I11.
THE LITERARY USE OF DAN/EL ““TALES”
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8. DANIEL ““TALES” IN A “LITERARY”’ PERSPECTIVE

The previous chapters of the present research tried to provide a reconstruction of the principal
trajectories expressing a “typological” and an “allegoric” approach to Dn “tales”.

In a panorama characterized by the variety and the heterogeneity of the exegetical outcomes, a
specific element emerges as a common trait of the exegetical traditions so far analysed: though typology
focuses on the scriptural events narrated in Dn while allegory either extrapolates single details of the
stories or mentions the qualities of their protagonists, both interpretations equally insists on specific
portions of the “book”, which are selected and isolated from the rest. In other words, Dr is always
treated as a gatherer of individual stories, themes, motifs and expressions, which can be considered as
single parts and freely assumed in a wide range of solutions.

Such element clearly depends on the nature of the documents so far studied and — so to speak —
on the same function of the exegesis: though — mainly in typology — the interpretative process implies
the explanation of Dn “tales” in the light of the time disclosed by Christ, the final objective of the
exegesis does not coincide with the extensive comprehension of the biblical text, but either with the
interpretation of Christian realities, or with the assumption of a model for the present.

An inspection concerning the reception of Dn cannot exclude, at least as a final consideration,
those circumstances in which the exegetical trajectory is inverted, namely when the “book™ is not
actually adopted as the instrument “to interpret something”, but rather as the element that has to be
fully interpreted. It does not seem inappropriate to define such tradition as the expression of a “literary
approach” to the text: in these occasions, Dn 1s actually conceived as a unitary, literary product and not
as a collector of varied episodes or expressions.

It does not seem strange that such tendency — which anyway represents a marginal phenomenon
In preconstantinian context — produces its principal outcomes in literature, since the same working of
iconography presupposes a radical operation of selection, which necessarily leads far from a “unitary”
conception of the scriptural material. Notwithstanding this, it will be possible to introduce two cases in

which also figurative source seems to reveal a sort of “literary” attitude towards Dn.
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8.1. FROM THE ““PASSAGES” TO THE “BOOK”’:

““TALES” AND THE SYSTEMATIC APPROACH TO DANIEL

The principal acceptation of the “literary approach” to Dn is undoubtedly represented by the cases in
which the biblical “book” is assumed as an autonomous text to interpret. In protochristian panorama, it
typically happens in the relevant case of Hippolytus’ commentary In Danielem. Though, as it will be
possible to notice, the work cannot be considered as a systematic exposition in the stricter sense, the
entire biblical text certainly represents the very object the interpretation!.

Next to the work of Hippolytus, as a sort of iconographic parallel, the case of Potgoridza plate,
which shows the representation of the three “tales” of Dn, can be mentioned: such document reveals, in
a certain sense, both a “unitary” conception of the “book” and the awareness of the common biblical
origin of the stories. In a conclusive section, a final reflection about the diffusion of the theme of Daniel
and the dragon will be proposed as a figurative dynamic which seems to attest a “literary approach” to
the biblical text.

The analysis will necessarily start from the most interesting document attesting such tradition,
that 1s In Danielem commentary. The following chapter certainly does not aim at exposing a reflection
about the entire work: it will be enough, for the purposes of the present research, to simply define the
role of the “tales” (focusing in particular on Dn 3,6,13,14) in the context of Hippolytus’ “systematic”

interpretation.

I For a reflection about the genre of the commentary see CG. MARKSCHIES, Origenes und die Kommentierung des
paulinischen Romerbriefs: Bemerkungen zur Rezeption von Antiken Kommentartechniken im Christentum des dritten Jahrhunderts und
zu threr Vorgeschichte, in G.W. MOST (ed.), Commentaries-Kommentare, Gottingen 1999 (Aporemata 4), pp. 66-94.
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8.1.1. The “tales” and the “book”: Hippolytus’ interpretation of Daniel narrations

Before facing the analysis of in Danielem? is it necessary to mention, at least in a cursory way “uno dei
problemi piu complessi della storia dell’antica letteratura cristiana™, that is the identity of its author. It
would be impossible to assume a specific position about such problematic issue, which would deserve to
be addressed in a broad perspective and which concerns the possible attribution of a range of titles and
works either to a single author named Hippolytus or to two different figures, one belonging to the
Roman context and the other to the Asiatic one.

