locis libenter operam studiumque pono. Qua in re non desunt
mihi quotidie difficillima monstra, praesertim in Plinio, in quo uno post
reliquos putavit sibi Manutius noster turpe futurum, si qua plurimum
potest ingenii subtilitate ac variarum rerum cognitione tam celebrem
necessariumque scriptorem aliquando tandem non iuverit. Multa autem
sunt, ut pulchre nosti, quae etsi minima apparent, et cuivis etiam paene
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Latino Latini to Andreas Masius, greeting.

Having received your letter on August 19, I kept thinking that I would
be ready any day to write something in reply; but in fact I have never been
able to fulfil that duty till now—that is, until the letter-carrier was on the
point of leaving for the journey to you.! So strong are the effects of either
the increasing burden of age, or my long break from letter-writing, that
you would hardly believe how markedly I have changed. I do have plenty
of time off, my dear Masius, because since attaching myself to my patron?
I have only twice picked up my pen on his behalf; but still there is no lack
of things for me to do, either on my own behalf, or on others, and their
nature is such that they have completely estranged me from the habit of
writing. The very well-equipped library you mention, of which I am in
charge, has so far been neither an impediment nor a temptation to me: I
am a good deal richer in books than my status would allow, and, if I am
not enjoying myself among them, I take an unbelievable degree of pleasure
in the fact that my friends, who come to see me frequently, have copies at
my house of the works of the more distinguished authors. Thus anything
that crops up in conversation can be pursued at once, with no delay at all.

I did have a dream that one day I would have rather more free time
and a rather fatter purse; it was from trust in that hope that I have put off
the completion of many tasks till that day, concentrating busily meanwhile
solely on making a collection of materials for the purpose. I was not at all
taken in by the dream, though; a dream is all it was. As things are, I am
just following up, in passing, points seeming to involve some uncertainty
that arise from my everyday encounters. I also take pleasure in the pains-
taking work of emending passages in a number of authors. This involves
a plentiful daily supply of quite intractable monsters, especially in Pliny:
at last, after all the rest, Pliny is the one on whom our friend Manutius
has concluded that it would be a disgrace for him not to use all the fine
intelligence at his command, and all his expertise in all sorts of subjects,
in coming eventually to the aid of an author so distinguished and so essen-
tial. As you know very well, there are numerous points which may seem
trivial, and entirely familiar to anyone, even a virtual beginner, but which

1. The word for “you” is plural, implying that the carrier has letters for others at
the same destination.

2. Latini was a poor man who earned his living by working as a Latin secretary.
His patrons were a series of wealthy and important cardinals.*
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tyroni notissima videntur; tantam tamen cum in intelligendo tum etiam
in explicando difficultatem habent, ut nullo modo, post tot virorum in
restituendo illustrandoque Plinio labores, satisfacere sibi quisquam iure
possit, nedum aliis probare quid sibi auctor multis in locis velit; videlicet
tanta est codicum varietas, tantaque rerum plurimarum hoc tempore
vel obscuritas, vel ignorantia. Laborat igitur Manutius, codicumque
collatione, quod ipse per se potest, sedulo praestat; cum autem eiusmodi
aliquid occurrit, in quo haerendum necessario sit, advocat undique
auxilia; ad opem ferendam inter alios invitor ego quoque. Confero si quid
habeo libenter, atque ita mihi tempus abit.

Sed haec fortasse longius. Nunc ad litteras tuas, quibus paucis
respondebo.

Sirletus mihi rem de Ionatae Targum plane explicuit. Scito igitur eum
librum Latine versum a Iosue initium habere, atque inde quos canonicos
Hebraei habent, omnes continere praeter unum Danielem, qui Caldaice
scripsit. Is liber olim a Basilio Zancho quingentis fere denariis emptus fuit,
atque ex ea animi significatione data, Marcellus secundus tanti hominem
aestimavit, cum adhuc Cardinalis esset, ut vere litterarum cultorem,
sciendique cupidissimum unum omnium Basilium judicarit.

Habes de Ionata. De Septuaginta autem, nisi prius aliquid documenti
de tuis Syris dederis, utemur antiquorum iure consultorum formula, Uti
possidetis.

Sed quid cum Patre Octavio agendum tibi sit, ut Hebraeorum in
tempore ratione traditam sententiam atque decreta tuearis, plane non
video. Id unum perspicio, tantum tibi negotiis in ea re fore, ut Octavio
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are actually very hard, both to understand and to explain. The result, even
after so many men’s labours in restoring and illustrating Pliny, is that there
are numerous passages on which there is no way that anyone can justifi-
ably satisfy himself of the author’s meaning, let alone convince others of
it; this is because there is so much variation between manuscripts, and in
the modern age there is such obscurity about very many of his topics, or
ignorance of them. Manutius is thus hard put to it. What he can do on
his own in the way of collating manuscripts, he performs assiduously; but
when something crops up on which, inevitably, he is stuck, he summons
reserves from all quarters, and I too am among those invited to assist him.
I am glad to make any contribution I can—and that is how my time disap-
pears.

Well, that is perhaps too long on all that. Now for your letter; I shall
reply in brief.

Sirletus has given me a clear explanation on the matter of the Targum
of Jonathan, so I can let you know that the book concerned is a Latin
translation. It starts at Joshua, and from then on contains all the books
regarded by the Hebrews as canonical with the sole exception of Daniel,
who wrote in Aramaic. It was bought some time ago by Basilius Zanchus,
for about 500 denarii—and on the strength of that evidence for the man’s
disposition, Marcellus II, when still Cardinal, had so high an opinion of
him as to adjudge Basilius the true lover of scholarship and real enthusiast
for knowledge, beyond all others.

