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version, though based upon the important work of Wenger in publishing
the editio princeps.

The Authenticity of the Eighteen “Occasional Homilies”

As recounted in the history of publication above, fifteen of the eigh-
teen homilies translated in this volume were published for the first time
by Henry Savile as Adyot ywjotot, “genuine homilies” of Chrysostom on
individual passages of Scripture.!4? In making his assessment of what to
include, Savile was heavily influenced by both the title and the contents of
the Byzantine Catalogus Augustanus, known to him from a twelfth-cen-
tury manuscript (Monac. gr. 478, fols. 287-288"), in the Augsburg Library
presided over by David Hoeschel.!*? This catalogue, entitled oi &A%0é Tol
xpuaoaTépov yvnatot Adyor (“the truly genuine homilies by Chrysostom”),
contains an enumerated list of 102 sermons judged authentic, with short
titles and incipits for each. The presence of this catalogue itself attests the
widespread awareness already in the medieval period that the Chrysosto-
mic corpus contained many works that were not actually his. Savile had
drawn upon the Catalogus Augustanus in issuing requests for transcrip-
tions of unpublished homilies that his assistants were making for him in
libraries and collections abroad, and then in turn he used inclusion in
that catalogue as a criterion for genuineness in his “Notae” (8:729-33); he
was able to do so for ten of the sixteen homilies.!** In the other six cases,

142. As noted above, the one exception is that the Greek text of Hom. Rom. 5:3 was
first published by Fronto Ducaeus.

143. Montfaucon was also influenced by the catalogue and provides cross-refer-
ences to it, describing the list as “Catalog[us) antiqu{us] incerti auctoris homiliarum
singularum quae antiquitus pro genuinis habitae sunt” (Mf 13:406-8). This is reprinted
in PG 64:141-46.This list was first published in the 1601 volume by Fronto Ducaeus,
Panegyrici Tractatus XVII sanctis apostolis, martyribus et patriarchis dicti (Bordeaux:
Simon Millanges, 1601), 411-12, and was also influential on him; for further on the
Catalogue see Baur, Jean Chrysostomme et ses oeuvres dans lhistoire littéraire, 103; Quan-
tin, “Du Chrysostom latin au Chrysostom grec,” 310-311.

144. Hom. Rom. 5:3; Hom. Rom. 16:3 A, B; Hom. 1 Cor. 10:1-11; Hom. 2 Cor. 4:13
A, B, I Hom. 2 Cor 11:1; Hom. Gal. 2:11-14; Hom. 1 Tim. 5:9-10. On Savile’s use of the
catalogue, see Quantin, “Du Chrysostom latin au Chrysostom grec,” 321: “La moins
précieuse [des ressources d’Augsbourg] ne fut pas le Catalogue Augustanus: Slade s’y
référa systématiquement pour identifier les textes quil trouvait dans les bibliothéques,
et Savile pour trier les transcriptions qu’il recevait.”
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Savile included very brief notes on authenticity criteria pertaining to style
or contents, but by no means comprehensive arguments. For three of the
homilies, Savile pointed to the style and elegance of the written text as a sign
of Chrysostomic authorship, pronouncing one “oratio perelegans certe,”
another “elegans ... et auctore Chrysostomo dignissima,” and a third an
“oratio melioris notae”*> In the first of these, despite a shared recognition
of the “elegance” of the homily, Savile included a possible doubt expressed
by one of his colleagues, John Hales (“Haec Halesius™), that, by the crite-
rion of close literary relationship to another homily, at least the prooimion
of this one might possibly be the work of an epigone (“imitator”).146 But
Savile’s overall view was that Chrysostom is fully capable of self-repetition
in prooimia, especially on the topic of his health.!” Thus Savile justified the
inclusion of this homily in his volume, although he does register Hales’s
concern in his “Notae”'¥® In another case, the similarity to a homily within
the series on 1 Corinthians was used by Savile instead as an argument for
the authenticity of the occasional homily.!*? Savile treated the remaining

145. The homilies were Hom. Rom. 8:28 (HS 8:729), Hom. Rom. 12:20 (HS 8:730),
and Hom. Phil. 1:18 (HS 8:733), respectively. “Notae” here could be a reference to
“excellent quality” or “characteristic mark,” or possibly be a more specific reference to
the renown of this homily, which is why Savile states next, “quamuis in catalogo August.
non memoratum’” (the only one of the six cases where Savile points out a homily was
lacking in the Catalogus Augustanus).

146. HS 8:729-30. In both Hom. Rom. 8:28 and Hom. Matt. 18:23 (CPG 4368),
Chrysostom expresses with some similar wording the sentiment of relief at being
reunited with his congregants after separation due to illness. Savile represents Hales’s
view as follows: “oratio perelegans certe, prooemium tamen videtur imitatorem aliquem
sapere” (“Surely an elegant homily, but nevertheless the prooimion seems to smack of
some epigone”; HS 8:729).

147. “fortasse non dubitauit lohannes noster ex consimili occasione valetudinis
eodem proemio saepius uti” (“perhaps our John did not hesitate to use the same exor-
dium again for a similar and not infrequent instance concerning his health”), which is
certainly true.

148. Montfaucon would later praise Savile for not being persuaded by Hales’s
doubt about authorship: “Haec Savilius, qui ut sagax erat, scrupulum Halesii temere
injectum nihil moratur” (“so says Savile, who, in as much as he was intellectually astute,
doesn’t show any regard for the doubt so rashly suggested by Hales”; Mf 3:830). In
his notes Montfaucon engaged in dispute about the provenance of the homily, but
expressed no doubt about its authenticity.

149. Hom. 1 Cor. 11:19: “Multa habita communia cum homilia 28 Chrysostomi
in priorem ad Corinthios, ut ab eodem fonte profectas ambas dubium non sit” (8:733)
(“Because this homily has much in common with the twenty-eighth homily of Chryso-
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their author), and of constructing arguments and exhortations within
each homily, these sixteen ring true to me on the level of vocabulary, style,
parallelism in clauses, customary exempla (maritime, agricultural, social,
about life in the polis), exhortations to stay with the homilist, and dilation
on pet topics (e.g., almsgiving, anger and other moral failings, resistance
to critique from outsiders, Jews and heretics, the need for men not to show
themselves weaker than women, etc.). Beyond that, as has been emphasized
above, their consistent and recognizable use of the form of {ymjuata xal
Maeig in ways both conventional and creative in my view adds yet another
argument on behalf of authenticity. These homilies are harder, however,
to judge in terms of the criterion of precisely determined historical con-
text, since many of them could have been preached in either Antioch or
Constantinople.! And yet that is not in itself a clear counterargument,
since establishing the provenance and date of Chrysostomom’s homilies is
acutely difficult across the board, as Wendy Mayer has so well demonstrat-
ed.!>> But one of the purposes of the present volume is to make these texts
better known, and hence, as with all ancient sources, to invite further scru-
tiny on all historical questions, including authenticity, where or if future
scholarship deems it warranted.

One line of testing for authentication that future research will be able
to develop further is the comparison of each of these homilies with the
treatments of these Pauline passages within the homily sets on the letters or
in other places within Chrysostom’s oeuvre. None of these homilies repeats
exactly what is in the homily sets on these passages, but there are vari-
ous kinds of convergence and agreement, even as the determination of the

154. See the initial notes on each of the translations of the homilies below. In par-
ticular, relying upon the invaluable study of Wendy Mayer, Provenance, it is clear that
in only a few cases is certainty about where John may have preached these sermons
possible, due to their paucity of city-specific references. Among our homilies, Mayer
regards only Hom. Gal. 2:11-14 and Laud. Paul. hom. 4 as placeable with certainty,
in Antioch (Provenance, 511-12). Beyond certainty, a reasonably strong case may be
made for the Antiochene setting of Hom. 1 Cor. 10:1-11; Hom. Phil. 1:18 and Hom. 1
Tim. 5:9-10, and a possible one for the same location for Hom. 2 Cor. 4:13 A, B, I’ and
Hom. 2 Tim. 3:1. For the possible correspondence of this with Chrysoston’s role in
preaching the Pauline lection at liturgy during his earlier years of ministry in Antioch,
see below, p. 49 n. 158. This subject will deserve much careful further research.

155. Mayer, Provenance, testing some four hundred and fifty homilies by Chryso-
stom, of a range of types, was able to determine a certain location for only fifty-one of
them (Provenance, 30-31, 510-13).
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sequence, or of which homily is or might be an abbreviated or expanded
version of the argument in the other, is a large task that must be under-
taken on each individually.

It is likely that the origins of these homilies are to be found in the prac-
tice of Chrysostom to engage the Pauline letters continually and repeatedly
in his sermons, both as they appear in the lectionary!¢ (as, often in our
homilies, it is mentioned that the text had been read that day) and some-
times because he repreached the homilies on other years or occasions, or
perhaps even more than once on a single day.!” The concentration on Pau-
line passages that these homilies represent may well be due to the practice
of having multiple homilists at a synaxis (liturgical assembly), for which
there is evidence that, at Antioch at least (that is, earlier in his career), the
Pauline lection was often given to Chrysostom.!® So sermons dedicated to
the Pauline passage that was read that day, or even repeated on several days
running,'> are plausibly rooted in the liturgical context, even if in many
cases we are not able to ascertain a more specific date or location within
Chrysostom’s decades-long preaching ministry. In any case, the judgment

156. The Pauline letters were read in order continuously from Pentecost to Lent
each year. See Gary Philippe Raczka, “The Lectionary at the Time of Saint John Chry-
sostom,” (PhD diss., University of Notre Dame, 2015), 246-47, with further literature.

157. See Baur, Jean Chrysostomne et ses oeuvres dans I’ histoire littéraire, 87: “Daprés
Savile, les éditeurs admettent en principe que Chrysostome a prononcé plusiers fois
les mémes sermons.” See also Hans Lietzmann, “Johannes Chrysostomos,” PW 9:1816:
“sondern daf} die Predigten tatséchlich zweimal gehalten sind; ob in zwei aufeindander
folgenden Jahren oder an demselben Tage in zwei verschiedenen Kirchen, steht noch
dahin.” This has recently been suggested anew by Cook, Preaching and Popular Chris-
tianity, 206-10, but apparently without recognizing it had not in fact been the assump-
tion of previous scholarship that “Chrysostom only ever delivered his sermons once”
(206). Nonetheless, the point Cook derives from this is a reasonable one in regard to the
constitution of the homily sets: “There is, then, some limited evidence for the sugges-
tion that Chrysostom repeated sermons during his preaching career, a suggestion which
could help to explain the presence of sermons from different locations existing within
asingle series, without having to dispense with the practice of lectio continua” (p. 208).
This could also in turn be an important factor in explaining why we have these miscel-
laneous or occasional homilies on Pauline texts that are not set within the homily series.

158. See the argument of Raczka, “The Lectionary at the Time of Saint John
Chrysostom,” 190-93, with assembled evidence.

159. Such as Hom. Rom. 16:3 Aand Band Hom. 2 Cor. 4:13 A, B, and I, which are
clearly miniseries preached on successive liturgies (either on Sundays or in some cases
perhaps weekdays).
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of authenticity of each of these sixteen homilies published by Savile rests
on some firm grounds cumulatively and, as mentioned, has not been chal-
lenged heretofore.

Beyond these sixteen homilies, it was Bernard de Montfaucon who
first published Hom. 2 Tim. 3:1, the text of which he knew from a single
manuscript (Vat. gr. 559), and who urged that it was authentic on the
basis of diction and form of argument.!® That judgment has been carried
forward in later discussions, and the work has not been listed among the
Pseudo-Chrysostomica.!¢! I tend to agree that there is much here of style,
argumentation, and approach to the Pauline text and the work of homilet-
ics that seems vintage Chrysostom, including the focus on the attentivity
of the audience (and the memorable image of them as baby sparrows
with their necks peeping out of the nest to gain nourishment from the
sermon),'%? forms of interactive questioning of Paul'63 and Paul’s scripted
responses, the insistence upon Paul having had in mind both his historical
audiences and those of the future, the defense of Peter against the charge
of cowardice, and, in terms of the diction, the customary vocabulary and
continual use of correlative and comparative clauses and then-and-now
and lesser-to-greater comparisons.!%¢ However, the text as published is
quite rough and in places seems to be lacunate.!65 This may be due to the
manuscript, Vat. gr. 559 (or its exemplar), or to this having been a tran-
script of a live homily that had been only lightly and perhaps imperfectly
edited.'® Further study of the other four manuscripts that contain this

160. “Hanc homiliam ... veram et authenticam esse nemo non Jfatebitur, nisi sit in
Chrysostomt scriptis hospes. Omnes enim styli, dictionis inventionisque notae concur-
runt, nulla desideratur” (“no one will fail to grant that this homily ... is genuine and
authentic, even if it is unknown among Chrysostom’s writings. For all the features of
style, diction, and form of argument agree with his distinctive character, with nothing
lacking”) (Mf 6:278).

161. Aldama, Repertorium Pseudochrysostomicum.

162. See pp. 637-39 with n. 6 within that translation.

163. E.g., §2 (PG 56:272): Ti Aéyets, & paxdpe Iadde (see p. 640 n. 11 in that
translation).

164. Some of these are indicated in the notes to that translation.

165. See the notes on the translation. In several cases, this is just at a point where
the preacher is drawing comparisons across time using deliberately repeated phrases
(something John is wont to do), and hence that may have led to parablepsis errors in
scribal transmission.

166. One may also wish to compare it with other sermons from Chrysostom’s
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Wenger’s arguments (spanning just five pages of his journal article)
were of mixed types, and unevenly executed, in particular because he
conflated arguments for the homily being an Epiphany oration with argu-
ments for its authenticity.!”> Wenger found the close exegetical attention
to Titus 2:11 in this homily well-suited to Chrysostom: “le nouveau texte
est presque exclusivement un commentaire scripturaire”!”? Yet that also
meant that he had to explain why it was rightly considered a festal ora-
tion, as he staunchly maintained: “La seule attache festivale est la mention
qui se trouve au n 9: ‘saint Paul s'écrie aujourd’hui: la grace de Dieu sest
manifestée.” 174

But this is in fact not a clear argument that this was an Epiphany ser-
mon.!7> As many examples, including several within the homilies on Pauline
passages in the present collection, show,!”¢ Chrysostom could regard the

172. This is further complicated by Wenger’s wish to demonstrate that this homily
had not, in fact, been edited and published previously (see especially “Une homélie
inédite de Jean Chrysostome sur 'épiphanie,” 117-19). This leads him to see whether
the homily might have fit, for instance, in the serial homily set on Titus, which, he con-
cludes, it does not. Wenger states candidly that this was his main worry in publishing
the text—“Le seule crainte que nous ayons longtemps gardée & son sujet, Cest qu'elle se
trouve déja publiée quelque part” (120)—rather than that he was publishing a Pseudo-
Chrysostomic text.

173. Wenger, “Une homélie inédite de Jean Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie,” 119.
See also p. 118: “le deuxiéme texte se présente comme une homélie festale, bien qu'en
réalité ce soit plutdt un commentaire scripturaire de la péricope de I'épitre lue le jour
de I'Epiphanie, Tite 2,11 And yet Wenger does not doubt that this was in fact an
Epiphany sermon.

174. Wenger, “Une homélie inédite de Jean Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie,” 119. He
refers explicitly to Bapt. §2 (PG 49:365) as a parallel: xai mept éxatépag adtdv jxoboate
ofuepov [Tavdov Titw Sialeyopévou xai Aéyovtog olitw- mept pév Tis mapoboyg (sc.
émipaviag), Enedpdvn # ol Beol ydpts 1) cwtiptog.

175. Interestingly, when it comes to possible adaptations of this homily, Wenger,
119, acknowledges that a pseudepigraphical author in principle could have added
“Paul says this to us today” (“L'on dira qu'il est facile & un faussaire d’insérer dans un
texte ces mots: Paul nous dit aujourd’hui”), but exactly what kind of literary operation
this would involve (into what existing text would they have inserted this?) is unclear,
and, at any rate, this is presented as a strawman objection that Wenger wishes preemp-
tively to overturn.

176. See Hom. 1 Cor. 10:1-11 §1 (PG 51:242), Kai yap pxovoate oipepov avtol
Bodvrog; Hom. 2 Cor. 11:1 §2 (PG 51:303), udbwpev ti moté totwv émep aijuepov €Pda
Aéywv; Hom. Col. 8.1 (PG 62:351), yxoboate Tl avjuepov 6 [Talros éBda; Laz. 5.1 (PG
48:1017), Axovoate toivuv Tol [Taddou anuepov Podvrog xai Aéyovros; Hom. 1 Cor.
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Jectionary readings as declaimed by the anagnost or the preacher on any
synaxis as constituting Paul speaking something “today”; hence this kind of
statement is not solely used by him for the great liturgical feasts. Wenger’s
second argument, which he regarded as decisive, was an appeal to Chrysos-
tomv’s exhortations to his audience to pay attention and stay awake to gain the
full understanding of the sermon.!”” But, once more, while one can indeed
find this in homilies from great liturgical feasts,!”8 such exhortations are
found throughout Chrysostom’s homilies, including in the sermons in the
present volume that are focused on specific Pauline passages.!”® For both
these supporting arguments Wenger has wrongly presumed features that
are typical of Chrysostom’s homilies in general are specific to festal oratory.