The most balanced and cautious approach to the matter seems to remain that one assumed by E.
NORELLI in the context of his introduction to De Antichristo: exposing a rich and clear reconstruction of
the complex status quaestionis and bringing significant elements that actually shed light on the difficulty to

radically affirm the same existence of “two Hippolytus” 4, he focuses on the object of his analysis and

2 The Greek text of the commentary is not entirely preserved, since “bien qu’il ait été dans lantiquité le plus
connu des commentaires de saint Hippolyte, il a da étre rarement copié dans son ensemble, si bien que tout ce
qui nous en est aujourd’hui conserve provient des manuscrits des chaines ou de morceaux détachés” (G. BARDY-
M. LEFEVRE, SC 14, p. 64). Apart from early studies about isolated fragments, the first edition including a
conspicuous corpus of materials was offered by G. DIOBOUNIOTIS, Hippolyts Danielkommentar in Handschrift Nv. 573
des Meteoronklosters, Leipzig 1911 (Texte und Untersuchungen 38/1). An edition of the Greek text “dans lequel les
lacunes sont relativement rares” (G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE, SC 14, p. 64) was elaborated by G. BONWETSCH-H.
ACHELIS, GCS 1, in 1897. The commentary is also preserved in a Paleoslave translation transmitted by four
manuscripts (the earliest is from 12t century), whose comparison allows to rebuilt the entire In Danzelem. The
edition of G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE, SC 14 of 1947, follows the Greek commentary when it is possible; compared
with the work of GCS, it presents “le précieux avantage d’utiliser les fragments contenus dans le manuscrit des
Météores” (that one studied by C. DIOBOUNIOTIS; see G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE, SC 14, p. 65). The most recent
and reliable edition, to which the present exposition will refer, is by M. RICHARD (ed.), GCS7, “neue Folge”.
The edition presents a rich introduction concerning “der handschriftlichen Apparat”, see pp. xiv-xlii. About
“Uberlieferung und Editiongeschichte des Textes” see also K. BRACHT, Hippolytus® Schrift in Danielem.
Kommunikative Strategien eines frithchristlichen Kommentars, Tubingen 2014 (Studien und Texte zu Antike und
Christentum), pp. 13-15. In general, the bibliography about In Danielem is not actually very rich and it seems
necessary to stress the lack of both a good, reliable translation and a satisfactory commentary. Apart from the
recent studies of K. BRACHT (in K. BRACHT-D. DU TOIT [edd.] 2007, pp. 79-97, and K. BRACHT 2014), the
commentary has been mainly studied by M. RICHARD, Les difficultés d’une édition du commentaire de s. Hippolyte sur
Danzel, “Revue d’Histoire des Textes” 2 (1972), pp. 1-10; and IBID., Le chapitre sur église du commentaire sur Danzel de
Saint Hippolyte, “Revue d’Histoire des Textes” 3 (1973), pp. 15-18. About the use of the Bible in the work of
Hippolytus see J. ZIEGLER, Der Bibeltext im Daniel-Kommentar des Hippolyt von Rom, in Sylloge: Gesammelte Aufsitze zur
Septuaginta, Gottingen 1971 (Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Undernehmens der Akademie der Wissenschaften in
Gottingen 10), pp. 357-393. Other bibliographical references on punctual arguments will be progressively
offered.

3 E. NORELLI 1987, p. 9.

+Though the scholar does not directly address the problem of the author of In Danielem, he offers a rich
exposition of the complex matter of Hippolytus’ identity in his introduction to De Antichristo (E. NORELLI 1987,
pp- 9-35). Trying to summarize the problematic issue, it is possible to affirm that in the first phase of the research
concerning Hippolytus, “una serie di scritti e un gran numero di frammenti, per lo piu esegetici, con o senza
I'indicazione delle opera dalle quali sarebbero stati tratti, e in parte...certamente non autentici” (E. NORELLI
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offers some data which are here peculiarly useful, since they directly involve also In Danielem.
Mainly in the light of E. NORELLI’s considerations®, the following points about the commentary can

be stressed:

1) the author of the work can be reasonably identified with the same figure who wrote De

Antichristo®, considering the clear link between the texts;

2)  The exegetical works of Hippolytus as In Danielem, were read “molto e a lungo in oriente™”.
The element actually seems to support the hypothesis that this should be the most probable

context for the production of the commentary?®.