That is Jonathan for you. Now, as to the Septuagint, unless you are
beforehand in providing some evidence from those Syrians of yours, we
shall use the ancient jurists’ formula Uti possidetis.>

I really do not see what line you must take with Father Octavius in
order to maintain the Hebrews’ rational and traditional view on chronol-
ogy, and their convictions, on their chronology. The one thing I see very
well is that you are going to have so much trouble in satisfying him on
this that he will serve notice of being about to prove the contrary to you,
whether you like it or not: firstly that there are many subjects on which

3. “As you are in possession’, a legal formula used to settle a dispute on the basis
that each side keeps what it currently has.
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satisfacere possis, ut contra is se tibi etiam invito probaturum denuntiet,
cum in multis nihil scire aut sapere gentem iam pridem profugam, tum
in temporibus colligendis nihil omnino certi tradidisse; ita ut si posthac
ab eorum ineptiis (ut appellare solet) stare te senserit, verendum maxime
sit, ne quem semper antehac inter rarioris eruditionis acriorisque iudicii
viros numerare ac praedicare honorifice consuevit, nunc de ea opinione
deductus aliter de te sit existimaturus.

Sed redeo ad Sirletum (nam nugatorem illum, quem turpitudinis
causa non nomino, de quo plurimus in Urbe sermo, dum intra pallium
totus latebat, dies ipsa revelavit). Is igitur a me tuo nomine peramanter
salutatus agit tibi gratias singulares, teque vicissim salutat, cupitque
bellissime valere. Scire etiam te vult in Sicilia inventum esse Eustathii
Antiocheni Episcopi librum de mundi creatione, id est de sex dierum
operibus, unde Basilii plurima videantur sumpta esse; praeterea libros
tres Eusebii Caesariensis de Evangeliorum diaphonia, qui omnes, ut
ipse sperat, brevi in lucem prodibunt.

Amulius Cardinalis nihil postulat, nisi quod tuo commodo fieri
facillime possit. Quare omnem curam, et sollicitudinem tibi remittit,
tacite fortasse id ipsum reputans quod tu te mihi disertissimis verbis
perscripsisti, quam ego litterarum tuarum particulam illi ostendendam
esse non censui. Salutat is te et Tranensis Cardinalis ex animo atque
suavissime, itemque Cyrillus, cuius ego viri consuetudine ita delector, ut
nullius certe congressu et confabulatione magis afficiar.

Sed lassus, mi Masi, sum. Valebis itaque, et meo nomine uxori
Henricisque plurimam salutem dices.

Roma XVIII. Kal. Octobris 1563.
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that long-homeless race has no knowledge or sense, and secondly that on
comparative chronology their traditions contain nothing certain whatso-
ever. He has always been accustomed to count you as one of the men of
particularly rare erudition and keen judgement, and to talk of you with
respect; but if he found that in the future you are still adhering to their
“absurdities” (as he habitually calls them), it would be much to be feared
that he will be led to change his mind about you, and henceforward think
otherwise.

To return to Sirletus, however—because the silly ass, too low for me
to name, who has been much talked about in the city while he was hiding
right under his cloak, has been shown up by the light of day. I gave Sirl-
etus, then, the friendliest greetings in your name. He thanks you very much
indeed, and sends his you his greetings in return, with best wishes for your
health. He also wants you to know about the discovery in Sicily of a book
by Eustathius,* bishop of Antioch, On the Creation of the World (i.e., on
the works of the six days), which is apparently the source of a great deal
in Basil;° also of three books by Eusebius of Caesarea on discordance
between the gospels. He hopes these will all soon be published.

Cardinal Amulius is not asking for anything that could not be very
easily done, at your own convenience. He therefore returns all your con-
cern and solicitude, tacitly perhaps with the very point in mind that you
made to me in such full and elegant terms in your letter—that portion
of which I did not think I should show him. He sends heartfelt and very
cordial greetings, as does the Cardinal of Trani. So too does Cyril, a man
whose intimate friendship gives me such pleasure that there is no-one
whose company and conversation mean more to me.

However, my dear Masius, I am tired. So keep well, and give my very
best greetings to your wife, and to the Henrys.

From Rome, September 14, 1563

4. The work is the Commentary on the Hexameron of Pseudo-Eustathius
(CPG 3393), supposedly of the early fourth century and in fact of the fifth cen-
tury.*

5. Basil the Great. In fact Pseudo-Eustathius uses Basil's Commentary on the Hex-
ameron.*
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INDEX OF REFERENCES

This index contains the main passages discussed, rather than merely
those referred to incidentally.

Matthew
1.1-25 QStl1, QSt2, QSt3, QSt5, QSt6, QSt7, QSt8, QSt9, QSt10,
QSt11, QSt12, QSt13
2.13-15 QStl6

13.55 QSt14
28.1 QMarl, QMar2, QMar3, QMar4
Mark

16.2,9 QMarl

Luke
1.26-38  QStl, QSt15
323-38  QStl, QSt2, QSt3, QSt6

John
20.1 QMar2
20.11-12 QMar4
20.17 QMar3
Ignatius, Ephesians 19 QStl

Julius Africanus, Letter to Aristides  QSt4
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