So, it is possible, against Wenger, that the reason “le nouveau texte est
presque exclusivement un commentaire scripturaire” is that it is a homily
with an exegetical focus on this lemma that was not originally a festal ora-
tion.!® Lending support to that view is the fact that, in stark contrast with
other eastern Epiphany sermons, including Chrysostom’s own De bap-
tismo Christi et de epiphania (PG 49:363-72),'8! the text of this homily!®2
does not mention the feast itself and its meanings, nor the baptism of Jesus
by John.!83 Yet, since Titus 2:11 was part of the lectionary for the Feast

7:39-40 §1 (PG 51:217), orjuepov mepl @V adTdv 6 avTog dAéyetat [Tadog; Hom.
Rom. 5:3§1 (PG 51:157), without the word aWjuepov, but it is implied, and many further
examples.

177. See Wenger, “Une homélie inédite de Jean Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie;” 119:
“Nous y trouvons un autre indice qui ne trompe pas et qui prouve que 'homélie a été
effectivement prononcée le jour de I'Epiphanie au cours de la liturgie.”

178. E.g.,, Natal. §3 (PG 49:354), cited by Wenger, “Une homélie inédite de Jean
Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie,” 120.

179. Hom. 2 Cor. 4:13 T §2 (PG 51:291); Hom. Gal. 2:11-14 $§1, 9 (PG 51:373,
379); Hom. Eph. 8.8 (PG 62:66); Hom. Phil. 6.1 (PG 62:218); Hom. Jo. 5.1; 11.1 (PG
59:53, 79); Adv. Jud. 7.2; 10.2 (PG 48:93, 113), etc.

180. Quotation from Wenger, “Une homélie inédite de Jean Chrysostome sur
Iépiphanie;” 119: And yet the homily is not just a “commentary,” but rather a set of
arguments about the text (and some other topics related to it).

181. See Everett Ferguson, “Preaching at Epiphany: Gregory of Nyssa and John
Chrysostom on Baptism and the Church,” CH 66 (1997): 1-17, esp. 8-16, which pro-
vides an analysis of Chrysostom’s other Epiphany sermon, De baptismo Christi et de
epiphania (CPG 4335).

182. I leave aside here the phrase &l @ Beoddavia in the title, to which we shall

return below (pp. 55-57).
183. There are two brief mentions of baptism in the homily, however. In $6 there
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of the Epiphany, as Wenger argues and as is generally recognized,'®* we
cannot completely exclude out of hand the possibility that this homily was
originally designed for that occasion.!8> But it is not the only way to under-
stand a homily devoted to a close reading and set of arguments about this
Pauline passage, nor is it the unambiguous conclusion one can draw from
the extant manuscript evidence.

Wenger observed that Sinai. gr. 491 contains no fewer than eight texts
devoted to the Feast of the Epiphany, five of which are attributed to Chrys-
ostom.!86 Hence the shaping of the Sinai codex as a collection of liturgical
texts may have played a role in repurposing an occasional homily on a
Pauline text as a presumed Epiphany sermon. As Wenger himself dem-
onstrated, this is precisely what had happened with the twelfth Homilia in
Matthaeum (PG 57:201-8), on Matt 3:13~17, the account of the baptism
of Jesus, which is the gospel text in the lectionary for Epiphany. In this
codex, that homily, presumably an occasional oration on the lemma, has
been transformed into an Epiphany oration by the addition of the line,
Aapmpd xal énidofos, dyamyrol, Tiis mapotons éoptiis ) maviyvpis (“splen-
did and glorious is the celebratory assembly for the feast that is upon us,
beloved!”), placed before its actual incipit.!8” Yet despite this conclusion,

is a quotation of Matt 3:12 (Luke 3:17) about the coming one: éxetvog 6 Bamti{wy Oués
év mvelpatt aylw xal mupl. But that passage (which precedes the pericope of Jesus’s
own baptism in Matt 3:13-17) is nowhere quoted in Bapt. (the other Epiphany homily)
and may not have been a part of the lectionary for Epiphany. (Raczka, “The Lection-
ary at the Time of Saint John Chrysostom,” 238-39, lists the gospel for Epiphany as
Matt 3:13-17.) The second reference is to Matt 20:19-20 in §21 to exemplify that grace
means the forgiveness of sins. While these passages are not amplified upon by the
preacher here in relation to Christ's own baptism by John and the attendant appear-
ance of the Spirit (which is the subject of the feast), if the homily were for Epiphany,
one might expect that they would have been all the more pronounced.

184. See Raczka, “The Lectionary at the Time of Saint John Chrysostom,” 238-39,
with further literature.

185. In addition, if it could be shown that Isa 9:1, quoted by the preacher in $10,
was the Old Testament lection of the day, that would add further to the case that this
was originally an Epiphany sermon. However, Raczka concludes that although there
is strong evidence for Matt 3:13-17 and Titus 2:11, there is no clear indication of the
Old Testament and Psalm readings for Epiphany in Chrysostom’s time. (This is an area
for ongoing research.) See Raczka, “The Lectionary at the Time of Saint John Chryso-
stom,” 239, 245.

186. Wenger, “Une homélieinédite de Jean Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie;” 117.

187. “En réalité, I'incipit est un piége car ces mots servent a déguiser en homélie
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Wenger did not consider the equally likely possibility that the homily on
Titus 2:11-12 has undergone the very same operation, performed by the
title: ot le el 0 "Emeddvn 0 xdpts Tol Oeol xal efs 7a feogpdvia. Indeed, the
sole overt sign that this is an Epiphany homily is not really that Paul cries
out “today,” as Wenger had stated, but this title,'88 which appears to have
been a major influence on Wenger’s argument and conclusions, even if it

is not acknowledged as such. But how much weight can one place on the
title,'8? and could it, like the incipit of Hom. Matt. 12 in this codex, have

been doctored for this purpose?
Several aspects of the Sinai codex point in this direction. First, the title

of Hom. Tit. 2:11~12 contains a quasi-redundant adtol (“by the same”)
preceding the proper name and epithets (toli adtol aylov Iwdvvou Tol
Xpuaootopov), which serves within this codex to link this homily with
the previous, CPG 4882.!% (Wenger had simply deleted the adtol with-
out comment from the text of his title in his edition, presumably because
he regarded it as secondary.) The immediately preceding homily uses the

festale I'homélie 12 du commentaire de Chrysostome sur Matthieu, concernant le bap-
téme de Jésus” (Wenger, “Une homélie inédite de Jean Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie;’
118). Of course, Chrysostom’s exegetical discourses on Matthew are also homilies and
not, strictly speaking, a “commentary,” as though that were an utterly distinct genre. At
the same time, it is striking that what Wenger imagines for this homily on Matthew he
does not entertain for the one on Titus, chiefly on the grounds that the series Hom. Tit.
does not much replicate what is here, and in fact “passe rapidement sur le texte” (119).
But that is why studying this sermon along with our other homilies on individual Pau-
line lemmata is useful, for these other occasional homilies don’t merely replicate what
isin the series, either.

188. Note also that the Greek title of the genuine Chrysostomic Epiphany sermon,
Bapt., for which Savile and Montfaucon have slightly different wording, in neither ver-
sion contains elg T Beoddvia (PG 49:363). But the Pseudo-Chrysostomic In sanctam
theophaniam (Aldama, Repertorium Pseudochrysostomicum, 162, pp. 59-60), bears the
title elg T #yta Beopavia (PG 50:805-8).

189. See Mayer, Provenance, 315-21, on the reasons for caution about accepting
uncritically the historicity of information contained in homily titles, and for a method-
ological proposal for emphasizing the contents of the homily itself in cases where the
title and contents do not fully square.

190. This post-Epiphany oration is falsely attributed to Chrysostom. Options pro-
posed for authorship have included Severian of Gabala and Nestorius. See Timothy D.
Barnes, “A Lost Prince in a Sermon of Nestorius,” StPatr 39 (2006): 3-6, with references
to further literature on those debates, including Antoine Wenger, “Notes inédites sur
les empereurs Théodose I, Arcadius, Théodose II, Léon I, Rewue des études byzantines

10 (1952): 47-59.
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exact same language in the title hanging over its incipit, Twavvou émaxomou
Kwvotavtivoumdhews els 1@ Geopdvia (fol. 103); and this title is copied in
again as a superscriptio after the final dunv on fol. 115%: ol XpuoooTopou
el Ta Oeopavia.!®' Our homily begins on the first line of the next folio (fol.
116) with the title o0 adtod aylov Twdvvou Tod Xpucoatdpov OptAle €lg T
"Emedavy % xapts tol Oeod xai eis 1@ feopavia. It seems reasonable to take
seriously the possibility that both the avtol and eig T& Beodavia were added
by the scribe of the Sinai codex (or its precursor) to the title of Hom. Tit.
2:11-12 to link it to the previous homily, in forming this collection of five
Chrysostomic Epiphany texts.

Indeed, one need not merely surmise this, because of the fact—
never mentioned by Wenger!2—that the title for this homily in Paris.
gr. 700 lacks xal eig 1@ Beodpdvia entirely: Tob év ayios matpos Nwddv
‘Twavvou pytemoxémov Kwvatavtivoumérews Tob Xpuooatopou Adyos elg
70 "Emedavn yapts tol Beol 9 cwmiplog matdedovoa Huds.!9 Hence this
other manuscript witness, along with the liturgical contents and shap-
ing of Sinait. gr. 491 (which adds a superscriptio again to this effect at
the end of our homily: Tol Xpugootopov els @ Oeopavia), adds strong
support to the inference that the Sinai codex represents a liturgical adap-
tation, rather than that the scribe of Paris. gr. 700 for unexplained reasons
removed eig & Beodavia from the title.!® This is all the more likely since

191. I cite the text from Antoine Wenger, “Une homélie inédite (de Sévérien de
Gabala?) sur I'épiphanie,” AnBoll 95 (1977): 73-90, esp. 81 and 90.

192. Wenger’s apparatus criticus is misleading here, in representing the title in
Paris. gr. 700 as “tod év &ylotg matpos Audv 1. dpxtemaxdmov KwvatavtivoumbAews Tol.
X. Abyos els 10 ...” because one would infer from the ellipsis that from el 16 forward
the title is the same as his printed text from Sinai. gr. 491 (“Une homélie inédite de
Jean Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie;” 116). But in fact, the Paris manuscript includes
cwplog, Taudebovoa Nués after 'Emedavy A xdpts To¥ Beol, and, most importantly, it
does not have xai ei¢ & feodpdvia.)

193. I have written out the four nomina sacra here plene (mps, (@, 0u, gpiog). Note
that this title also lacks adTod.

194. Paris. gr. 700, fol. 166" has no superscriptio for this homily. Beyond that, the
codicological contents of Paris. gr. 700 are quite different from Sinai. gr. 491. Although
it begins on fol. 163, Hom. Tit. 2:11-12 is demarcated as the first (A') of twenty-two
enumerated works that are a grab bag of types, including a few for liturgical festivals,
such as (B') a sermon Ad neophytos; hom. 3, for Easter; or Ad illuminandos cateche-
sis, hom. 1 (Lent); but also topical sermons such as Paenit. (A', II'); and a variety of
exegetical homilies, such as Hom. Gen., hom. 1 (IB); Anna, hom 2-3 (10'-K’); and
Hom. princ. Act., hom. 3-4, 2 (KI"-KE"). But, in contrast to Sinai. gr. 491, there is no
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the longer lemma as found in the title of the Paris codex—including y
FwTNPLOS ... matdevovaa Nudg (Titus 2:11-12)—also more accurately rep-
resents the actual contents of the homily.!'”> So, Wenger’s argument that
Hom. Tit. 2:11-12 was an Epiphany sermon does not hold up well under
scrutiny. But what about its authenticity?

Although the two criteria cited by Wenger (Paul speaking “today;” and
Chrysostom exhorting his audiences to “stay awake”) cannot demonstrate
that this is an Epiphany sermon, they do, as we have shown, cohere well
with Chrysostom’s characteristic style within his homilies more broadly.
A last criterion to which Wenger appealed was the concluding doxology
of the homily: yapitt xal pthavBpwmia Tol xupiov W "Inool Xpiotol,
1eb’ o0 6 Tlatpl ¥ 56k obv dylw mvedpatt, viv xal del xal els Tobs aidvag
76V alwvwy: ajv.!% “Nous oserions presque dire qu'une homélie qui com-
porte cette conclusion a toute chance d’étre authentique, sans que I'inverse
dénote nécessairement un faux, Chrysostome usant de sa formule cou-
tumiere dans la proportion de sept sur dix.’!% Here Wenger is on firmer
ground, as this closing (with or without minor variations) is indeed found
in over five-hundred and fifty genuine Chrysostomic homilies, including
every homily in the present volume except one.!”® However, Wenger has
not acknowledged that the reading of the final doxology in Paris. gr. 700
lacks the characteristic xal pthavBpwmia and has a different version of the
benediction itself, both in terms of syntax and terminology: ¢ ¥% 36¢a xal
T xpatog elg Tovg ai@vag auiv. And yet, the formula in the Paris codex is
not entirely alien to Chrysostom, either, as we do find variation on some
consistent patterns across his works.!*? So on balance the final benediction
remains an argument in favor of the authenticity of this homily.

concentrated focus on festal oratory in general or Epiphany in particular (see CCG

7.162, pp. 180-83). 559, 14, 19-24
. especially §§9, 14, 19-24. )

igz ?ecfuot}c? here);he text of Sinai. gr. 491, the reading adopted by Wenger, “Une
homélie inédite de Jean Chrysostome sur I'épiphanie,” 135. . =

197. Wenger, “Une homélie inédite de Jean Chryso.ston?e sur | e}.)xphanlxe, .121411 .

198. My results from searching via TLG. The homily without t.hl§ clo.smg 15f onii
2 Tim. 3:1. Wenger is not quite right that this form of the benediction 1.5 not foun
among falsely composed or attributed homilies, but the numbers are far less (some
ﬁft),).199. Focusing just on the subjects of the final relative cle)luse, tl?e. combina‘tloln ?f
1) 86¢a xal TO xpdTos is not infrequently found in Chrysostom's homilies, tho.lf ; t lelie
is a good amount of variety here—see, e.g., Hom. Rom. 5:3 $4 (PG 51:1640); Adv. Jud.
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Beyond these claims made by Wenger, my analysis of this homily con-
firms other correspondences with Chrysostom’s genuine homilies in both
diction and style, as well as in argumentation. As the notes to the trans-
lation show, this homily uses some favored Chrysostomic expressions
that are rooted in his dialogical homiletical method, like BodAet pabety
(“Do you want to learn?”) and dxovgov ITadAov Aéyovtog (“listen to Paul
saying”). We find also a similar mode of dialogue between the orator, the
audience, the text, and its author. The opening discussion of the eyes being
like ferocious dogs who require the restraints of the law and reason, while
not exactly replicated elsewhere in John’s writings, has some parallel, and
it strikes a genuine note consonant with his moralizing on sexual passions
as found elsewhere. The closing exhortation to peer into the scriptural
text like a mirror for examining one’s soul, just as one does at the barber-
shop after a haircut, has a precise correspondence with John’s Hom. Matt.
4.8 (PG 57:49). There is another close convergence with other Chrysosto-
mic works in terms of the comparison the preacher makes in this homily
between Daniel killing the Dragon (Bel 23-27) and Christ killing Death
(cf. 1 Cor 15:26, 54-56; 1 Pet 3:19, later traditions), which is both con-
ceptually and linguistically very close. We can add to this the use in this
homily of the {(nTipata xai Adceig formula (§19), here less in an apologetic
than a pedagogical mode, and the aggrandizing of the “problem” (of xaptg
conferring punishment rather than forgiveness) before solving it, as we
find elsewhere in John’s writings. In terms of placing the homily within
Chrysostom’s life and works, I have also identified a strong candidate for
the sermon that is being alluded to in the opening of this homily as having
been preached mpinv:2%0 De paenitentia, Hom. 6, which fits the descrip-
tion mepl cwppocvys and quotes as law the precise lemma the preacher
mentions as such (Matt 5:28). For all of these reasons, the case for the
genuineness of Hom. Tit. 2:11-12 is certainly strong enough for inclusion
in this volume, along with a bid for other scholars to assess these new
arguments (of a type and detail to which this homily has not been sub-
jected previously) in ongoing research on Chrysostom’s homilies and the
Pseudo-Chrysostomica.

3.6;4.7; 8.8 (PG 48:872, 882,942); Laz. 5.5; 6.9 (PG 48:1026, 1044); Stat. 19.4; 21.4 (PG

49:198,222).
200. This is itself a common Chrysostomic formula at the outset of a homily to
refer to the one preached on the previous occasion (see p. 668 n. 3).



Tol év dylotg matpds Ny "Twavvou épytemaxdémov Kwvotavtivou-
méAews Tol Xpuooatdpou Adyos eis T0 «Emepdvy 5 xdpts To0 eod
owiptos matdebovonr Huds.»