1987, p. 9) have been assigned to an “Hippolytus writer”, distinguished by an “Hippolytus martyr” whose
possible literary activity is not alluded by the sources (see also K. BRACHT 2014, pp. 21-23). In particular, the
mention of the commentary In Danielem does not come from the voice of Eusebius (Historia Ecclesiastica VI 20:1-2),
but can be found in Hieronymus (De Viris Lllustribus Liber 61). It is further alluded also by Photius (Bibliotheca cod
121), who considers Hippolytus as a direct disciple of Irenaeus. No mention of In Danielem is found on the statue
apparently representing the author and found in 1551 in the area of S. Hippolytus catacomb (for an exposition
including a reproduction of the statue see U. VOLP, Hippolytus of Rome, “Expository Times” 120/11 [2009], pp.
521-529). A second phase of the research about this author is inaugurated by P. NAUTIN (ed.), Hippolyte et Josipe.
Contribution a Uhistoire de la littérature chrétienne du troisieme siécle, Paris 1947 (Etudes et textes pour Ihistoire du dogma
de la Trinité), who attracts the attention on the existence of “two Hippolytus”, and divides the works in two
groups: the commentary In Danielem, together with De Antichristo and other titles, are attributed to an Asiatic
Hippolytus, lived in the middle of the 3t century and influenced by Decius’ persecution (P. NAUTIN does not
accept the chronological proposal of Photius); the Elenchos and other titles should be on the contrary assigned to
an Hippolytus belonging to the Roman context. Many aspects of the elaborated thesis of P. NAUTIN have not
been accepted by critics, but author such as M. SIMONETTI and V. LOI end up agreeing about the attribution of
In Danielem to an Asiatic bishop, “di sede incerta”, but “attivo tra la fine del II e I'inizio del III secolo” (M.
SIMONETTI, A modo di conclusione: una tpotesi di lavoro, in A.A. V.V., Ricerche su Ippolito, Roma 1977 [Studia
Ephemeridis Augustinianum 13], pp. 151-156, in part. 153). As E. NORELLI 1987, p. 27, underlines, “questa
ipotest di lavoro non ha incontrato un muro di opposizioni come quello sollevato a suo tempo contro NAUTIN, e
tuttavia non ha neppure dato impulso a puntuali verifiche e piu approfondite ricerche”. The panorama presents
many difficulties, and the examples brought by E. NORELLI 1987, pp. 28-35 — which stress the subsistence of a
clear relation between the authors of the two groups of works (and signally between the De Antichristo and Elenchos)
— seem convincing. For other references to the matter see, among the others, A.A. V.V., Nuove ricerche su Ippolito,
Roma 1989 (Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 30); G. ARAGIONE-E. NORELLI (edd.), Des évéques, des écoles et des
hérétiques. Acte du colloque international sur la “Réfutation de toutes les hérésies™. Genéve 13-14 juin 2008, Lausanne 2011, in
part. pp. 12-16; J.A. CERRATO, Hippolytus Between East and West: the Commentaries and the Provenance of the Corpus,
Oxford 2002 (Oxford Theological Monographs), with a rich bibliography, pp. 264-283. A rich bibliography
about the author is included in A. BRENT, Hippolytus and the Roman Church in the Third Century. Communities in Tension
Before the Emergence of a Monarch-Bishop, Leiden-New York-Koln 1995, pp. 541-569.
5 A good and rich reconstruction of the status quaestionis is offered also by K. BRACHT 2014, pp. 19-28.
6 The evidence is clearly stressed by E. NORELLI 1987, p. 36: “Che l'autore (scil. of De Antichristo) sia lo stesso del
Commento a Daniele non puo essere messo in dubbio, data Pestrema affinita tra le due opere.”
7 E. NORELLI 1987, p. 37.
8 This is the opinion formulated by R. CACITTI 1994, p. 140, n. 200. The evidence coming from Photius was
oriented in this sense and the same perspective is implied by scholars such as V. LOL La problematica storico-letteraria
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3)  Considering the fact that In Danielem (IV 7:1; IV 13:1) seems to send back to De Antichristo,
the former must have been written after the latter. According to E. NORELLI, the two
works, “con 1l loro atteggiamento antiromano, la loro tensione escatologica e gli accenni a
presenti persecuzioni dei cristiani sembrano rinviare a un tempo di persecuzione o
d’'imminente persecuzione: per il periodo anteriore al 235 viene in questione quella
scatenata da Settimio Severo nel 202-2039. This should be the period in which In Danielem

commentary, “le plus ancien qui nous ait été conservé” !, was composed!!.

In any case, the reasons that may have determined the choice to dedicate a specific commentary to Dn,
according to the acceptable consideration of G. BARDY!2, may deal with the peculiar condition of those
communities, which considered “le probleme de la fin du monde” as “une véritable obsession”. As the
study of the circulation of the “book™ reveals (concerning both the “visions” and the “tales”), the text
must have been undoubtedly perceived as an efficacious exegetical source from which important
elements could be drawn in order to decipher the historical condition of early Christian groups, mainly
in time of persecution'.

The analysis, which will be here conduced, has the objective to highlight, in a more specific way,
which is the exegetical role attributed to the “tales” in the balance of this operation, and which is the
space granted to them by the author. Since the same elaboration of the commentary presupposes a
seamless approach to the “book”, it seems efficacious to focus in this chapter on the reception of each

one of the “tales” in a global perspective, in order to define how they are set in the entire work and

su Ippolito di Roma, in A.A. V. V., Ricerche su Ippolito, Roma 1977 (Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum), pp. 9-16, in
part. 9; A. D’ALES, La théologie de Saint Hippolyte, Paris 1906, in part. pp. 198-199; A. DONINI, Ippolito di Roma.
Polemache teologiche e controversie disciplinari nella chiesa di Roma agli inizi del 111 seculo, Roma 1925 (Graphe 5), pp. 81-
121; CG. PEDICINI, 1l significato politico dell’escatologia di Ippolito di Roma, “Annali della Facolta di Lettere e Filosofia
dell’'Universita di Napoli” 4 (1954), pp. 97-122; M. SIMONETTI, Prospettive escatologiche della cristologia di Ippolito,
“Bessarione” 1 (1967), p. 93; E. PRINZIVALLL, Due passi escatologici del Peri Pantos di Ippolito, “Vetera
Christianorum™ 16 (1979), pp. 63-75, ID., Note sull’escatologia di Ippolito, “Orpheus” 1 (1980), pp. 305-333.
9 E. NORELLI 1987, p. 37.
10 G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE (edd.), SC 14, p. 10.
11 The hypothesis is shared by G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE (edd.), SC 14, p. 10; M. SIMONETTIL in A.A. V.V. 1977, p.
153; D. TRAKATELLIS, LOGOS AGWNISTIKOS: Hippolytus’ Commentary on Daniel, in L. BORMANN (ed.),
Religious Propaganda and Missionary Competition in the New Testament World, Leiden-New York-Kéln 1994 (New
Testament Studies, Supplement 74), p. 527. See also K. BRACHT, in K. BRACHT-D. DU TOIT (edd.) 2007, pp.
79-97; K. BRACHT 2014, p. 33.
12.G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE (edd.), SC 14, p. 10.
I3 For a specific analyisis of this component in the commentary see W.B. SHELTON, Martyrdom from Exegesis in
Hippolytus: An Early Church Presbyter’s Commentary In Danielem, Paternoster 2008.
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which kind of exegesis they peculiarly undergo!*.
Before trying to rebuild an interpretative portrait of Hippolytus’ exegesis of the stories, some

material data have to be presented in order to show the quantitative consistency of the “tales” in the

commentary. In Danielem is structured as follows:

13-34
I 21 = Dn 13
tot. 21 passages
14-38
II 34 = Dn 3
tot. 24 passages +
Dn 14
19-30
11 30 = Dn 6
tot. 11 passages
v 40 / /

(Tab. 1)
The plan of the work already allows to highlight some generic considerations.
1) Inthe balance of a commentary articulated in 4 books and 120 passages, the chapters of the
“tales” considered by the present research (3,6,13,14), occupy 56 passages in the context of

3 books.

2)  Books 1, 2 and 3 of the commentary are entirely devoted to the “tales”, which means that

the wider section of the work exactly involves this portion of Dn. Only book 4 is dedicated

14 The chapter does not mean to present a textual commentary of In Danielem, but rather a generic overall view
about the entire work. For this reason the argumentation will not follow the method so far applied (translation of
passages and commentary), but it will rather assume a more synthetic and discursive register: the most important
passages of the text will be reported exclusively in Greek, in order to offer the needed material to support the
global approach to the work which is here pursued.
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to the section of the “visions”. This element is even more relevant in the light of the global
panorama of Dn literary circulation, which seems to be overall characterized by a
prevalence of “visions” on “tales”. In this sense, though considering the “book” in a unitary

perspective, the commentary apparently attributes a peculiar importance to the narrations.