2 o0 & aylog matpds npwv Twavvou épytemoxémov Kwvotavtivoumdrews ol
Xpugoatpov P] ol adtol dylov "Twdvvou tol Xpuoootépou S | tod dyiov "lwdyvou
T00 Xpuoootépou AW 3 Adyos elg 16 P] ki elg 76 S I emedavy %) xdipis o0 Beol
1 cwthptog matdebouoa Auds P) émépavy ¥ xapts Tob Beol xal eis & Ocodavia S, AW

1. Provenance: AW 117 identifies this as only the second extant genuine homily
by Chrysostom on the Feast of the Epiphany, January 6. The other festal homily for
Epiphany, De baptismo Christi et de epiphania (CPG 4335; PG 49:363-72), is generally
placed early in Chrysostom’s ministry at Antioch because it seems to follow In diem
natalem Christi (CPG 4334; PG 49:351-62), thought to have been preached at Antioch.
But note that Mayer, Provenance, 436, 480, judging De baptismo Christi itself in terms
of its detailed reference to Olympic games, judges it no more than possibly assignable
to Antioch. In any case, the date and place of this other Epiphany sermon provide no
clues either way about this homily’s possible provenance, even as it is not clear that this
homily was originally preached on the feast, as argued in the introduction. Nor does
there seem to be any evidence in the text that allows us to locate it geographically. See
also the introduction (pp. 51-58) for debate and arguments about the authenticity of
this homily. The notes in the present translation point out some conspicuous points of
correspondence between this homily and other Chrysostomic works as an aid to that
ongoing discussion.

Text: Wenger text (AW) as emended by Mitchell. AW transcribed this homily
from Sinai. gr. 491 (uncial, VIII-IX), fols. 116"-129", as collated with Paris. gr. 700
(minuscule, IX-X), fols. 136"~166" (sic, AW 123; it should be 163*-166"). On the rela-
tion between the two manuscripts, Wenger stated: “Le manuscript de Paris présente
un texte identique a celui de Sinaiticus a l'exception de quelques variantes minimes et
dune finale plus développée, que le Sinaiticus semble avoir écourtée” (AW 120). Com-
parison of Wenger’s edition with photographs of the Sinai manuscript made available

-666-

Hom. Tit. 2:11-12
(In illud: apparuit gratia dei omnibus hominibus)
CPG 4456 (AW as emended by Mitchell)!

A homily by our father among the saints, John Chrysostom, arch-
bishop of Constantinople, on the statement, “The saving grace of
God has been brought to light, giving us paideia™ (Titus 2:11).2

by Fr. Justin and digital images of Paris. gr. 700, available online (https://gallica.bnf.fr),
has revealed significantly more variance between the readings of the two manuscripts
than this assessment allows. Furthermore, AW’s published text and apparatus of vari-
ant readings contain numerous inaccuracies and some notations that are misleading.
The text printed here includes my corrections of some thirty or more errors in AW’s
text (as indicated) as well as places where I have adopted different readings from AW;
all my emendations are explained in the notes accompanying the text. The two manu-
scripts are listed as S and P, respectively, and Wenger’s text as AW. Pinakes lists one
more manuscript that contains this homily, Mone Iberon 255 (= Lambros 4375 [XIV]),
fols. 237-240 (I), for a total of three known witnesses. I have not had access to a full
set of images of the Iberon codex, but I incorporate one reading from that manuscript
in the final benediction from Aubineau, “Soixante-six textes, attribués a Jean Chryso-
stome,” as indicated on $27. Variant readings listed exclude itacisms, alternate spell-
ings, presence or absence of v-moveable, etc.

2. Minus ydp after émedavy, as throughout this homily. Note that this title reads
1) before ocwtnptog (with M), as consistently when the lemma is cited in the homily
in P (but not so in S). I adopt the reading of P (plus %) throughout, which is how
Chrysostom always cites Titus 2:11—e.g., Hom. Tit. 5.1 (PG 62:688); Hom. Matt. 57.1
(PG 58:557); Bapt. §2 (PG 49:365); Adv. Jud. 5.12 (PG 48:903); Exp. Ps. ¥ 117 §6 (PG
55:337). For an explanation of this translation of madedovoa, see p. 676 n. 38 below. I
adopt the reading of P for the title. Wenger (AW 123) had adopted that of S, but with-
out discussion chose to remove from his text the somewhat redundant reading a0to0,
“a homily by the same John Chrysostom [tol adtol ‘Iwavvou xpugoatdpov],” though
this reading was indicated in his apparatus. Note that the title in P does not identify
this as a homily on the feast of the Epiphany; the ellipsis supplied by AW 123 in his app.
crit., “Ayos €ls 16 ... P has obscured this significant difterence inreading (as well as in
the citation of the lemma, including ¥ owtyptog ... matdedovoa Nuds).

-667-
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1. [116"] TTpdwy Oyiv mept awdpoativig 51&%5’)(6{7){;&\) xEch'wrep uég,ufy)oef, Xa“t
ofov Ot vépov dvéyvwpey obitws Exovta: Tdg 6 eyﬁlftpag’ yovaudd mpbe @
émbuufioar abyy 70y éuolyevaey UV é‘v ki x,ap&qt au'r‘ou.‘<DoBspov"r?
piiuet, xal yép dvaioyuvrov To mdbog- Sewd) ¥ dmédaots, xal yap xehemy
émbupla. o o )

2. Kabdmep obv xbva Tig éxwy dyptov xal T0s ?aplouojv(wfmr]aw’vm
néaty, 00X GVEXETAL NEAVULEVOY elvat xal ddetov, a)O\a‘ o:t57,pqz Cf)\UO'El 5,no'ag
abToV mapadidwaty Tals xepatv [116Y] Tév oixe*ro”JIv HeTa aoqia)\e:ag xcsfcsxsw,.
oTws xal 6 Oeds Tobg dpbapods TolS f)yETeeovF, XOVEY avath:rgpov
¢mimndavTas Tols Aaumpols T@V owpdTwy, 00X acpn?aw f:lvat,)\ekvy?vogg,
N Gomep owdnpd dMvoer 16 $oPw TS VO(/L:)eEO'lag Cfﬂoanffa,g avrob,
Tapédwxey peth dodarelas KATEXEWY TG AOYLTWE, TPOELTWY Xal ametoag,

1 Folio references are to S (as in AW) 2 8¢ S, P*] o PC:’“' I yw,alxi S] yuyai'xa
P 3 émbupiioat avtiyv S] émbupsoo avtiig P 6 xabdmep ovv S’] xabdmep Pl éfyplov
S] drywov P 7 dvéxetal S] dv Exorto P | Aehupévoy S] Aehoiévov (sc. Aeretpuevov?)
P 9 xuvév S] xuvdg P 11 ¢\’ S] om. P

3. mpay, as often in Chrysostom’s homilies to refer to th‘e previous occasion as,
e.g., Hom. 1 Cor. 7:39-40 §1 (PG 51:217); Hom. 2 Cor. 4:13 I'$1 (PG 51:291); Hom.
Gen. 25.1 (PG 53:218); Anna 3.1 (PG 54:652); Hom. Col. 9.1 (PG 62:359); Adv Jud. 1.1
(PG 48:843); Laz. 2.1 (PG 48:981); and Hom. Jo. 14.1 (PG 59:91), where it is also the

y homily.
e ‘;’0 tlfi;pi::;zvn is usyed for modesty or moderation in general (where.it is one of t}w
cardinal virtues of Platonic thought and Hellenistic ethics broadly) or, in early Chris-
i ifically for sexual self-control (PGL B).
e t;.xlt\S)\/\;}ﬁc;;zciid )tlhat despite much effort he was not able to locate witl.lin Chrysos-
ton’s extant works the homily that is referred to here. I propose that‘ it is llkrely De pae-
nitentia hom. 6, which, though it bears the title, Okl Aexbeioa mept vyotelas, from. §2
forward (especially in §$2-5) is not about fasting but contains a’sustam‘ed dlscu.sswn
of Matt 5:28, in which the verse is quoted fully eight times in John’s expo's.ltlon. onitand
the nature of improper desire four times in §2 (PG 49:316T17)’ tl.lr.ee tu.nes {n $4 (PG
49:319), and once in §5 (PG 49:321). Moreover, Matt 5:2’8 is explicitly cited in ?2 (PG
49:316) as a divine law—dMé& Oefov vpiv dvayvwoopat VooV, as stated here 1'et1?spelc-
tively (ofov 8% vépov dvéyvepey oltwg #xovta). However, it is the case that, (’1esp1te‘ the
homiletical treatment about the need for purity of vision ztnd concern about sﬂ‘leuy. o ats
) i worxelas winp in §2 (PG 49:316), the term cwdpoauvy 1t.selfls not used in Paemté
hom. 6 (cf. mept cwdpoatvys dteréxfnuev in the present homily), though we can nF)
that, aside from the retrospective mentions, that term is found only once in the.pleiS-
ent argument, in §4, 6 Onoaupds T cwdpoTiivig. Para.grap.hs 2-4, wl'uch follow mlt he
present sermon, do pick up on and develop in a new direction and with a new analogy
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1. Last time, as you remember, we spoke to you about self-control,¢ and the
passage of the law we read® is as follows: “Everyone who looks at a woman
with lustful desire for her has already committed adultery with her in his
heart” (Matt 5:28). The statement is frightening, as indeed the passion is
shameful; the declaration is dire, as indeed the lust is vicious.

2. A man who has a ferocious’ dog that leaps out at all who pass by
certainly doesn't allow it to be untethered and run free. Instead, binding
it with an iron chain, he hands it over to the care of his household slaves,
to hold it securely in check. In the very same way, God doesn’t allow our
eyes, which leap out at beautiful bodies more shamelessly than dogs, to
be untethered. Instead, having bound them by fear of his law8 as though
with an iron chain, God has handed them over to the faculty of reason to
hold them securely in check.!® In this way, God forewarned and threatened

the theme discussed on the earlier occasion, as the preacher himself states clearly in
the transition at §5, dMa T& pév mepi ocwdpoatvys Ixaviss elpnTar xal Tote xal viv Tolg
mpoaéxouaty, which seems to fit this identification of the previous sermon.

6. With éupXéas yuvarxt (with S) as against BAémwy yuvaixa (P). This is in line
with how Chrysostom reads the participle éuBAéyags throughout his oeuvre—see e.g.
Hom. Matt. 17.1 (PG 57:255), where he cites thelemma as such. He is, however, incon-
sistent 1n whether he reads yuvaixi—as here, and Hom. Matt. 17.1—or yvvalxa—as
in Hom. Matt. 7.7 (PG 57:81); Anom. 10.3 (PG 48:789); Paenit. 6.2-4 (PG 49:316-17,
319, 321).

7. P reads driov, “dishonorable;” or perhaps a dog “bought on the cheap” Its
relative difficulty is perhaps an argument in its favor, but the reading of S, &yptov, is
preferable in context (“wild,” “ferocious,” or “savage”).

8. A quite similar argument is found in Paenit. 6.2 (PG 49:316), which is possi-
bly the precursor sermon to this one (see p. 668 n. 5 above in this homily): d¢BaAuia
XoAem)) potyela: T@v dpBadudiv éott TO véanua, ob TGV ToD cwpatos. GAE TpdTepoy TEV
Th¢ Py Ote TolTo éxelbev dvéotetke To pebua Tig dxoraaing @ $oBw Tol vépov: did
Tolito oUxl potyelav wévov éxdlagey, dMa xal émbuplav éttpwpioato (“Adultery is a
vicious eye-disease. It is an illness of the eyes—yet not the eyes of the body, but even
more, those of the soul. That’s why with this statement [sc. Matt 5:28] Christ stops up
the discharge of debauchery by means of fear of the law. That’s why he not only chas-
tises adultery, but he even punishes desire”).

9. A comparable plea about the fear of God acting as a chain is made by John in
Hom. Eph. 8.7 (PG 62:66): Talty T aAboel dowpev éautols: qvti aidnpiov yevéobuw
Nuiv 6 Tol Oeol d6Pos (“Let’s bind ourselves with this chain; let the fear of God be for
us like an iron chain”).

10. Although this exact image of the eyes as wild dogs is not to my knowledge
found elsewhere in John’s oeuvre, it is fully consistent with other appeals, such as Ep.
Olymp. 8.6d (SC 13Y5:182, ed. Malingrey) where Chrysostom describes virgins as
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el dladpuyotey xal Tvog T@Y maptdvtwy émAdfBowTto, THY TEY wotx@v avTdv
amaitioet Tipwplav. TTds yap & éuPrédas yuvait mpos 0 émbuuion
aUTAY %oy euolyevaey avTyy év T xapdia avTol.

3. Tolito ¢ Nmelinoev [117"] Tév dpwvrwy xnddpevos. "Eml uév yap
TéV XVVEY xal Tév avbpwmwy, ody of ddxvovres xlves, A ol daxvipevor
&vBpwmot Ta EAxen AapPdvouaty- éml O& TGV doeyds dpwvTwy ddBaAUGY xal
TV Spwévwy yuvaixiv, ody ai dpmueval yuvaixes, aAX of opdvtes dvlpwol
& Tpadpata déxovral. Exel 6 Onylels émdiyn, évtalba 6 daxvwy Tov iy
éAafev.

4. Aié tolito avTodg dodarlletat, S tolito BAédapa xal PAedapldug
Tolg ddpbaApols meptébnxey, tva wi S mavtds dvewyuévag Exns tas Bupldag,
‘Otav yap O0par di& mavtds Gow dvewypéval, uetd Mo tiic ebxoMlag
6 Ao émetoépxetat, peta moMjs Tiig govalag Tov Onoavpdy [117V] g
owdpoalivng cUAE. At ToliTo xépat xadolvtal Tév ddBaAudv ai BoAal,
uadyg &t aioyvveabat xpy xai épubpiéy- xabdmep yap ai xdpat ai ameipdyapot
xal BaAapevépeval odx dvéxowto 000t mpds Tolg oixeloug petd dvatdelag

1 émAafowvto v S) émAaforto abtivP 2 dmartioe S) dmatiotey P (sic) | dmaitoety
AW || yuvaixi S] yuvaixa P 10 abtols S] todtous P 11 Gvewypévas éxxg tés Bupldag.
“Otav yép 0par di& mavtds dotv S) om. P 13 6 Ayotis ... tijs édovaias S] om. P
(h.t. edxoMiag/ébovaiag) 14 culd S) dmooudd P 15 xpy S] Sel xpn P Il al xépar of
ametpdyapot S, P) al dmeipbyapor AW 16 obx dvéxotvto S ovx qvatoyuvtol P I Tolg
P 1ol S

xabBdmep Auttdvra xva xal cuvexds émamddvra v émbupiav Saxpoudpevor (“driv-
ing off desire as though it were a dog that was raging and continually leaping out
to assault”). See also Dav. 3.1 (PG 54:695): Kai molav étépav taltns {yrels wellova
Guaptiay, Stav potxols éautobs dmypriouévous movjoavtes, avaudils, xabdmep wdves
Avttdvres, émmnddot tff lepd Tadty Tpamély; (“And what kind of sin are you looking for
that is worse than this, when making themselves consumate adulterers, without shame
they leap forward like raging dogs upon this holy table of the Eucharist?”). Right after
this Chrysostom describes é Tpémog i potyetag by citing Matt 5:28; in the fuller argu-
ment he makes some of the same associations as in our passage above.

11. On theories of intromission and extramission in vision in relation to this
Matthean text, see Paul Brooks Duff, “Vision and Violence: Theories of Vision and
Matthew 5:27-28,” in Antiquity and Humanity: Essays on Ancient Religion and Philoso-
phy Presented to Hans Dieter Betz on His 70th Birthday, ed. Adela Yarbro Collins and
Margaret M. Mitchell (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 63-75.

12. John shows himself blind to the possibility that women could be harmed by
being the object of such leering looks.

13. Here taking the aorists as gnomic. For the latter, LS] notes that {d¢ can refer
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that if the eyes should escape and pounce on any of the passersby, he will
demand that their owner suffer the punishment that belongs to adulterers.
For, “Everyone who looks at a woman with lustful desire for her has already
committed adultery with her in his heart” (Matt 5:28).11

3. He issued this threat out of concern for those doing the looking.
Now, in the case of dogs and people, it’s not the dogs who bite who receive
the wounds, but the people who are bitten. However, in the case of eyes that
look lecherously and of women who are the objects of those looks, it’s not
the women looked upon who receive the injury, but the men who are doing
the looking.!2 In the former case, it’s the one who's bitten who's stricken,
but in the latter, it's the one who does the biting who's poisoned.!3

4. That’s why God rendered the eyes secure. That’s why he placed eyelids
and eyelashes around them, lest you have doorways that are always open.!4
For when doors are always open, a robber easily enters in and with full
impunity absconds with your treasure—that is, your sexual self-control.!>
This is why the flashing parts of the eyes are called korai (“pupils”),'® so you
might learn that there is need for a proper sense of shame and embarrass-
ment. Indeed, the korai (“virgins”), who have no experience of marriage
and are sequestered in the women’s quarters, wouldn't even dare to take a

to the “venom of a mad dog” (citing Rufus, frag. 118), so the sense may be more “who
contracts rabies.”

14. Although Chrysostom elsewhere in his oeuvre uses the eyelashes as an exam-
ple of God’s minute care and forethought in creation, for instance, likening them to
the protection the outer stalks give to tender ears of corn in Stat. 11.4 (PG 49:123), this
exact analogy is not found.