3)  In the specific perimeter of the “tales” reception, the most cited chapters are 3, 13 and 6:
Hippolytus focuses on those sections, which are preferably assumed also in early Christian
panorama, and signally in literature. The author of In Danielem grants special attention to
the story of the three Hebrews (24 passages), reserving a narrow space to that one of the
prophet in the lions’ den (11 passages) — with just a single mention of the version narrated in

Dn 14 (IT 26)'>. The story of Susanna has a significant role (21 passages).

After this short exposition of the material data concerning the “tales” in the commentary, it is possible to
reflect about the principal interpretative meanings attributed to them. According to the same structure
of In Danielem, the following synthesis will be articulated in single paragraphs devoted to an individual
story. The presentation is introduced by a short analysis of Hippolytus’ prologue, which allows to grasp,

in a generic sense, the contents and the objectives of the entire commentary.

a) The prologue: contents and methods of the commentary

Since the beginning of the work, /n Danielem 1s presented by its author as an exposition, in chronological
order, of the facts concerning the captivity of Babylon, the life and the prophecies of Daniel ever since
his childhood; the final aim of Hippolytus is to bear a witness about the protagonist of the “book”,
defined as a “saint and righteous man, a prophet and a martyr of Christ” (paptopriowv 6ciw kai Sikaipw
avopl mpodrtn xal phptupt Xpiotod yeyevnpévw). Two prerogatives are associated to Daniel since the
introductive section: on one side, his capacity to explain Nabuchadnezzar’s visions, on the other, the
fact that he generated “faithful martyrs” in the world (paptopag motodg év kéopw mporyayev) thanks

to his teachings!®.

15 “The story of Bel and the Dragon was certainly known by Hippolutys and regarded by him as an integral part

of the book of Daniel, but apparently he did not write a comment on it, since there is no trace on one in any of

the Greek or the Slavic manuscripts” (E. SCHURER, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ [175

B.C.-A.D. 135], 111 2, London-New York 1973, p. 726).

16 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 70-71; T 1.1. Triyv dxpifeiav tdv yxpdvwv T
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Such introductive section already offers all the coordinates to understand the tone and the focus of

the commentary, in which two themes prevail:

1) that one of “prophecy and revelation”, probably connected with the contexts of Daniel’s
“visions”’;

2)  that one of martyrdom, which seems to allude to the events narrated in the “tales”.

Ever since the prologue, Hippolytus seems to reveal — though in an implicit and involuntary way — the

two interpretative methods that will coexist in the commentary. On one side, presenting Daniel as a

“saint and righteous man” (xal adtOg paptuprowy 0oiw kxai dikaiw avdpl Tpodnty), the author appears
to introduce an allegoric discourse, which conceives the prophet as a generic example of Christian
virtues; on the other, recalling the capacity of Daniel to “produce” martyrs in the world by his example
(paptupag motodg év xdéopw mporyayev), Hippolytus seems to approach a typological perspective,
implying the connection between the biblical experience and a subsequent phase of salvation history.

In this way, the author appears to “collect and gather” — in some measure — the two principal
interpretative techniques attested in paleochristian context: on one side, the mention of Daniel’s virtues
reminds of the allegoric tradition testified by isolated outcomes coming from Alexandrian communities
and Latin Christianities!” (and, more punctually, the interpretation of the figure of the prophet offered
by Origen'®); on the other, the “martyrial” reading of the “tales” can be associated with that typological

interpretation which characterizes African and Asiatic Christianities and iconographic outcomes!'?.
b) Susanna in the commentary In Danielem
Apart from exposing the principal coordinates of the commentary, the prologue mediates and

introduces the first section of Dn analysed by Hippolytus: declaring the intention to assume a

chronological perspective, the author implies that the work will exactly start from the story of Susanna,

yevopévng aiypadwaiag totg viotg Topan émdetai fovddpevog xal Tag tod paxapiov Aavih TtV dpapdtwy
rpodnteiag, Ty te todTov &v Bafuddvt éx maidog avatpodriv, mpdoe, kal adtog paptopfowy Ocie xail dikaiw
avopl mpodr Ty kal paptupt Xpiotod yeyevnpévw, 6¢ od povov td tod faciiéws Nafovyodovooop dpapata toig
TOTE KAPOTG ArrekaAvpev, AAA kai Opoiovg avtd maidag exdidalag, paptopag moTods v Kdopw TPonyayey.
17 As has been mentioned, such “allegoric” reading mainly involves the figure of Susanna in authors as Clement
of Alexandria, Methodius of Olympus, Novatian. See supra, chapter 7, pp. 357-362.
18 See supra, chapter 7, pp. 356-357. In the context of the “allegoric” interpretation of the “tales”, Origen has the
peculiarity to linger on the figure of Daniel as a model of righteousness and chastity.
19 See supra, chapters 2 and 6.
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in which Daniel acts as a véog maig. In this sense, the episode narrated in chapter 13 offers the occasion
to introduce a preliminary retrospective exposition of the historical events happened in Babylon?,
devoting a special attention to the story of the prophet, who is here first of all mentioned in quality of
“protector” of Susanna?!.

The specific commentary of chapter 13 concretely begins with a further specification about a
second reason which has determined — together with the chronological arguments — the choice to start
from Susanna’s “tale”: though the story yeyévetai botepov, it is the first one to have been written, since
“it was a costume for the writers to put at the beginning of their works many events which happened
later”?2. In order to explain such costume, Hippolytus mentions the fact that “also in prophets” it is
possible to find “both visions which happened in the past and are going to be accomplished in the
future, and, on the contrary, visions narrated in the future of things which happened in the past”?3.

The immediate presentation of the story of Susanna?* sheds light on the version of Dn from which
the author of the commentary is drawing: as the same M. LEFEVRE notices, “dans les LXX, I’histoire de
Suzanne figure a la suite du texte protocanonique de Daniel... Mais Théodotion place en téte cette
histoire; et Hippolyte, qui commente le texte de Théodotion, a di commencer par elle son exégese”?5.

Hippolytus’ interpretation of Dn 13 seems to focus on the following topics:

1) The allegoric interpretation of the figure of Daniel.

The author first of all stresses the role of the prophet in the narration, presenting him —

20 Hippolytus, In Danzelem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 10-11; 1 1-4.
21 Acting against the elders since his childhood, évdemvipevog év todtw TOV €movpaviov xpitr)v, Daniel
immediately deserves to be connoted as Jesus (In Danielem 1 1). According to G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE, SC 14, p.
71, there would be here an allusion “a I'épisode évangélique de Jésus au milieu des docteurs”. The entire
retrospective exposition lingers in particular on the figure of Daniel as it emerges from Hipplytus, In Danielem, ed.
M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 10-11; 1 4: Tod 0dv Aaod mavtog petoikiofévtog kal The moAews pnpwdeions tod
te Gylaopatog xabnpnpévov e T mAnpwbival tov Adyov xvpiov, 6v éAalnoev did otdpatog Tepepiov Tod
npodrTov OTL «Eotam Epnpov TO dylacpa «&fSoprkovta €ty ; edpiokopev oV pakdpov Aavih év Bafuidw
TpodnTedoavta xal EkSKov TG ZwoavvIG YIVOPEVOV.
22 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 12-13; I 5. adt pév odv 1] iotopia yeyévntai dotepov,
mpoeypadn 8¢ thc Pifrov mpwrtr. #Bog yap v Tol¢ ypappatedoty HoTepdTpwTa oG &v Talc ypadais Tbéval.
gbpiokopey yap kai &v Tol¢ TpodTaIC OPATEIC TIVAG TPMTAG YEYEVIPEVAC Kal 60 £0YATWY TEMANPWHEVAS EIT’
ad mhhy € éoyatwy elpnuévag kai Tpdtag yeyevnpévag. It seems interesting to notice how — immediately after
— the author connects such tendency with a disposition of the Spirit who wants to protect the words of the
prophets from the Devil, who should not understand them. The argument (I 5) returns also in the 7ractatus
Orgenis attributed to Gregory of Elvira (see ed. P. BATIFFOL, Tractatus Origenis, Paris 1900).
23 See supra, n. 22.
24 The systematic commentary of the “tale” is developed in Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf; I
13-34.
25 G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE, SC 14, p. 79, n. a.
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since the retrospective exposition of Babylonian events — as the one who saves the woman
and proves her sanctity and wisdom?5, in a perspective which can be easily compared with
that one assumed by Origen?’.

The closeness to Alexandrian context may be confirmed by an interpretative detail
returning in both the exposition of Hippolytus and the letter sent by Africanus to Origen
concerning the authenticity of the “book” of Susanna?®: the authors wonder how it could be
possible that people in a condition of captivity, such as the Jews in Babylon described by Dn

13:4-6, met in the garden of Joachim, as if they were free?’.

2)  The allegoric interpretation of the figure of Susanna.