15. cwepoaivy. As the previous sentences show, John's concern here (as in the
Matthean text that is his inspiration) is with men’s sexual self-control, which, he insists,
by means of Aoytauds (through the agency of fear of divine punishment) puts the
ddBaApol on a short leash.

16. This argument is based upon a wordplay on xdpy, which means “virgin,” “doll,”
and “pupil” of the eye (LS] I, I, III), presumably because of the reflection in the pupil
that looks like a miniature person (hence, a doll). The derivation of English “pupil”
for this part of the eye is dependent upon the same etymological move in Latin (from
papilla). This is a conventional pun in Greek thought and literature, as, e.g., in the
Hermetic work, Koré Kosimou, in reference to Isis as a “virgin” or to the “pupil” of the
universe. See Corp. herm. frag. 23 (ed. and trans. Nock and Festugiere, 4:1-22); see
also M. David Litwa, Hermetica II: The Excerpts of Stobaeus, Papyrus Fragments, and
Ancient Testimonies in an English Translation with Notes and Introduction (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2018), 100-129, esp 101-2 on the meanings and referents
of xépy.
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i5etv, oliw xal Tég xdpag TBY ddbaiudy xpN, xaelc'wmp xép(%g c’met,poydploug
&v Bahdu, 6 0pBahud xabnuévas, ) dvawxv’v'rw‘g amdoas f:md)teva;
Tatic §eatv éautdg, émel ovx &v elev xépat Aotmdv, AME xUVES dvefoyvvot,

5. AM& Th v Tept awdpoalivng ixavés elpnat [1 18"](xa~1 ToTE xal Vi
7ol mpoaéxyouatv- T 8¢ {yroliLevov, ovy va auve;gi',g " 7rap" Zw‘wvf@'aoxof}\(a
yévmrau xal guvexis 1) map’ Hudy Gxpdaatig, A va T xal dmb i fueTepag
Sdaoxahiag xal Gmd THg Yuetépag dxpodaews yévyTal TAEOY el z\oyov {wﬁf
THg UueTépas, el xaVXNUa NLETEPOY, Els Jégav xfi ématvov @e?u, ve Sanew
xay xatd TV Huépav exelvyy xauyéadat éx Tév xatopbwpdTwy DUV xal
elmety. "I000 dyd xal ¢ maudla & pot Edwxey 6 Oedg. o

6. Tevéabw t& phuata T& uétepa mpdypate O VUGV, Kal yép et TGV
yenmovwy ob ToTé ot TO {nToduevov Lebkar Bolis &eOTﬁpai xal Baeffav
athaxa [118Y] Tepelv xal xataBalely @ oméppata, aM% 551&511 xopdivra
i M xal Ty &hwva @y SpayudTwy ﬂsvr)\m’)wpiévnv, va, bray fxen 6
Staxabaipwy adtiy, ob 76 w0y év T Xezpj avtob, (ﬁn5apou,'r7]g a)\wv?g
dxupov elpy, @i mavrayol oiTov, mavrayod XapOY (PO Elg(B(ZO’l)\lKag
amobxag dmeveyBifvar Suvduevov. “HEet ydp, 1&gl mavTes Exelos o ,Bavrfl:[{mv
Db év myevuat ayle xal mopl- xal TV ey aitov ,ouvatist el Tolcg avfoethfx‘g,
0 0¢ dyvpov xataxaboer mwupl doBéoTy. I\’/Isya)\r,;’ M) Tipwpla, AN &
BéNwpev, 00 Anudpebe Ty Tipwplav 000t éadpeba dyvpa.

2 év Baddpew 76 6pBaud xabnuévas S] év Bahduw xabyuevas P |l amdoals S) adrés
amdoats P |l dvatoxivrws amacals énadiévar tals 8geoty éavtdg S] dvatoyivrwg abtds
amacatg emadiéval avtl tais Speatv P 3 elev S, P] om. AW 5 Tols mpoaéyovay: Td
3¢ {yrovpevov S] ol mpoaéyovaty & (Tobuevoy P I guvexis S] cuvexds P 6 % map’
Vuév éxpéacts P] map’ Yudv % dxpoasts S | 9 map’ Yudv B dxpdaciy AW 8 Emaivov S)
alvov P || Italics added to AW (quotation of Phil 1:11) 9 dué@v S] om. P 10 & pat
S, P] & épol AW 11 ydp S] yép &v P 13 AW placed folio break after tepelv Il &
omeppata S] oméppata P 17 dmevexBijvar S] dmeAfelv P 18 Italics added to AW
(quotation of Matt 3:11//Luke 3:16) | peév S] om. P || 7as dmobixas S] dmobyixag
P 20 Ty Tipwpiav S] melpav Tis Tinwplag P

17. To capture the paronomasia of é&v 6aAdw, 6 643-60}’7\“43 xaOnuévag. )

18. 70 {ytobpevov here more literally as “what is sought,” rather than as a “problem
to be solved,” or “disputed question” (but see $19 below).

19. Cf. Phil 2:16: Adyov {wjs Eméyovres.

20. Cf. Phil 2:16: elg xatynua éuof.

21. Cf. Eph 1:6, 12.
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shameless glance at the men of their own household. So also, those korai
(“pupils”) of the eyes, although they’re embedded in the eye,!” like the korai
(“virgins”) who have no experience of the bridal bed, mustn’t shamelessly
Jet themselves loose to glance at anything and everything. Because then
they wouldn't be korai (“virgins”), but shameless dogs.

5. But what’s been said about sexual self-control both on the earlier
occasion and today is enough for those who are paying attention. Yet the
goal we aspire to'® isn't for us to teach continually or for you to listen con-
tinually. It's that from both our teaching and your listening you might gain
some advantage for the account of your life,’® “for our boast”?° and “for the
glory and praise of God” (Phil 1:11),2! so that on that day I, too, might be
able to boast of your virtuous deeds?? and say, “Here am I and the children
whom God has given to me” (Heb 2:13; Isa 8:18).23

6. Let our words become deeds by what you do. After all, for those
who till the soil, the goal isn’t the yoking of the oxen for plowing and the
cutting of deep furrows in the earth and the sowing of seeds,?* but show-
ing forth the crops in full bloom and the threshing floor full of sheaves.
And thus when the one who cleans out the threshing floor comes, “whose
winnowing wand is in his hand” (Matt 3:12 // Luke 3:17),%° he won't find
chaft anywhere on the threshing floor, but everywhere grain, everywhere
aripe harvest that can be carted off into the royal silos. For the one who
baptizes you “in the Holy Spirit and fire” (Luke 3:16) will come; he will
surely come! And the grain he will gather into the silos,?6 “but the chaff he
will burn with an unquenchable fire” (Matt 3:12 // Luke 3:17). The punish-
ment is heavy, but if it is our wish, we shall not receive the punishment,
nor shall we be chaft.

22. Phil 2:16; cf. 2 Cor 1:14.

23. Compare the similar argument in Hom. Rom. 12:20 §1 (PG 51:173), with ref-
erence to 2 Cor 5:10 as the supporting Pauline text for the idea that Christian leaders
must give an account at the final judgment for those who are under their charge.

24. See p. 625 n. 125 above on Chrysostom’s fondness for rehearsing the steps
involved in agriculture.

25. AW 124 identifies the quote as Luke 3:16-17, but it is not clear which of the
two Gospel parallels is being cited (and the quotation refers only to Luke 3:17).
~ 26. Chrysostom has rephrased the first half of the verse to balance out the clauses
inapéy ... 5¢ construction (as is done by D @ f!3 in Luke 3:17, which have plus pév);
with transposition of tév aitov to before cuvager, as also in Exp. Ps. W' 7§11 (PG 55:98);
with el¢ Té dmobyxas for elg TV &moBnxny; minus adtod after aitov in Matt 3:12 or after
dmoByixnv/amodrixag in Luke 3:17.
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7. [119¥] Towltov yap % auaptia: xabdmep Ta dxvpa T@v dAdywy
{wwv éoTiv Tpodn xal mupds damdvn, olitws xal ¥ auaptia Tol uEMovtog
mupds Eotv damdvy. BouAn pabeiv méis éotiv mupds damavy v auaptie; EY
15 émoixodouel—analv—Eént Tov Bepediov ToiiTov, ypuaoy, dpyvpov, Aboug
Tiploug, Ebda, xdptov, xalduny, éxdarou 76 épyov pavepdv yeviaetat- ) yip
Auépa InAwaet, 6ti év mupl dmoxadvmreTat. Ei Tivos 0 épyov xataxaoera,
{nuwbdioeTar. 1000 mupog damdvy 7 aupaptia. 8. Axougov mids xat ddpoaivy
goTiv xal GAdywv Tpody) mabiv. dxovaov Tol Aauld Aéyovtos: [119Y] Af
dvoplat pov Umepiipay THY xepatgy pou- wael poptiov Bapl eBapiviymmy
én’ éué. mpoowleoay xal éadmyoav of pwAwmés wov dmo mpoowmou Th
dppoatvng wov. T dxvpov maAw xolipov éoTv xal edpimaTov xal [Luxpl
avépov mpoaPolij Taxéws petewpliletar xal mavtayol mepidépetar. [120%)
Totobtofl elow Tév dvbpwmwy of padiws vmd dpydic eEamropevot, of Taxéws bmd
avolag puowpevot. A Tolito mapawvel Tig Aéywv- My Alxua mavti dvéuw—
fva wn pelvng dyvpov—aM Tabi éotnprypévos émt i métpa.

9. Al Tolito yap Abev 6 Xpiatés, ody fva T& madaid dpapTiuam
xaTaAloy udvov, AN fva xal mpds T& wéMovta Huds dopbwaytal. Tolto
xal Tladog, deevds 8Tt ob Sid ¢ makaid uévov MABev duaptiuata, aM
xal 0 T& weMovta xatopbwpata, éBda THuepov: Emeddvy % xdpts ol
Ocoll ¥ owthplog, matdevovoa Huds. AMa OlavaaTyTe: TAAW yap Todg

1 Totodtov yap % apaptia S) om. P || &xupa t@v dAdywy {wwy éotiv Tpody S] dxupa
Tpodn T dAdywy {Wwv éoTiv P 2 mupds Samdvy, olitws xal ¥ dpaptic Tob uéMovtog
mupés oty damavy S] mupds damavy Tob wéovtos P 4 ypuady, dpyupov P] xpuaiov,
apyvplov S, AW 6 xataxajcetal S) xataxafj P 7 méig S] xal méls P || ddpooivy S)
adpoatvng Téxvoy P 8 &3 n.s. S, P] AaPid AW; plene form Aautd (1,231x in Chry-
sostom v. 25x Aafid, per TLG texts) 12 évépou S] qvépwv P 15 dyupov S] &xyupov
@v P 16 o tobto yap S S yap tobto P || & maAaid auaptipata S) té mdAa
Gpaptipata P 17 xal S) xal te P 18 Ji& té makaid pbvov HMdev dpapmipata S] didTé
mdAat Gpaptipata jA0ev wévov P 19 xatopbwpata S duaptipata P 20 ¥ cwriplog
P] om. S, AW

27. The interrogative phrase Boulet pafetv (here and in §21) is found over a hun-
dred and twenty times in Chrysostom’s oeuvre, as a part of his interactive preaching
style. By contrast, Gregory of Nyssa uses it five times, Libanius (either John’s teacher,
or at least his contemporary at Antioch), five.

28. Le., the eschatological day of the Lord, the time of judgment.

29. Minus §¢ before tts. I adopt the reading of B, ypuadv, &pyvpov, not xpualov,
apyvptov (the reading of S, accepted by AW). The former is read by M at 1 Cor 3:12 and
found elsewhere in Chrysostom’s oeuvre in Hom. 1 Cor. 9.2 (PG 61:78); Hom. Heb. 9.1
(PG 63:77); Exp. Ps. ¥ 44 $12 (PG 55:201); ellipsis of xal éxdaTou 70 €pyov omoidy éaTtv
... Mupetat, as marked in the translation.

Hom. Tit. 2:11-12 675

7. This is what sin is like. In the same way as chaft is fodder for irratio-
nal beasts and fuel for fire, so also is sin fuel for the fire to come. Do you
want to learn?” how sin is fuel for fire? “If anyone builds,” he says, “upon
this foundation—gold, silver, precious stones, wood, grass, hay—the work of
each will become manifest. For the day®® will disclose it, because it is revealed
by fire.... If someone’s work will be burned up, they will suffer loss (1 Cor
3:12-13,15).29 See how sin is fuel for fire. 8. Hear how it is also foolishness3?
and fodder for irrational passions. Hear David saying, “My lawless deeds
have risen higher than my head. Like a heavy load they have weighed down
upon me. My welts stink and rot in the face of my foolishness” (Ps 37:5-6).
Again, chaffis light and easily fanned into flames, quickly cast in the air by
alittle volley of wind and everywhere whirled about. Such are those people
who are readily enflamed by anger, who are swiftly pufted up?! by folly. The
reason a speaker gives this advice, “Don’t winnow in every wind” (Sir 5:9),32
is so you might not remain chaff.33 Instead, be firmly fixed upon rock!3*

9. The reason Christ came wasn’t only so he might abolish the old sins,??
but also so he might offer us correction for the future. So also Paul, in
demonstrating that Christ didn’t come only for the sake of the old sins
but also for virtuous deeds in the future, has this very day cried out,* “the
saving grace of God has been brought to light*” ... giving us paideia” (Titus

30. P reads adpoativys Téxvov, “a child of foolishness”

31. Possibly Chrysostom has in mind Paul’s use of the term $uaiolichat in this
broader section of 1 Corinthians (4:6, 18, 19).

32. Minus év before mavri.

33. For the same sentiment, see, e.g., Horn. Matt. 11.6 (PG 57:199): MpnJeis Toivuy
ywéabw dyvpov, undels edpimatos Zotw, undt Talis movnpalis émbupiarg mpoxeiabew,
mavtayod fadlws bn’ adt@v dvappimibuevos. "Av ptv yip petvns aitog, xdv melpaciuos
emevexdj, obdev meloy dewdv (“So then, let no one be chaff, let no one be easily fanned
into flames, nor be disposed to evil desires, everywhere easily swept away by them.
For if you remain grain, even if temptation threatens, you'll suffer no terrible harm”).

34. Cf. Matt 7:25.

35. There are verbal resonances with Matt 5:17 (M5 vouiayre 871 AMBov xatarboar)
but perhaps also to the distinction between the madaids dvBpwmos and the xatvdg
&vBpwmog of Eph 4:20-24.

36. Le., in the lectionary passage read by the avaryveatys. See pp. 52-53 in the
introduction for discussion of this as a mark of authenticity.

37. The verb émdaiverv can have transitive or intransitive meanings in active,
middle, and passive voices. Hence eémeddvn can be translated “appeared” (as it is in
most all major translations) or “has been made to appear” or “was manifested.” John
will play on the passive voice and also on the literal sense of the compound émt-daiver,
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Onoaupods dtavolyopey, mAAW TovS (120Y] uapyapiwagléeixvuyev- ndelc
Tolvuy dtadpdun Tév elpnuévwy T xdMos: ‘Emeddvy 7 Xapis.

10. Atd Tl obx elmev- 8360n % xdpis, AN "Emeddvn % xapig; “Ivet pdbye
br1, mpd Tol daviivar THY Xdptv, &v oxdTEL TGV avbpawmwy 7 cpt’)cr!tg éxabyro.
Toic yap v oxdrer xabnuévors 6 Xptotds daivel, émep ovv xal 6 7£po¢y’)¢y,g
mpoavadwviy EAeyev: ‘O Aads 6 xabiuevos gv axo'fn’s{ gldev Pis uéya.
Enepdvy 3 xdpis To0 Ocod 5 cwrijpios. Eldes &ﬂoofr?)\w’v xal zrpoq?y,rfa‘w
supdwviav; ‘O Aads 6 xabdrjuevos év axdteL: TOLVTY) Yap 1) spumg"rot{ oxdTouc.
§moumep &v xataAdPy Tobs avBpamous, [1217] edbéwg xa’etlst’ adTovg x’al olx
ddinow mpoBijvar mepartépw, % Bddiots odarépa xa‘l‘ew’twaIuvo”g ybvera,
‘Odyy@v Tolvuv xal To dmpaxToy i dUTEws NUBY TPog GpeTny, EXeyev- O
Aads & xabiuevos év oxdrer ldev pdis uéya.

11. 09 Totiro 8% pévov évdeixvuta iy T0 GTOOTOAXOV piina 70’ Emeddvy,
aM& xai érepov mpds TovTots. lofov 3% Tolito; “Ott oly nuels CY)'}'?I]O'CL’V'I:EQ
elpapev T d@s, aMd adtd Ny Emedv: ol Nuels &m’;)\@auev’lvrpog ooy,
G adtds mapeyéveto mpds Nuds. Kal TolTo SnAGY 6 Xptotos Eeyev- Ovy

1 Bnoavpols Siavolyopev, maAw S} Bnoaupols amAavii P 2 Stadpauy tév elpnuévawy S
mapadpiuy 1AV dpwpévwy P 3 360y S] xateméudbn P Il aM émedavy ¥ xdpis S, P]
om. AW 4 1év @vbpwmwy ... év oxdtel S| om. P (h.t. év oxdtet) 7 émedavy S xal
énedavy P Il %) owtiplog P] cwtiptos S, AW 8 aupdwviay S) dpodwviav P 9 xadilet
attovs S] avtols xabilet P 10 xai P] émixal S 15 elpapev S, P] elpopev AW || adté
S] avtdpatov B, tolto AW 16 mapeyéveto S, P) mpoceyéveto AW || SnAdv 6 Xpiotds
EXeyev S] avto Eleyev 6 Xplatos P

“shine upon” (cf. BDAG, 2) in his larger argument yet to come. To capture both senses,
I translate émepdvy consistently as “has been brought to light” (cf. LS] s.v. émdavig
A: “coming to light, coming suddenly into view, appearing”). Due to the lexical and
substantive connection, the Titus text was an appropriate lection for the Feast of the
“Epiphany” (té Beodavia or ¥ émavea). For discussion of whether this homily wasin
fact originally delivered on Epiphany, see introduction, pp. 51-58.

38. Ellipsis of % cwiptog méiatv ¢vBpwmots, as marked. Below in this homily, espe-
cially in §§19-24, John will take up the definitional question of which of the different
senses of maudela/matdevety Paul has in view in this passage. The words can mean both
“teaching” and “punishment” or something in between, like “chastisement” or “dis-
cipline” (see PGL). So the reader can see that argument unfold, I am rendering the
participle as a verbal clause with the transliterated noun as its object. Each time paideia
appears in the translation, one should keep all of these senses in view and see how John
is emphasizing, distinguishing, or accenting one or the other.

39. See the very similar statement in Sanct. Anast. $2 (PG 63:496): Mapyapltns
yap éoTwv & ol Beoll Adyos.... AM& SlavaoTyte, xal §Peabe méaov Aty Bnoavpdy abry
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2:11-12).%8 Now, stay awake! Because once again were opening treasures,
once again we're displaying pearls.® So let no one run past the beauty that’s
contained in these words:*® “Grace has been brought to light” (Titus 2:11).

10. Why didn’t he say, “grace has been given*'” (cf. Eph 4:7),%2 but
instead, “Grace has been brought to light” (Titus 2:11)? So you might learn
that before grace shone forth** human nature was sitting in darkness. For
Christ shines upon those sitting in darkness, exactly as the prophet foretold
when he said, “The people sitting in darkness have seen a great light” (Isa
9:1).% “The saving grace of God has been brought to light” (Titus 2:11). Have
you seen the harmony*> between the apostles and the prophets? “The people
sitting in darkness” For such is the nature of darkness: wherever it might
apprehend® people, immediately it makes them sit down and doesn’t allow
them to advance any further; walking becomes precarious and dangerous.
So then, in order to lead even our intractable nature toward virtue, he said,
“The people sitting in darkness have seen a great light” (Isa 9:1).

11. The apostle’s statement, “has been brought to light” (Titus 2:11),
shows us not only this, but also something else in addition to these things.
What might that be? That we didn't find the light by seeking it, but it “has
been brought to light”4” (Titus 2:11) for us. It wasn’t we who went oft after
him, but he who came to us.“® And Christ showed this when he said, “You

tiic MéEews ) Sivapts dvaxarimrer (“For the word of God is a pearl.... But stay awake
and you'll see what a sizable treasure this powerful statement reveals”).

40. For dtadpauy tédv elpyuévawy T xadog (so S), P reads mapadpdun Tév dpwuévwy
70 XM og: “let no one run past the beauty of the things that are seen” (on this reading,
pointing to the previous sentence rather than to the quotation that follows).

41. P reads xateméudfy, “has been sent down”

42. &vi ¢ éxdore Hudv 360y % xdpis.

43. dpaivew (see p. 675 n. 37 on the lexical linkages to the lemma and theme of the
homily).

44. Reading xayjpevos with LXX A (against & B, mopevduevog; cf. Luke 1:79); with
eldev with 8¢ L C (against 8 B A, {dete). (Correcting the citation of Isa 9:2 on AW 126.)

45. I adopt gupudwviay with S; P reads the synonym dpodwviav. John's point is that
Isaiah and Paul reinforce one another by their agreement on this point—cf. Exp. Ps.
¥ 109 §3 (PG 55:268); see also the similar argument about the cupdwvia of the two
Testaments in Hom. 2 Cor. 4:13 B §§2, 6 (PG 51:282, 286); cf. Hom. 2 Cor. 4:13 ' §2 (PG
51:291) in this volume.

46. Cf. John 1:5: xal 16 ¢@s év Tfj oxotia daivel, xal % oxotia adTd o0 xaTéAaBev.

47. John seems to be emphasizing the passive voice of the verb. The reading of P,
with adtépatov instead of adté, might push less on the passive sense: “on its own initia-
tive ‘it has come to light’ for us”

48. Reading mapeyéveto with S and P, against AW: mpogeyéveto.
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Duels ue ééerébaale, aM ey duds ééedefduny. (121V] Kal 6 dméotoroc
3¢ mdAw, owwdd TovTolg Poddv, Eheyev- Tdte 0¢ émyviaouar xadws xa)
émeyvaabny: viv 8¢ olx éméyvwv, W émeyviatyy. Kal mpds Pidimmyaioug
3t ypddwv Eheyev. Awxw 0% el xal xateddfw €’ ¢ xal xatedjugyy,
1 mavtwy OAGY 0Tt ody Nuétepov xatdpbwita yéyovey Nudv % cwtpla,
G\ Oele ydpiTt mdvTes Eowbnpev- Smep obv xal évratiba alvitreal Aéywy.
‘Emepdvy 7 xdpis To Oeod.

12. ITota xapig; Kal yap [122F] xai tig madatbs xdpis oty xat 6 Twavwyg
€Bda Aéywv- Xdpw dvti ydpiros éAdfBouev. Kal yap dvrws xapis xal 9 tiic
nalails, amaMdaguoa adtols THs doulelag THg év AlydmTew xal puplwy xaxiy
érépwy- A& pellwy abm 7 ydpis. Téte pév yap Tév Alyvntioy dniMagey,
viiv 8¢ Tiic TV dapdvewy Hhevbépwaey Tupavvidos: TéTe amAMatev Tiis naving
dapaw, vuvi 8¢ Tis xatoxdis Tol dibrov- ToTe Sté Mwiioéws, vuvt 08 Otk
Tol Movoyevolg: Téte dic pdfdov, vuvi & S oTavpol- ToTe dter bahdaoyg
¢pulptic, vuvi O¢ Ote Aoutpol maAryyeveaiag: Téte amd Aol xal mAwbelag
é&nyayev, [122V] viv dmd Bavatov xal duaptiag: TéTe els yijv péovoay ydAa
xal uélt, viv el Pactieiav odpavidv eionyayev.

2 TouTolg Boddv S] Boddv Toutoig P 3 Italics removed from AW (not a quotation) Il viv
3 ... émeyvaoByy S] om. P (h.t. émeyvaobyy) 4 Edeyev S) om. P || xatardfw S
xatardfw ¢nolv P 5 Hudv S) nuiv P 8 xai yap xal S] xai yap % P 12 viv 8¢ i
T6v datpdvey ... Tupavvidog Téte S) om. P (h.t. dmiMagev) 13 Papaw S] Tol Papad
P I vuvi 4x S] viiv B, AW 14 700 Movoyevoli S] Movoyevolic P 15 Italics added to
AW (quotation of Titus 3:5) 16 viv S, P] viiv 8¢ AW || Italics added to AW (quota-
tion of Exod 3:7, 17; 33:3) 17 obpaviv eioyayev S elovyayev odpavésv P

49. With transposition of é§ehefduny and dydc.

50. Possibly John has Gal 4:9 in mind with this contrast marked viiv 8¢ and having
to do with knowledge of and by God.

51. Although the text of the Johannine Prologue is ambiguous about where the
speech of John the Baptist that begins in John 1:15 ends, Chrysostom in Hom. Jo. 14.1
(PG 59:92) stipulates that the voice of 1:16-17 is John the evangelist (whom he calls
uabntis), so we assume that identity of the speaker in the translation above, even
though the text of this homily just says Lwdvvng.

52. Despite being more of a paraphrase, this is introduced as a quotation, and
hence it is marked as such in the translation. The reading has a transposition of
éAaPopev and yaptv dvti xdprtog; minus xai before xdpw. The dvti is multivalent and
could mean “(one grace) in place of” another; “grace after grace,” or “grace upon grace’
(BDAG 1 and 2). I translate the quotation (“grace for grace”) in a way that tries not to
force a single interpretation. The exposition that follows will play out one version of
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didn’t choose me, but I chose you” (John 15:16).4% And once again, the apos-
tle also sings in harmony with these sentiments, saying: “Then I shall know,
just as also I have been known” (1 Cor 13:12). But now* I have not known,
but “I have been known” (1 Cor 13:12). And also, when writing to the Phi-
lippians, he said, “I press forward to see if I might apprehend, inasmuch as
I also have been apprehended” (Phil 3:12). In all these statements Paul was
showing clearly that the cause of salvation wasn our virtuous action, but
it was by divine grace that we were all saved (cf. Eph 2:5, 8). This is exactly
what hes pointing to here, too, when he says, “The grace of God has been
brought to light” (Titus 2:11).

12. What sort of grace? Well to be sure, there’s the grace of the old
covenant. And the disciple John®! cried out, saying, “We received” “grace
for grace” (John 1:16).32 For the grace that belonged to the old covenant
truly was grace, too, given that it delivered them from slavery in Egypt and
from countless other terrible things. But this grace3? s greater. Back then it
gave deliverance from the Egyptians, but now it has granted freedom from
the tyranny of demons. Then it gave deliverance from the madness of Pha-
raoh, but now! from the possessive grip of the devil. Then it came through
Moses, but now through the Monogenes® (cf. John 1:17-18). Then it came
through a staff (cf. Exod 14:16), but now through a cross (cf. Eph 2:16).56
Then through a sea of red (cf. Exod 15:22), now “through the water of regen-
eration” (Titus 3:5). Then it brought people out from mud and brickmak-
ing (cf. Exod 1:14), but now from death and sin (cf. Rom 8:2). Then it
brought people “into a land flowing with milk and honey” (Exod 3:7, 17;
33:3), now into the kingdom of heaven (cf. Matt 3:2, etc.).

this, showing both continuity of the two and what the preacher regards as the superior-
ity of the dpts in the new. Note that one thing the preacher does not do here in relating
the “old” and the “new” forms of Xdpts is say that the first contains Tomot of the second,
which contains the d\jfete—but see Hom. Jo. 14.1-2 (PG 59:92-93).

53. Le., that of which the apostle speaks in Titus 2:11. For Chrysostom, this is the
grace that belongs to the xavy) duufyx. Although xdpis is not found in 2 Cor 3:4-18,
the contrast of the two covenants (malaud, xawy) from there is influencing John’s argu-
ment here.

54. In the four comparisions that follow, each time S reads vuvi, but P the synonym
(perhaps slightly less vivid), vv.

55. “The only begotten” of John 1:18 (retained here as a title to capture the anti-
thetical play with Moses).
~ 56. Asimilar but not identical comparison between Moses’s staff and Christ's cross
s made in Exp. Ps. ¥ 109 §3 (PG 55:269).
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13.”0Ovtws émeddvn % xdpts o0 Ocol % cwtiptos. AM& Tivog ‘e'vs,xev, &
naxdpte Iabie, Toocadta xatopbwpata mapédpaues evi f»‘)pea'n; ’Avaxa)\gqjév
1oL TV Xapty, lmE pot 1o MEAayos Tév 5wps<ﬁv: ’Apxgt:frav,m mapeoTiion,
dnoty, % Tob dedwxdros PrAavlpwmia: dtav yép ”®eov xdpis 7, ol et
wétpov 0 xapts. Emepavy 3 xdpis o0 Oeol, 6 Oedg dvbpwmog Igyeve"ro, 5l,a at
popdny dovAou Edafev, va életbepov motray Tov dobhov. [1,23 ] Kai xﬂa@amp
deaméTng, apodpa GGV oixétny, T iudtiov adTol weptB?)Z\e'rat, obre xal
6 Xptotds, AV THY PLTWY THY NpeTépay, TO {LdTIov abrils nspfs(‘ia)\fro,
Avlpmou pév éXeos émt Tov mAnaiov abtol, Tol 0€ ol T0 ‘e/\eog émi ‘mwciv
adpxa. Eides mids xal 10 wéyebos Edeifev Thc xdpitog xal 1o xaBolixdy TH¢
duwpedis, TOV OedwxbTa eimwy;

14. AM& 7l oty owtiplos Pwypev. Al xdpites amd T@Y 0106VTWY T8t
dvépata hapBdvouaty, ofov dtav dpxwv 36 xdpw, c’tpxov'w‘ch ica)\sf‘w’u " ;Eo'cptg:
Stav Bagtheds 0§ xdpw, BadtAixy) xaAeital v xdpig Emel ovy el z-:v;rauealo
Swmhp Edwxey TV xdpty, cwTAPLOS 1) Xdpts Aéyetat. [123Y] A ToliTo ydp

1 %) owtiplos P] owtvplos S, AW 2 mapedpapes S] mapédpajiev P 3 pot ) om.
P 4 olx &xel wérpov % xapts S] oUx éxet uétpov P 5 émedavy S]?éq;avn P 6 popdiy
dolAov S] dovAou popdiv P 9 avBpwmou wév S] dvBpamou pév ovv PN 12 i S, P] g
AW 13 9 xdpts P] xdpis S, AW 14 9 ydpts S, P) xdpig AW 15 8t Tobto ydp ot §)
i ToliTo xahéoels yap P

57. Le., xdpts (“gift, “grace”) which Chrysostom regards as a kind of Pauline
shorthand for the totality of divine benisons. ' . -

58. Chrysostom often refers to the treasures in the Scrlptuxes.as an ocean, elss
where as an ocean not of gifts (T méXayog Tév dwpedv) but of meanings or sensesl—g'rw:)
vonudTwy), as in Hom. Rom. 16:3 A $1 (PG 51:187); Hom. Rom. 28.3 (PG 60:654); Hom.
Gen. 10.3, 7 (PG 53:84, 89); etc. . . -

59. The homilist addresses Paul directly here (as is so o£t6n doni b); gilx‘ysos
tom). For AW 121, this homily provides a “solution” to the problt.em 0 n)t'stoi
tom’s reputation for coming too close to Pelagianism (“Ce passage [TltLl(S 2..1 1]. es ldz
interéssant car il permet de corriger ce que lon a souvent appele’ le pelaglla'msmte o
Chrysostome). While this may be the case in terms of the l‘GCCpthl} of (12 nysosfcihe,
the homily itself does not call out particular theological oppo.n(?nts. Ih.e tlleme (l)stant
relationship between human virtue and divine grace, well exhibited hexe., 1ls Z-COI o
one in Chrysosom’s writings, and often those on Paul (see HT 135-99, with discuss
and references). . e

60. xdpts, of course, means both grace and gift; John does not see the§e as se})alli%its
or distinct, though he can put more emphasis on one aspect at any given time as it $
his argument and context.
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13. Truly, “The saving grace of God has been brought to light” (Titus
2:11). “But why, blessed Paul, did you run past so many marvelous deeds
by using this single word?%” Reveal this grace to me; tell me the ocean® of
its gifts!™>® “The generous love of the one who gives is sufficient to repre-
sent it all,” he says. For when the gift of grace® comes from God, it is a gift
beyond measure. “The grace of God has been brought to light” (Titus 2:11),
that is, God became human,’! for your sake he took “the form of a slave”
(Phil 2:7), so he might make the slave free. As a master who very much
loves a household slave wraps himself in his garment,52 so also Christ out
of love for our nature wrapped himself in it as a garment.®* “Human mercy
is upon ones neighbor, but God's mercy is upon all flesh” (Sir 18:13).5¢ Have
you seen how Paul, by declaring who the giver is,’5 demonstrated both the
magnitude of grace and the universality of the gift?

14. But let’s see what “saving” (Titus 2:11) means. Gifts take their
names from those who give them. For example, when a leader gives a gift,
it's called a “leadership gift”; when an emperor gives a gift, it’s called an
“imperial gift” Consequently, since here it’s the Savior who gave the gift, it’s

61. Cf. Phil 2:7.

62. This does not appear to be a reference to a known cultural convention (e.g.,
of a manumission ceremony, which does not contain such clothes swapping by the
master), but is instead meant by John to be a surprising, even shocking, act of pater-
nalistic love of a master for his slave. Chrysostom is not the first to use the image of a
superior donning the clothes of his slave for the incarnation; see, e.g., Origen, Comm.
Rom. 5.10.11-12 (PG 14:1051-52). (I thank Chris L. de Wet for this reference and
for valuable discussion on this point via email, September 18, 2016.) See also de Wet,
Preaching Bondage: John Chrysostom and the Discourse of Slavery in Early Christianity
141, 204 on “paternalism.’

63. For this customary metaphor for the incarnation using the verb mepifdMo,
see PGL B.2, with references spanning from Clement to Theodoret. Although PGL
includesno examples from Chrysostom, one can add, e.g., Hom. Jo.6.1; 11.2 (PG 59:61,
80), v odpxa THY Yuerépay mepteBdAeto; 63.2 (PG 59:350), TV GUOY THY Nuetépay
mepiePareto.

64. John has helped along the contrast by adding pév to the first clause, and in
both clauses pulling the genitive forward for emphasis (¢vBpdmov, Geoli); he also reads
Beol for xuplov. (The citation corrects AW’s Eccl 18:12.)