In the commentary, the protagonist of Dn 13 is characterized by moral qualities, which
make her an example of virtue. Though the author insists since the beginning of the work
on her faith®, the concrete mention of her “allegoric function” seems to surface from
chapter 12 of In Danielem: connecting Susanna with the church’s “mysteries™!, he explicitly
warns that Christians constantly keep in mind the story of the woman and assume it as an

example to imitate3?. In this circumstance, she is presented as a model of chastity and faith

26 Apart from the already mentioned passage of Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 10-11; 1
4 (see supra, n. 21), the argument returns in In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 32-33; 1 14. Av8peg ydp
edhafelg kal {nAwtai Tod vopov yeyevnpévol aia Beod téxva €v xdopw mporyayov, TOV pev mpodpiTny Kal
paptopa Xplotod yeyevnpévoy, my 8¢ ahdpova kai moty év Bafoldvi edpnpéviy, g 10 oepvov kai cOGpov
oV pakapov AavinA mpopntnyv anédeilev. The author is presenting a genealogy of the woman, and the passage
here reported refers to the connection between the virtue of the parents and that one of their sons.
27 See supra, chapter 7, pp. 356-357.
28 About the letter see supra, chapter 7, n. 134.
29 See Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 34-35; 1 13. 8¢t odv émlntiioar 10 aitov. T
Yap odtol aiypdhwrtor drdapyovtes kai drdSoviot Bafvlwviog yeyevnpévol ddvavto cuvépyeoBat &mi o adtd GG
adtelovoiog; about the reference in the epistle sent to Origen see supra, chapter 7, n. 134.
30 See Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 32-33, pp. 94-95; I 12. kaA o¢podpa xal
pofovpévr TOV KOpLOV.
31 The use of the expression tpotvrodoa (see imfra, chapter 8, n. 32), would orient the reading of such passage in
a typological perspective, but actually the contents of the interpretation appears to have an allegoric value. In
general, it is necessary to stress the coexistence of both trajectories in the work of this author, who seems to resort
to both of the apporaches in a seamless way, often melting and mixing them. Such complexity of the panorama
have to be constantly kept in mind in order to fully grasp the specificity of In Danielem.
32 See Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 52-53; 23. Tadta mala €8idackev fpag 1
pakapia Yovodvva katd mavra év Eautfi mpotvmodoa T TS #kkAnoiag puothpa, [g TO mMOTOV Kai
edhafég | <xai 10 odOPpov mepl T o>dp<a dv magn T y>f <Ewg> vdv <kn>pvooe<tar>. Hapax<aA>®
<od>Vv- <TAVTEG Of Ta>HTV T<IV YParVv AvayviOoKovTeS, yovalkes kai mapBévol, pikpol™> kal <p>ey<dalol,
TPO> 0Gp<Balpdv Exovteg Tv> t0d <Be0d Kpiot>v, (¢ vmOderypa Aafovtes pp<n>cac<Be> tadtyv kai <wg
Fovoav>va dmd Beod exdiknOfval kal O1o tod <&v T®> Aavu|A Tolrevoapévov Adyov €k Tod devtépov Bavatov
pvobfival <SvvrjoecBe>.
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that does not vacillate even in front of those who menace her, without even fearing the
possible death. In this perspective, the author seems to approach the “figural-allegoric”
tradition mainly developed by Clement of Alexandria, Methodious of Olympus and

Novatian33.

Susanna as the type of the persecuted church.

The interpretation of Hippolytus 1s very related with a paleochristian exegetical trajectory
testified by Irenaeus of Lyons and Cyprian of Carthage, and expressed also in iconography:
in this “typological tradition”, the figure of Susanna is assumed as a type of the threatened
and persecuted church3*. In addition, it is possible to stress the peculiarity of Hippoytus’
development of such tradition: actually, the author connects the figures of the elders with
the two peoples menacing the church, namely the Jews and the Gentles?. This specific
connection can be apparently compared to the interpretation of Cyprian3®, according to
whom the menaces to which Susanna was exposed dealt with the spread of false doctrines
capable to generate a crisis in the context of the church, concerning the truth of its
teachings®’. The tone of Cyprian’s argumentation reveals to be much more linked with the
specific condition of the historical community, and the reason can be probably researched
in the same nature of the works: if the author from Carthage is assuming the story of
Susanna in order to explain a specific circumstance of his present, the writer of the
commentary is rather offering an interpretation of the same biblical text, so that he chooses
to connect the “book” with the parable of the church in a generic and broad perspective.
The former is clearly interested in assuming a typological reading that directly involves his
community; the latter enriches his interpretation with details, which seem to place the

argumentation — so to speak — halfway in between typology and figural allegory.