65. A reference back to Titus 2:11 and the dependent genitive Tol Oeol that Paul

(indisputably the author of Titus for Chrysostom, of course) added to xdpis to tell who
gave that gift.
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dnow- Kai xaéces dvoua avrod “Inoody, 6t adtos cwaet Tov Aadv airog
Ao TAY AUAPTIEY QUTEY.

15. Kal méis, ¢pnotv, el xaboduo) xdpis éotlv xal eis Ty olxouuéyyy
€&éxeev TV Owpedv, Tov Aadv adtol wévov owlew émyyyeilato; ‘O Yip
loudainds pvos olTog éxpyudmilev dfjuos Eumpoatey, AN ol Eueivey pbyoe
obtog xpypatilwy- &N émedn perd talite dvdélor s T epédnoay,
HETEPY 1 mpoayyoplia elg THV oixoupévny maaav.

16. ‘Ot yap Aads adrol Huels, dxovoov oadds Tob ‘Qang Aéyovros xq)
00 [Tavdov épunvedovtos- [124%] KaAéow 1év ob Aadv pov Aadv pou. Ka)
1 mepl NV elpytat dFAov éxeibev- Nuels Eauev ol 00 Aads, Nuels éyeviueda
Aads. Kal Erepov 0t Toltou cadéotepov dxovoov: Kal értat év 76 Témw of
Eopély avmols ob Aads wov, buels éxel xAnbioeate viol Ocolf {@vtog. Tlolg
téme; "Ev 1§j "Toudala ¢naiv- éxel yap of mpodiitat EAeyov o0 Aads pov, xal
éxel Toic uabntais Eeyev 6 Xpiards: Eis 6dov édviiv wi) elaéAinte, aAX éy
adtij 7f "lovdale mdAw elmev- ITopevbévres uabyredoate mdvra T &y,

1 xa)éoets S, P] Aéyeig AW || "Inoolv, 611 S] Tov ‘Inoolv, ¢noly, dtt P 2 dmo téy
apaptidy adtdv S)om. P 4 Italics added to AW (quotation of Matt 1:21) 5 loudaixdg
wévos obtog S) toudaixnds vépos otws P || diwos S) om. P 7 petéPy S, P] uetéfny
AW || % mpoanyopia S, P] mpoonyopia AW || méoav S] dmagav P 11 ov épéby S (sic)]
ob &v $0n B, o0 éppnn AW || xhnbioeabe S) xAnbroovrar P

66. Or, “the Savior’s gift.”

67. With 61t adtdg awaet for adtds yap owael.

68. As often, a hypothetical interlocutor introduces a potential “problem.” In Hom.
Rom. 17.9 (PG 60:561) Chrysostom also regards the Hosea-Paul duet in Rom 9:25-26
as confirming the solution to these problems of peoplehood and theodicy: Amodols
Tolvuy Ty Mgy 6 {qmijuatt Thv Se TAY TpayudTwy, dote xal étépuley dEidmiaToy
motfioat Tov Adyov, xai Tobs mpodyTas Emelodyel T adtd mpoavadwvolvrag (“So, having
given the solution to the problem, one that is grounded in the events, in order to make
the argument credible in another way, he then adds the prophets who foretold the very
same things”).

69. Cf. Acts 10:45: xal éml Tét &vy 7 dwped Tol dylov Tvedpatos exxéyutal.

70. If the text of S is reliable, the preacher is using Aadg and d%juos interchangeably
here. Chrysostom can refer to ¢ T@v Toudaiwv dfiwos as, e.g., in Adv. Jud. 1.2; 4.6 (PG
48:846, 880); Laed. §13 (SC 103:118, ed. Malingrey); Scand. 14.12 (SC 79, ed. Mal-
ingrey). The reading of P is significantly different, and likely corrupt (by metathesis,
ubvos/vépos): toudaixdg véog olitws éxpnudtiley Eumpoadey, aAN obx Euewey wévos olitw
xpnuatilwy (“the Jewish law conferred this designation previously, but they didn't
remain the only people thus designated”).
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called a “saving gift”% That is why it says, “And you will call his name Jesus,
because he will save his people from their sins” (Matt 1:21).67
15. “And how is it,” one might say,® “that if grace is universal and God
has poured out this gift into the whole world,®® he promised to save only
‘his people™? (Matt 1:21). For before this the Jewish people were the only
ones to bear this designation of his “people”;”® however, they didn’t remain
the only ones designated as this. But because later they were found unwor-
thy of the honor,”! the title”? passed to the whole world.
16. Now, to show that we are his people, listen to Hosea clearly stating
itand Paul giving the interpretation:”> “I shall call the not-my-people, my
people” (Rom 9:25; ¢f. Hos 2:25).7% From this passage it’s clear this was said
about us. We're the “not-people”; we've become “the people””> Listen to
still another passage even clearer than this one: “And it shall come to pass
that in the very place it was said to them, not-my-people’, there you shall be
called sons of the living God” (Rom 9:26; Hos 2:1).76 In what place? “In the
land of Judea,” he says. For it was there that the prophets said, “not-my-
people” (Hos 2:1), and it was there that Christ said to his disciples, “Don’t
gointo the way of the gentiles” (Matt 10:5).7” And yetit was in the very land
of Judea’® that he said once more, “Go forth and make disciples of all the

71. Cf. Acts 13:46-48.
72.1.e,, of being 6 Aade avrod.
73. For John this is another instance of the harmony of apostles and prophets (as
stated in §10).
74. €p6 16 OY-hagi-uou Aads wov €l 0.
75. Cf. 1 Pet 2:10: of more o0 Aade, viiy d& Aads B¢ofl. In Hom. Rom. 17.9 (PG 60:561)
Chrysostom identifies the “not-my-people” as & #vy, but not as Nuels specifically.
76. Here Paul had quoted Hos 2:1 LXX exactly. AW has put the comma after wou
and before peis, regarding Chrysostom as having construed the pronoun to fit his
change of the verb to the second person plural (xAn6rigeate for x\ybicovrar). This
receives some confirmation from the second citation of the verse in this paragraph
(see n. 81 below). That means Chrysostom has altered the syntax from both Paul and
Hosea, in both of which Ouels belongs in the prior clause. The shift in the person of the
verb is found only here; John cites the lemma as xAnBygovtat in Hom. Rom. 169 (PG
60:562) and also in the third person, &xAinoav, in the citation that will follow in this
paragraph (though there with a shift of tense).
77. With eloéAdnte for amérdyre.
78. Actually, this was in the Galilee, according to Matt 28:16. John is generalizing
about the region as being the territory of the Jewish people.
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ElSec ndds év 165 Tdmw o éppéln ati'roff oV A‘ao’g Hov, ’éxs:” éfono:mf vifi
Ocot Gvrog; Ae TodTé Pryotv- AbTds oricer Tov Aaov avTod [125 | dmd gy
2 Y QUT@Y. )

aHaPl';‘.w I:/IZydM cwTypla GvTws: 013‘511: ‘ydp ‘oiifr'w ué):a dfrg)lﬁaynvat ’egv‘dTZU
g uéya dmaayfivat duaptiag: 5((%, Yap Y dpapriay © ;\x;a’r?g, ZL{) lab'r v
Bcvatov 7 dpaptia. Kal va uo’c@ngf bu1 abr) ue’tﬁo’w ¥ dmadratyn XTO’{; zz v
Gynpnévrg, obx EoTw cpoBepbg‘ o‘Gcwo:'rog,’a'n~ b0l qxovroel;x o ;ou
owpatos Tol deamotixol. 18. T? yap obuet éxelvo duaptiay o ém N g:’
xal éumeadoy el TOV Odvatov w5n,zag abd) mxpas yjylet’pev, X aosg;l v
adToll T yaoTépa: xal ol pévov ol xa:rew‘oen,la)\la xa Y)ﬂ)avtcev, ’ el
Téhog. Kol xabdmep 6 AaviiA, pddav elg 70 oTépa Tol b"paxovr{og eey.Ban?,
Siédbeipev [125Y] 10 Onpiov, oliTw xal 6 )’(plir'ro‘g, Ty ohpra 'rlnv ;aifzi 5[3
5 otépa Tot Bavdtou pifag, Siéaxioey alTol TV yaoTepa- xal yap xevipo

¢ppé topiBn AW || Italics added to AW (quotation of Rom 9:26? 2 ?\abv
iﬁizgegq Sk’al;]/ ;Fjpfl\]\'\f] I Correcting AW’s “124v 7 Fo.l. 124v has no. text) u'};cn:)eci
(presumably because of considerable run througgl (~)f ink f{'on: the 1e"cto . S]eé’ ex
continues on 125r, where indicated above. 3 a0t@v S] .au'rou p 4dofv"rngw (y::))i
P |l 008¢S) 00dévP |l dmaMaydjvai S) dmalayfisP 5 It'al'lcs remove 710111 ) al.m
a quotation) I tév Odvatov S, P] Tod Bavatov AW 6 xai fva P) 1.va.S ; t'lrm: gfl;5.5é
S, P] om. AW 10 Italics added to AW (quotatxox: ofll C01"115.54, ci. ha ol 1..06
following) 11 pdlav S) om. P 12 &l 10 oTéua :rou 6avc‘z'rou gl\pagIS] elg TOTZ aup
Spdixovtog &uPaiw pipag P 13 abtol Ty yaotépa S] iy Toli Bavdtou yaotép

79. Or “all the nations,” but Chrysostom is clearly construil.lg it as a reference to

the movement of the status of peoplehood from Jews to the gentiles.
i itati g ’s Matt 29:28.
80. Correcting the citation from AW’s , ‘ ' -
81. An exact quotation, except with éxAy6noav for xAnroovtar to mark the fulfill
: inus Vuel dingly).

ment of the prophecy (and minus Upelg accor Y) . . .

82. Asin §14, S has minus ydp but also (surprisingly, given the Pomt Clh'l);sqstfo;x;?
is making) minus aVto0 after Aadv. It is, however, on a page break in S, w.nc 1,15 o
lowed by a blank, damaged page (fol. 124Y; the text continues on fol. 125r). avtol
read in P (fol. 165r) and adopted here. . .
N 83 St(u'ely an allusion to Rom 5:12-21 but not a quotation, and so it should not be
in italics, as in AW.

84. Le., the one from sin.

85. Cf. Heb 2:14-15.

86. Cf. Acts 2:24. o
87. Death for Chrysostom, as in places for Paul (such as one of the passages in view

here, 1 Cor 15:54-56), is a hypostatized entity. I begin capitalizing from here Bzcla]:\slz
of the combat scene envisioned (see next, and subsequent not.es.). But olnefccilttrain "
done so earlier in this paragraph and the previous ($17), acconmil t(:1 t 1et.tu
thought and set of presuppositions at work about Death as personified entity.
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gentiles”” (Matt 28:19).80 Have you seen how “in the very place it was said
to them, ‘not-my-people’, there you shall be called sons of the living God”
(Rom 9:26; Hos 2:1)?8! That’s why it says, “He will save his people from their
sins” (Matt 1:21).82

17. Salvation is truly magnificent; because not even deliverance from
death is as significant as deliverance from sin. For death came on account
of sin,®? not sin on account of death. And, so you might learn that this
deliverance®* is the greater one, and that once sin has been annihilated,
death isn’t to be feared;35 observe what took place in the case of the Lord’s
own body. 18. For that body “did not commit sin” (1 Pet 2:22), and once
hed fallen into death, he inflicted bitter pains® on Death®” and split his
belly in two.88 Not only was the Lord not “swallowed up”¥ (1 Cor 15:54; cf,
Isa 25:8), but in the end he even obliterated Death,% Just as Daniel, by toss-
ing cake into the mouth of the dragon, destroyed the beast,” so also Christ,
by hurling his own flesh into the mouth of Death, split his belly apart.?? For

88. This vivid imagery of Death/Hades, with a belly swollen full of the righteous
dead, vivisected by Christ, who vanquishes him and frees them, is found, with some of
the same language, in Chrysostom’s older contemporary, Ephrem Syrus, in his Sermo in
pretiosam et vivificam crucem: év To07e) TG aylw dmhw (sc. & otaupds) Aiéppnke XpioTdg
TV Tepddyov Tl ddov yaotépa xal To moAupyjxavoy Tl AwBélov dvédpate oTéua.
Tobirov 0y ¢ Bdvartos, Tpopdag xal dpikus, mdvrag obs elyev dmd Tol mpwromAdaTou
améluae (ed. Phrantzoles, 4:135; my translation: “By means of this holy weapon [i.e,
the cross] Christ split the omnivorous belly of Hades in two and he shut the conniv-
ing mouth of the Devil. On seeing this cross, Death, shivering and shaking with fear,
released all those whom he had held fast, starting with the first-formed man [Adam]”).
See the excellent treatment of this scene in texts and Byzantine art by Margaret Eng-
lish Frazer, “Hades Stabbed by the Cross of Christ;” Metropolitan Museum Journal 9
(1974): 153-61, who cites this Ephrem text (pp. 157-58) and others up through Roma-
nos Melodos, including one Ps-Chrysostomic text. One difference is that the preacher
in Hom. Tit. 2:11-12 focuses not on the cross but on the very oéua of Christ as having
torn Death/Satan/Hades apart, though this is likely due to the comparison he is trying
to make with Bel (Add Dan). (See also n. 92 below for another instance in Chrysos-
tom’s writings that makes this same analogy.)

89. Le., Christ did not suffer the fate Paul said Death did.

90. The language s different, but cf. 2 Tim 1:10.

91. Cf. Bel. (Add Dan) 23-27. The language is very close: xal émoinae udalav xal
féBadev els 10 oTéua ol dpdxovtog, xal paydy dteppdryn (Bel 27).

92. The same argument comparing Christ’s body attacking Death with Daniel’s
assault on the dragon, with much identical language, is made by Chrysostom in Hom.
1 Cor. 24.4 (PG 61:204): Ovdepia Yap yuvi) maudiov xouaa ol ddtvet, co éxeivos, TO
Ol Exwy TO AcomoTixdy, Siexdnteto dtaomispevos. Kal $mep mit ol dpdixovTog yéyove
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o0 favdtov ) duaptia. Aveddv Tolvuv TO x€vTpov, elagev Aotmov TO Bypioy
AVevEpynToV.
19. A& xal 70 {yroduevov éxelvé éotiv: i nmotoly eimay émegrvy
7 xdpts o0 Oeoll ) owtiplog, émfjyayev madevovan Huds. H yap xdpig op
moudevel, GG dnunyopel” %) xdpis o maidevel, aMa ddinay auaptivara,
7 ’ 3 ! 3 A b \ \ ~ 1 ¥y ~
guyyvauyy 0ldwaty, ol maideiav émdyel. AMa w) dopnbiic o dvopa i
nadelag [126%] Eotiv yap madelo xéhacis xal Eotiv maudele didaoxaiia.
‘Ov yap dyand Kiptog maidevel—nolv—uaotiyol 0¢ mdvta viov &y
/ b ~n 7 ¢ 4 ’ 3 ” 3 ~n ~ ¢
mapadéyerat. "Evtaliba mauidela 7 xohacis éotv. "Axovgov aMaxol mis »
noudela di1ddoxalds éotiv- Maxdplos dvlpwmos év dv maudebons, Kipe, xal
éx ol véuov gov 010dgys avtév. Kata tolito Toivuv émeddvy 5 xdpis ol
Oeoli % owtplog, maidebovoa Hds, Tolt’ éotly Siddoxovoe NUAS.

1 o0 S, P] om. AW | elagey Aoimov 6 Onpiov dvevépyntov S] vexpdyv elagev 1o
Bnpiov Aotmév P 3 xal S] om. P || éxeivo S] tolito P 4 % cwmjplos P] cwtiptog S,
AW 5 &M dnunyopel 1 xdpts ob madedet P] om. S (h.t. od matdeder), AW 7 Eomiv
ydp P] &otv S, AW 8 dnoiv S) om. P || vidv S] &vbpwnov P 9 maideia 1 xdAaals S)
7 maudela x6Aacic P 9 éxovoov aMayol s ) matdela Siddoxards éotv P) om. S (hut.
éottv) 10 maidedoys xipte xal éx S) madeloy xlptog xlpte xal éx P 11 8iddEys P
Sidakets S (itac.?), AW | Toivuv S] odv P 12 % owmiptos P] cwtiptog S, AW | Tofit’
¢otlv didcdoxovoa Nuds P] om. S (h.t. Audc), AW

700 BaBudwviov, 8te AaPdv Ty Tpodny dieppdyy péoog, Tobto xal éml TovTou. OV yap
81& Tol oTépatos makw EEfiMGev 6 Xpiotds Tol BavdTou, AN abTHy péony dtappréas THY
yaotépa ToU Spaxovtog xal dvateudy, olTwg amd T@v ddiTwy mpoyet petd moMFs THg
Aapmpétytos (“For no woman giving birth to a child suffers as much pain as Death
did when, having the Lord’s own body inside, he was vivisected and torn in two. And
precisely what happened in the case of the Babylonian dragon, when it took the food
and was split down the middle, happened also in the case of the Lord. Yet Christ didrit
come out again through the mouth of Death, but after he had split the belly of the
dragon right down the middle and cut him open, he walked right out of the hidden
chamber in full splendor”). In that context also Chrysostom refers to 1 Cor 15:54-56
for the triumph over death, as here. In both cases, it is a reference to a tradition such
as that contained in the Decensus Christi ad inferos (inspired by 1 Pet 3:18-19, etc.), as
appended to the Acta Pilati, in which Christ journeys to hell and releases the righteous
dead. See further Frazer, “Hades Stabbed by the Cross of Christ.”

93. P reads vexpov elaaev 10 Onplov dotmov (“he left the beast finally dead”).

94. 76 {yrodpevoy.

95. Chrysostom does not mention the intervening words, ndatv avBpeimots, which
is a bit surprising given the argument about universality above (§§15-16); he appears
to have presumed, but not quoted, that part.
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indeed, “the sting of death is sin” (1 Cor 15:56). And then, after snatching
away its sting, he left the beast in the end completely powerless.’?

19. But there’s still that vexing question®® to be investigated: “Why then
was it that after saying, ‘The saving grace of God has been brought to light,
Paul added, giving us paideia’ (Titus 2:11-12)?% For grace doesn't teach
privately, but it speaks publicly; grace doesn’t chastise,” but it forgives sins.
It grants pardon, it doesn’t bring punishment.”®” Now don’t be afraid of the
word paideia.®® Because paideia means “chastisement” and paideia means
“instruction.”®® “For the Lord chastises'® the one he loves,” it says, “and
he applies the whip to every son whom he accepts” (Heb 12:6; Prov 3:12).101
In that statement paideia means “chastisement.” But hear how elsewhere
paideia means “the role of instruction™ “Blessed is the person whom you
instruct, O Lord, and whom you teach from your law” (Ps 93:12).102 Accord-
ingly, then, “the saving grace of God has been brought to light, giving us
paideia” (Titus 2:11-12) means “teaching us."193

96. dMé Inunyopel- ¥ xdpis ob maideve is restored from P (lacking in S, likely a
parablepsis error). In setting up these three antitheses, John is playing oft different
senses of madevew/matdela, as “instruction.” “chastisement,” and “punishment” (hence
the varieties in translating oV maudedet above, to fit the three contrasts).

97. I take the interlocutor’s question to extend to here. Then what follows is John’s
solution, or A, initially addressing the interlocutor in the second person (and, by
extension, his audience at the synaxis as well).

98. In responding to the {nroduevov, Chrysostom first treats it as a lexical problem.

99. John's gloss is upheld in a modern lexicon like PGL (see above, n. 38).

100. Although most English translations choose “discipline” here (including
NETS), in the next sentence, John identifies this as x0Aaatg, “chastisement, correction”
(LSJ 2), or “punishment” (PGL 1).

101. It is not possible to tell whether John is quoting from one or the other, since
Hebrews has quoted the Proverbs LXX text exactly (and ¢noiv is ambiguous). The quo-
tation in this exact form is found in Laz. 1.12 (PG 48:980); Exp. Ps. ¥ 7 §8 (PG 55:92);
Hom. Jo.35.3 (PG 59:202); Hom. Heb. 29.1 (PG 63:204); and, without Yap, in Ady. Jud.
8.7 (PG 48:939); Stat. 1.9 (PG 49:28); Exp. Ps. W 110 §3 (PG 55:284).

102. Minus a9 before maidevoyg with LXX A; I adopt the reading 813¢Eys (from P),
rather than 81dd£eis (S). The macarism is quoted by Chrysostom in this fbrm also in
Stat. 18.3 (PG 49:185); Hom. Jo. 47.5 (PG 59:322); Hom. Phil. 15.5 (PG 62:294).

103. Having set up the alternative solutions to the lexical quandary, the preacher
argues for the single meaning of matdetovoa here as giving “instruction.” But that leads
to the next questions, how and what does grace teach?
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20. Kal méic diddaxel % xdpis; ‘H yap xdpis apapmipatae adinow, ¢y
atty 9 ddeots TAY apapTid oidaoxalia xatopbwudTwy EoTiv- xal yap éni
T6v dvbpwmwy Tév voiv éxdvtwy oly olitw wnaotryes xal mAyyal maidedougyy
mToMoUg (¢ GuapTLdTwy guyywpnats. ‘Otav yolv 10 v dAavbpwmiay
0 quyxwphoavtos, [126V] ¢ nuaptnxas éautdv dxpiBéatepov motel mpdg v
uéMovta xatopbwuata. Kal olitws adtdv maidedel ) xapis, naatiywy udXoy
xatavuTTouoa. épubpld yap xal aloyivetar maiv Tols avTols mepimeTely,
duowmeital T wéyebos Tic dwpels Tob edepyetioavtos xal yivetal maldevats
7 XApLS.

21. Bovder pabelv xal étépwlev més xal xdpis éotiv xal maldevalg,
mids xal éyaptoato xal émaidevoev 6 Xpiotés; Eldev tov mapadeupévoy,
ouvémngev altol T& velpa, dwpbioato Tiic dloews adtod Ty dobéveiay,
Emaviyayev mpos THV mpotépav Uyelav 1O adua, elta Horepov {daw adtdy
Eheyev- 1000 Uyujs yéyovas [127F]—rolito xdpitog: unxétt dudprave—
tobto matdelag xal ddaoxarias. Kal ol puabyrais auddtepa évexelpioey.
elmiv wev yap mopevbévres Bamtilere mavra ta €0vy eis 76 Svopa Tol matpd
xal ol viol xal Tol dyfov mveduatos, TH xdapw E0MAwoev, THY ddeaty
TEV TapamTwEdTwy- énayaywy 08 O1ddoxovTes avTols Typely mdvra Sow
gveTetAduny Oy, TV maidelay évédnvev. ‘A O xal 6 TTalilog ONAGY EAeyev:

Emepdvy 1 xdpis o0 Ocol, maudebovaa fuds.

1 ydp S] om. P 3 7dv volv S, P] tov volv AW || mAnyai S] mAnyais P 4 moMods
S] om. P || mjv P) mv jv S (sic) 5 éautdv dxpiféotepov S] dxpiPeatepov éautdy
P 7 xatavitrouca P] xatavolyouoa S | xatavuyeloa AW conj. || yap xal S]
xal P 10 més xal S) més P 11 wds S] mahv P 12 dwpboato S) didpbwaey
P || dvoews avtol S] dvoews P 13 émaviyayev S] émnyayev P 14 xapitos P xdpi
S, AW | audprave S, P] auaptdver (sic) AW 15 Altering AW’s punctuation to
establish consistency in the two parallel clauses 17 v d¢eotv S] xal ™y desw
P 18 mapamtwpdtwy S) apaptipata P || 0¢ S] om. P 19 & 0% xal S) & xai P 20 ol
Beol P) 100 Beol cwtiptog S, AW

104. This part of the argument (especially §$20-21) bears resemblance to the
much briefer treatment of the verse in Chrysostom, Hom. Tit. 5.1 (PG 62:689), with
the same emphasis on how xapts brings about auyxtipnatg and how it acts both to deal
with past and future sins and to provide doddrer for the future: AM& wn voulons,
6Tt A xdpts uéxpt THg TAY mpoTepwy ouyxwpRoews fotatat, GMa xat elg & uEMov Nuds
aodaliletar xal yap xal Tolito ydpiros (“But don't suppose that grace stops with forgiv-
ing our former sins, but it even secures us for the future. Indeed, this is precisely the
role of grace”).

105. P omits oMot and also reads mAnyais for mAnyai (“Indeed, the whips that
ofter paideia even by means of beatings”).
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20. So how does grace teach? Well, grace forgives sins, but this act
of forgiving sins constitutes a teaching about virtuous actions.!* Indeed,
the whips and beatings that ofter paideia to the masses!% aren't as effec-
tive for intelligent people as is the pardoning of their sins. Because when
those who've sinned'% see the merciful love of the one who has pardoned
them, they make themselves all the more attentive to do acts of virtue in
the future. This is how grace gives them paideia, spurring them on'?” even
better than whips do, since out of embarrassment they're ashamed to fall
into the same actions again. Theyre abashed at the magnitude of their
benefactor’s gift, and so grace becomes a process of paideia.

21. Do you want to learn from yet another source how it is both grace
and a process of paideia, how Christ both gave a gift of grace and offered
paideia? He saw the man who was paralyzed, he strengthened his ten-
dons, he corrected the weakness of his nature, he brought his body back
to its former health (cf. John 5:2-9). Then later, when Christ saw him,
he said, “Look, youve become healthy!” (John 5:14)'%—this is an act of
grace.!®? And, he said,“No longer sin” (John 5:14)—this is an act of paideia
and instruction. Both these tasks were what Christ entrusted to his dis-
ciples. For by saying, “Go forth and ... baptize all the nations in the name of
the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit” (Matt 28:19),!10 he was clearly
showing grace, that is, the forgiveness of transgressions. But by adding,
“teaching them to observe all the things I commanded you” (Matt 28:20), he

was pointing to paideia. And indeed, this is precisely what Paul showed so
clearly when he said, “The saving grace of God has been brought to light ...
giving us paideia” (Titus 2:11-12).

106. The translation chooses the plural here to avoid gender-exclusive language,
but the Greck is singular.

107. AW rightly adopts xatavitTovaa, the reading of P, here (as translated above).
S has xatavoiyovoa (a rare intensive of Gvoiyw nowhere else used by Chrysostom),
about which AP ofters the following hesitant conjecture: “num xatavvyeioa?” (pre-
sumably the hesitation is due to the ill-suited passive voice). Chrysostom likes the verb
XaTQVUTTELY; see, e.g., Hom. Rom. 16:3 B $6 (PG 51:206); Exp. Ps. W 110 §5 (PG 55:287);
Hom. Matt. 87.4 (PG 58:774); Hom. Jo. 48.3 (PG 59:272); Hom. Rom. 30.4 (PG 60:666);
Hom. Act. 9:1 3.3 (PG 51:140) in addition to the citations listed in PGL 1.b.

108. {dov for ide (correcting AW’s citation of John 15:14).

109. I adopt xaptros, the reading of P, instead of dpis (that of S, adopted by AW).

110. A paraphrase at the start: mopevBévres Bamtilere mavra é £0vy for mopeubevres
uabyredoate mavra T €bvy Pantifovres.
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22.Ymbp Ot ToUTwY AMAVTWY ElXAPIOTHOWILEY 'rcTJ Oed xa‘tl&c‘c 75“"?69
Bywuey Ot wiung T xdpw TadTy: [127v]lxc’zv 'rsfru’cpwuegog fic xal
dmovevonuévog, xdv evbufic, matdevoe ge N Xapis ue'rptciﬁew. erav Yép
2wvoRang 8T1 6 T@v dryyéhwy deomoTy, Oedg 0 ot’)v@pov?g 7o merTpds, &:é)ou
wopdny Erafey, ob duvioy moTe Spytic 4 dmovolag mabog xaTaoXel év 1j
Yuxdi- , o ‘
23. Otitw yoiv xai Ilalilog maidever €v TameoppoaTuvy NS, Setxvig
§r1 ToliTo adtd Ydpis éoTiv xal Sidaoxahia. 016 xal T XAPLTOS cf’tvawwlyjcxa
mpdrepov. Kal moli toliro motel; DAy olots ypo’tq{fov xal Boukogyevog adTolg
meloar Tapaywpely aXjAols Tév mpwtelwy, oUTwWS ouvsf%ouleuoev- Tj
Tametvodpoaty dMfdous mpoyyoluevol OmepexovTas éagmv.‘[lzsr] Elta
Ty didaoxadav amd Tig xdpirog Emiyeyev elmwy- 'I:ou'ro Z‘fP—,WU‘V’—
ppovelabw év bty 8 xal év Xpioté "Inood, 05 é1‘1 y’oplqbn Ocol Umdpxwy ovy
dpmayudy Nyhoaro o elvat loa Oed, dAN éavTov éxévuaey, é/.opcp;yv doUAoy
Aafdv- xai oxrfuat ebpedels ws dvbpwmog éramelvwoey €auTov. o

24, Eldes miss Ty xdpw elg péoov dyaywy didaoxahiav 10 mpdypa
¢moingev; Obtw, xal dtav els dydmny wpo:rpé'nn'ral, c7r<iu=1, :r?]g X’dprrog
Gvagupvioxwy xal Aéywy: Kabws 6 XploTog Nyamnoey Nuas xat;zrapeb‘wxsv
équTdy Omép Nudv, obtwg xal duels dyandite aMnhous. TTatdevdipey Tolvuy

1 8 S) 3 P Il amdvrwy S, P] amdtwy (sic) AW 2 xal dmovevonuévos S, P] om.
AW 3 “Otevyap ... EhaPev S om.P 5 bpyfic# S] ayabiv ovdéP 7 évtamevodpooivy
S] el Tamewvodpogtvyy P 8 Tolito adTd ydpts S) 6 adtd xat xapis P 9 moiel S) oty
P 10 1§ tamewodpooivy P) év 1§ tamewodpoatvy S 11 mponyoluevol S) Hyoduevor
P (with M) || Omepéyovrag S, P] tmypérag AW 12 elmwv S] om. P 15 ebpebels S, P
eVpnBels (sic) AW 17 émoinoev P éxddecey S, AW | mpotpémyrar S) om. P 18 xaféi
S] otws P 19 Omép nudv S] om. P

111. Cf. 1 Thess 1:2. o

112. xal dmovevonévos is read by both manuscripts (AW app. crit. incorrectly says
only P adds it).

113. Le., “give you the paideia”

114. With transposition of poprv and dovAov. .

115. “Otay yap éwoons ... EAafey is the reading of S. P has dropped tl:e lll,l(".‘:
resuming (after petpidew in the previous line) with oV duvAoy, and rea.ds a)./aea()‘v OU,@;G
for dpyjjc #. That textual reading appears corrupt but would be something like, “You'll
never be able to harbor the emotions for good or arrogance in your soul.

116. Le., paideia. . ]

117. John is seeking to show that in Titus 2:11 and other places, like John 5:14 an

Matt 28:19-20, ydpts precedes matdela.
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22. So, on behalf of all these things, let’s give thanks to God, and let’s
remember this grace at all times.!!! And if you're conceited and haughty,!!?
if you're high-spirited, grace will instruct you''? in moderating your behav-
jor. For when you consider that the Lord of the angels—the God who shares
the throne with the Father—took “the form of a slave” (Phil 2:7),!14 you’ll
never be able to harbor the emotion of wrath or of arrogance in your soul.!13

23. This is how Paul offers us instruction!!® in humility, by showing
that it’s the very thing that constitutes grace and teaching. That’s why he
mentions grace first.!!” And where does he do!!8 this? When writing to
the Philippians and wishing to persuade them to cede to one another the
positions of preeminence, he puts his counsel this way: “In humility con-
sider one another better than yourselves” (Phil 2:3).1'° Then he added the
teaching that comes from grace, saying, “For,” he says, “let your mindset be
that which was in Christ Jesus, who, although he was in the form of God, did
not consider being equal to God something to be grasped at, but he emptied
himself, taking the form of a slave ... and being found in human form, he
humbled himself” (Phil 2:5-8).120

24. Have you seen how by bringing grace to the forefront Paul made

the matter a form of instruction?!2! He does this also when he is giving a
protreptic appeal!?? to love, by bringing grace to mind and saying, “Just as
Christ loved us and handed himself over on our behalf’ (Eph 5:2),12 thus

118. motel (S); P reads ¢wolv (“And where does he say this?”).

119. S reads mpoyyoduevor (with p46 D*<1 K 075. 0278. 1175. 1505; cf. Rom 12:10
on the sense of the verb) for fyoupevot (so M and other witnesses). In one other place
in his oeuvre, John cites Phil 2:3 with mpoyyolyevor, in Scand. 17.5 (SC 79, ed. Malin-
grey), but when citing the lemma in Hom. Phil. 6.3 (PG 62:222), he has %yo0yevot. John
conflates Phil 2:3 and Rom 12:10 (7§ Tiufj &MiAoug mponyodpeevol vmepéyovtag éavtéiv)
also in Hom. Gen. 4.7; 33.5 (PG 53:47, 312). AW’s Umnpétag for Omepéxyovtag (the read-
ing of both manuscripts) is an outright mistake.

120. With ¢poveiobw for dpoveite, and ellipsis in Phil. 2:7 (v dpoiwpatt dvlpwmwy
yevépevog), as marked in the translation.

121. S reads éxdMeoev (“how after bringing grace to the forefront Paul called the
matter ‘instruction’).

122. As AW notes, P omits mpotpémyrat, though it is required for the dtav clause.
John may or may not have a formal mpotpemtixdg Adyos in mind, but he uses the term
consistent with its rhetorical definition as a discourse of persuasion toward a particular
course or way of life.

123. Minus xa{ before 6 Xptatég; John may also have in mind Gal 2:20, where in
the following verse (2:21), this act of Christ’s handing himself over in love is called
xapis.
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~ \ \ Al
4md Tiig xdprTos xal a’)xaplo'rv’]‘owya‘/ frt:I) ?kazvepibﬂq)’ el Bxgclwitzk;:{}v
yevopéwy [128Y] elg b Swpeay xal ’BLa o éx TS xiprTos ok il ,
11 xal TAY MPOTEPWY duapmud’rw’v a'rmMNayiwev xal mpo Ta [ o Ta
xaropdipata peyloTny EXoUeY dccpa?\ftav TRV apltapfrnyaffwv Y acgiov .bv
25, Kal xafdmep év xatémtpw, ] 51351o¢xa7ulq Tob 7\o‘yo’u, 'r;v o Tgw
Huérepov xaTavoliuey WETd dxpllﬁetag xal puewiwyfv ¢ Véus 7:)0511 H; g
mpdéewv. Kal Smep év ol xoupsto&ngaGe‘{oufvm motoloty gvg pf)mrré(x -
T Tpixe dmoxelpacbat THi xedaAis, w0 ‘xa'ro'meov T o€ o] : ;f, v Tg:
mepioxomodpevot [129"] wimou Tt xeTit Ty Xoupey augpfg)(.gao); Zx{av Tog
xebaAfj, xat adTo xai o ﬂoinc‘rov- ra@amlsp xdtonTpov :\rmia ( %‘x anie 1ol
Ayou AaBav, am’ aéfarﬁg gov TOV @‘OY Oepet mavTaL, xdv 1005 AUAPTN
2 0Béwg drophiaar xat av. ) o
yeve;gfievooivj:r: e)ia‘tg al Pyvva’fxeg motovaiy- c’zfrrc“) y‘&p i et’)vnNg suéeswg
Staviotdpeval, ™y TE S o’mocr(u']),(ovow xal T TRV Ipt?'(wvwx S,?wv
StaTibéaaty, xal mpds TO XATOMTPOY B)\?’ITOY:)O’OLI, To{ VIS 517,; O\NIJe Ig( 2‘1 “
v doxipaciav motobvral, Gote WOty AUEMLEVOY TAPUOPAULELY.

3 dmpdynuev xal mpos T& pEMovTe xafro‘ped),ua'ra peylaTny é)’(opuz\f agﬁ;ﬁ;;av tl?i
GmyMdynuev dmoroylay Tév QUAPTYLATWY 'rnvN&cpec,nv P 7 xoup’sémg, 1egP i %Egli
orthography] xoupiots S, P, AW (itac.), | wotoliow &vepomo: S &v, pomlo)l "’ Ka:?’ eat
S) &vf 0Ll P 9 TIEPLIXOTOUWEVOL UNTIOV TL S,] meptoxomoboty (Im'nou‘ B 5 1
P] waTd TobTwy S, AW 11 tdv Blov Bedipet mavra S) ’Gewpaz ﬂav'raAT\?\\; 1; A
S] xai el P 12 diopbdoat xal g0 S] diopbiioal P | dibpbwaat (sic) : i
al yvvaixes ... mapadpajelv P AW in angle, bracket§] om. S 16 doxipaat
Soxipaoy P || Kai ob Totvuy AaBav B, AW] toivuv Aafwv S

124. Cf. Eph 5:1-2a, 25. Although the phrasing of the final cl‘ause inits ff)urf;\;(;;':s
(xal Huels dyamtite dMNA0US) follows John 13:34., Chrysostom 11}1 c.onttlefcz 1iis,no “ th%
this as an instance of Pauline love protreptic, which must mean he is thinking
bmail;rSngltzntZﬁ (Z)ffl:i’pl;;éears to have suffered some corruption here; for xal 'npfg
T yé}\ko.v'ra xatopbipata ... Godareay, it regds &ﬂo}\oy,iav’(a?d tg?ll tresumes iy
dpapryudty Ty deot). It lacks a verb of which dﬂgkoytav is t he o. jec éaﬁcau e

126. The Aéyos here naturally refers to the teaching of Scuptu.le, 3}; o m)l'.e N
lemma, Titus 2:11, but it may equally or j?ixalt;y reie}:'l tOT;geAZ?:ll,lli:z(%l Soe ) lcli glis oy
the present Aéyos, the homily. The phrase 1 otoagxaAtd b Ao B
g : —e.g., Adv. Jud. 84 (PG 48:932); Terr. mot. §1( :
lljgiatgil»{. lz)l)(l).?(];))g?;gg%; Hgom. Jo. 5:19§1 (PG 56:248). Anditis grounded.(fiorPtlllllza
also in the missionary proclamation by Paul and the other apostles (?fEthe ‘;?l\yig o
gospel—e.g., Hom. Rom. 2.2 (PG 60:402); Hom. Matt. 6.5 (PG 57:68); Exp. Ps.

(PG 55:250).
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also you love one another. ' Therefore, let’s receive our paideia from grace,
and let’s give thanks to God who mercifully loves us—both because of the
free gift that has come to us and because of the teaching that comes from
the gift of grace, since we've been delivered from our former sins and, in
addition, we have the forgiveness of sins as the most secure basis for our
virtuous actions in the future.!2

25. Let’s look closely at our own life in this teaching of Scripture!26 as
though looking in a mirror,'?” and let’s correct our careless misdeeds. Men
who sit in the barbershop, after their full head of hair has been cut, hold
the mirror in their right hand and check carefully all around, lest there’s
been an errant snip in the hair on their head.'?® You, too, should do the
exact same thing.!?? Grasping this teaching of Scripture as though it were a
mirror, take a close look at your entire life in it, and, if you see something
amiss,'*® you, too, correct it immediately!

26. This is what women do, as well. For as soon as they get up from
bed, they wash off their face and arrange their hairdo, and by looking at
the mirror, they test!3! the beauty of their appearance so they not overlook
something that’s carelessly askew.!32 So now, you'? too, grasping this teach-

127. Despite biblical passages that refer to mirrors (e.g., 1 Cor 13:12; 2 Cor 3:18;
Jas 1:23-24), John does not appear to be making a direct allusion to them here so much
as he is to everyday custom.

128. There is a very close parallel, using much the same language, in Chrysostom’s
Hom. Matt. 4.8 (PG 57:49): AW’ év xoupeley wév xabyjuevog, xal Ty xéunv dmoxelpwy,
xaromtpov Aafwv meptoxomels peté dxpiBelas TV T Tpix@v abvety (“But when you
sitin the barbershop and get your hair cut, you take the mirror and check carefully and
attentively the condition of your hair”). As in the present homily, this is in contrast to
thelack of concentrated attention people give to the beauty or disfigurement (duopdia)
of their souls.

129. T'adopt the reading of P, xat’ adé, over that of S, xaté Todtwv (as read by
AW).

130. Of course, auaptyua means both sin and error.

131. P reads doxigaatv, which AW sensibly corrected to doxipaatav.

132. This sentence, marked as an insertion via brackets in the text in AW, is found
only in P. AW was confident that the monastic male community at Saint Catherine’s
in the Sinai may have felt the exemplum of the woman’s toilette to be irrelevant to
their context (“le Sinaiticus a certainement fait des coupures a I'intention sans doute
dun auditoire monastique” [p. 121]), and thus they had deleted it. This is an unlikely
and unnecessary conjecture, because it does not reckon with the fact that the woman
in this comparison as it continues (see n. 133 below) is not just any female but is an
analogy for the church or perhaps the soul, as in Catech. illum. 1.4 (SC 50%:111, ed.
Wenger), whose bridegroom—for whom she primps—is Christ. The rendition in AW
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Tolvoy AP TO xdTomTpov TH¢ 515ao>$a2\iag,, (J.épc?wlcrov xa‘l" TII)'TI'(L)’O'OV” T
xdog THig Wuxdis: Exess yap dvipa xal ov @ ueM‘ag‘apsox‘etv' domep exelva
0bdEv Tpd Tob Epyou ToVTOU wotoﬁv'r‘ou, obitw xal o0 ;/.7,]55\; Egu'rng mpotijte
tiic omoudsis, & xdv dmacav T obxiav Z)Hf?\’)HEW{V fdoss, uvrgo'repm;
dpeaov TE Gqvdpl, xal Téte T &a dicdbes xa?\wg. OTNL yixe e,xeatg‘av p(z ,)ca
o0, dxovoov Tot TTadhou Aéyovros: ‘proira,ynv‘uyag, évl avopt mapOévoy
rapactiioat w6 Xpiotd. “Oow ¢ petlwv 100 afv5p‘og TodTou ) a%t\clt, T0000TY
wetova map’ NV yevéatat xpn THY 07rox,)l5nv- 6 ytp eis XCfM?g B fﬂ;l xpuxgg
xal TavTnY BovAeTal xoMwmileadar Ty Sy, [1doa yap d6ka Tijs Buyatpds
] g Eowlev.
w g;.m)’tlfzjt’)gmv Totvov v O6Eav xa)\%\wqrilc‘o(f.ev, "{va ;:Le'r& 'rat')TNr)g
dmavthoavtes 16 BaotAel T 86ns i alwviov xal &BavaTou TUXWILEY THNG:

2 Eyeig yap dvdpa xai ab ... gowbev B, AW in angle brackets] om. S 11 Tolvuv P] ¢
S I peré tadvms dmavtioavtes I (per Aubineau)] peté TadTng S | wetd TadTyg dmavteg
6 Bachel T 365ns P | petd tadmns dmavres ¢ PactAel T 865ne <mapacioavtegs
AW

121 (“la mimique de 'homme chez le coiffeur suffisait 21 la -legon, sans y ajouter ;e}le
de la femme devant son miroir”) has missed this key point m’the .dev?lol.)mint o g ;e
image. In any case, there is also a clear contrast between mens coxffmes.tl lt he pu 1ct
barbershop and women’s confinement at home. B,e.yond that, we can li f:y accoun
for the minus in $ by parablepsis (note that xat ¢ is repfzated at least.thxee tm;es 1111
the last four lines, differently placed by our two manuscripts). 'Ehe scrllbe of S clearly
understands xai o0 in line 12 to follow Sropfdoat, because TowvY )\aﬁa{v b’egms ona
new line; hence we have adopted that reading ablove and po.snF that xat oU wa; ogxclei
more repeated by the preacher before totviv AaPov (though it is lacking in P). For a
these reasons, I adopt the reading of P and remove the brackets. .
133. The gender of the participle AaPov indicatei that theb}l)regaeclileerralxll;oves rom
e women to addressing everyone in the assembly .
e e)l(gzl.l;i.,o glirist, as the argument will make clear. 'The language deliberately echoes
1 CO[I Z.Sa.zAlil‘i;)ugh John will cite 2 Cor 11:2, following th.e logic <?f his arguxm;(nt Tlar
lier (see above, n. 132), Eph 5:25-33 may have also been in his mind as he makes this
-ansition i marital imagery.
tlansit3121.1éi1:;\());cl)l\le':oﬁ [TavAou %\éy);v'rog, a phrasing Chrys.ostom favors and uses 1;L21cl£;
more than any other ancient Christian author. See, in this volume,‘ Hom‘, 1 C;)r.2 .(P—G
§3 (PG 51:213); Hom. 2 Cor 4:13 I §10 (PG 51:299); Hom. 2 Tim. 3:1 §§G,57‘178
56:271-72); and throughout his oeuvre as, e.g., in Hom. Matt. 9.2; 105 (P ' 6.(p(;
190); Hom. Gen. 2.2; 4.2 (PG 54:589, 596); Adv. Jud. 3.4 (PG 48:867); Stat. 1.8; 3.
49:27, 57), among many examples. , ,
137. Minus ydp after jppogdury; minus Gyviv after mapBévov.
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ing as a mirror, shape and mold the beauty of your soul. For you, too, have
a husband whom you're going to please.!* Just as those women do nothing
before this cosmetic work, you, too, should value nothing ahead of zealous
care for your soul. But even if you see your entire house falling down from
neglect, please your husband first, and then make sure the other things are
in good order. After all, for the fact that you also have a husband,!35 listen
to Paul saying,'3¢ “I have betrothed you to one husband, to present you as a
virgin to Christ” (2 Cor 11:2).13 Our measure of zeal must be all the greater
to suit this husband’s extraordinary worthiness. For he looks at the beauty
of our soul,'*® and he wishes it to be adorned in splendor. For “all the glory
of the daughter of the king comes from the inside” (Ps 44:14).1%

27. So then, let’s put on this glory as our adornment, so that when with
this glory we've approached the King of glory!? we might attain an honor

138. The beauty of the soul (Yuyijs xaMos), though of course not unique to him, is
afavored Chrysostomic theme—see, in this volume, Hom. Rom. 12:20 $4 (PG 51:179);
Hom. Rom. 16:3 A §4 (PG 51:193); also, e.g., Hom. Gen. 47.2; 48.2 (PG 54:431, 437);
Dav. 3.2 (PG 54:698); Hom. Act. 27.2 (PG 60:207).

139. &xets yip &vdpa ... Eowbev, adopting the reading of P (S omits; AW places in
brackets). This passage clearly makes reference to the exemplum of the women’s morn-
ing routine in the previous passage adopted also from P but lacking in S. For the scrip-
tural quote, plus ydp after mdoa (supplied by John to connect with the argument); read-
ing T Buyatpos Tol with LXX A, for adtfic Buyatpés (R B). This psalm verse is drawn
upon rather frequently by Chrysostom as, e.g., in Virginit. 6.2 (SC 125:110, ed. Musu-
rillo); Hom. princ. Act. 3.5 (PG 51:95); Hom. Rom. 16:3 A $4 (PG 51:193); Hom. Heb.
28.5 (PG 63:199), with a similar appeal and language as here: o0y doTe T6 odipa Aeuxdy
motfioat xat amoatiABov, & date T Yux iy xaMwrioar alty ydp oty # dywilopévy
éxel xal dbholoa. [Téoa % déga Ths Buyatpds To0 Pactdéws éowbev, dnai. Tadra mepibou-
poplwy yap xal EMwv amaMdttes cavtiy xaxd@v, xal Tov dvdpa peplpvng, xat gaumiy
dpovridog. Olitw yap aldéaipos oy 16 Gvdpl, Stav wi) ToM&v 8¢y (“not in order to make
your body bright and shiny, but to make your soul beautiful. This [your soul] is what
contends and contests [in the theater of heaven]. ‘All the glory of the daughter of the

king comes from the inside, he says. Clothe yourself in these things. For you are ridding
yourself of countless other evils and ridding your husband of worry and yourself from
anxious care. And so you will be respected by your husband when you don’t have need
of many possessions”).

140. In $27 with AW I adopt the reading of P for the first part (to xdptti), but I
reject AW’s conjectural emendation to the text of P, mapactioavres (cf. 2 Cor 11:2,
napactiioat ¢ Xptoté), which causes more problems than it resolves. For instance, the
participle is active voice, and AW has translated it as though its object were dmavras,
“afin de nous presenter tous en cette tenue au roi de gloire,” rather than the manu-
script reading, dmavtes. Beyond these internal considerations, we can confirm that P’s
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1 ydprrt xal phavbpwmia Tob xuplou iy Inoot Xpiotod, web’ ol 16 Mapl 5
06%a abv dyiw Tvedpatt, viv xat det xal els Tog alévag T6v alwvewy, Aphy.
1 xal pdavBpwnic S) om. P || wed of w6 Ilatpl ) 86Ea odv dylew [Tveduatt, viv xal gg
xal elg Tobg al@vag Tév albvay S] ¢ % déka xal T xpdTog els Tols aldvas P

ungrammatical dmavreg (dmavres 6 Baoikel Tiig 36Ens Tiic alwvious “all ... to the King
of eternal glory”) is a result of corruption of dmavtyoavtes, because it is the reading
of this homily in the third witness, codex Mone Iberon 255, fol. 240 (per Aubineau,
“Soixante-six textes, attribués a Jean Chrysostome,” 58). This reading is also consistent
with Chrysostom’s usage elsewhere, as in Diab. 2.5 (PG 49:264): vat ... xal petd moMfis
36&n¢ dmavricwuey 1@ Pagihel Tiis 36Ens Xpiaté (“so that ... with great glory we might
approach Christ, the King of glory”). For a similar closing benedictory formula, see
Catech. ult. 3.10, fva peta Mo Tiig 6Eng dmavriowuey 16 Bacthel év odpavéy (SC
366:242, ed. Piédagnel and Doutreleau).
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that is eternal and unending, by the grace and loving-kindness of our Lord
Jesus Christ, with whom be glory to the Father, together with the Holy
Spirit, now and always, forever and ever.!*! Amen.!4?

141. AW returns in the benediction to accepting the reading of S, which he regards
asakey sign of an authentic Chrysostomic homily: “Nous oserions presque dire quune
homélie qui comporte cette conclusion a toute chance détre authentique” (AW 121).
Earlier he had noted that P has a different doxology: xdptti Tod xupiov Audv L. X., §
W 86 xal T6 xpdtog elg Tovg aldvag: &wiv. (“by the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, to
whom be glory and power forever and ever. Amen?”). Even though AW regards P as
reliable for two other significant readings in the final paragraphs of this homily, in
this case he resorts to a claim about the fatigue of the scribe: “Cependant, tout a fait &
la fin lattention du copiste qui ne reproduit pas exactement la doxologie coutumiere
de lorateur parait sétre relachée: cette variante ne nous semble pas compromettre
lauthenticité de lensemble” (AW 121). At any rate, it bears attention that AW thought
the scribes of both S and P had introduced changes into the text in the concluding
sections.

142. S has the subscriptio To0 Xpuaoatépou elg Ta Ocodavta (“a sermon of Chryso-
stom’s on the Feast of the Epiphany”). For discussion, see introduction, pp. 53-57.