33 See supra, chapter 7, pp. 357-362.

3% See supra, chapter 6, pp. 318-334.

35 See Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 36-37; I 15. 1] yap Zovcavva mpoetumodto el v
éxxnoiav, Toakeip 8¢ 6 dvip adtic el tov Xpiotdv. 6 8¢ mapadeicoc v 1 KAROIC TOV dyiwy, 6¢ SévSpwy
xaprodpdpov &v EkkAnoiq reputevpévwy. Bafulav 8¢ Eotv 6 xdopog. ol 8¢ dvo tepoffutepor eig tomov deikvovtal
OV §Y0 Aadv TV & | mPovievdviwy Ti ExxAnaiq, efg pév 6 éx teptopig kai eig 6 £Z 20vVOHV.

36 See supra, chapter 6, pp. 320-322.

37 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 38-39; I 16. ...todt0 onpaiver ém €wg vov
rapatnpodvral kal Tepiepyalovral Td v T éxkAnoiq mpattopeva of te €€ é0vav kai ol ék meprropfig "Lovdaior,
BovAopevor pevdetc paptopiag katapépery kad’ fHuedv.
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In conclusion, the interpretation of Susanna’s story offered by In Danielem seems to have a principal
typological value, since the figure of the woman is conceived as the anticipation of the persecuted
church, in a way that can be apparently integrated in the historical frame of persecutions3®.

At the same time, the reading of the “tale” presupposes the assumption of an allegoric
perspective, which mainly involves the qualities of the protagonists, but also touches specific narrative
details: the bath of Susanna becomes a symbol of baptism?®, the biblical garden is presented as the
model of the garden of true*”, in a way which does not seem to imply the definition of a relation of
anticipation-fulfilment.

In the author’s interpretation, both exegetical techniques apparently coexist with no difficulties,
so that a range of meanings and contents circulating in different paleochristian areas are here
seamlessly combined in a sort of mosaic. If, as already mentioned*!, an allusion to the “allegoric
function” of the story recurs in chapter 12 of the commentary, also the typological connotation of the
“tale” 1s explicitly stated by Hippolytus*?: Susanna is directly presented as the character anticipating the
things which are going to happen in the time of the church, according to what is declared by the apostle
to the Corinthians®3.

It 1s certainly necessary to stress that such approach is shared by Hippolytus” work, the ancient
literature and the iconographic production: also in figurative documentation the image of the woman
trapped by the elders seems to be actually conceived as a type of the persecuted Christians.

Summarizing what has been said, it is possible to affirm that, though developed with certain
specificities by the author, the reception and the interpretation of the story of Susanna in Hippolytus
gathers the principal trajectories emerging from paleochristian documentation. The typological
approach linking the figure of the woman with the persecuted church — an outcome attested also in
Latin Christianities and iconography — appears to be the very heart of In Danielem interpretation. Such
perspective is combined with an allegoric tendency, which concerns both the elaboration about the

figure of the prophet who saves the woman — in a way that reminds of Origen’s exegesis — and the

38 See supra, p. 386.
39 Hippolytus, In Danzelem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 38-41; 1 17.
40 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf;, pp. 40-41; 1 18.
1 See supra, pp. 391-392.
42 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 40-41; I 16. Tadta maAia mpoetvmodto S T
paxapiag Zwoavvng 8¢ Nudg, iva vov npeig oi T Bed motevovteg pn wg Eéva Ta VOV €v Tf) ékkAeoiq yivopeva
vorjowpev, AAAG Talat Tadta Sid TOV TATPIAPYOV TPOTETVTWHEVA TUOTEOTWHEY, KaBLE kai 6 ardoTohog Aéyer
“radta 8¢ Tumol cvvéfawvov éxeivolg, €ypadn 8¢ mpo¢ vovBesiav Nudv, ¢ 00¢ TA TEN] TOV WOVwv
Katnvtnoev’”.
4 [Cor 10:11.These things happened to them as an example, and they have been written down as a warning to
us, upon whom the end of the ages has come.
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assumption of Susanna as an eminent symbol of chastity, as it also emerges from a range of literary

cases.

¢) The three Hebrews’ in the commentary In Danielem

Hippolytus dedicates a wide portion of the second book of In Danielem** to the “tale” of the three
Hebrews narrated in chapter 3.

After a short, narrative development concerning the erection of the statue of Nabuchadnezzar
and the order to adore it¥, the author introduces his interpretative considerations about the episode
and its exegetical meaning. Though Hippolytus scans his exposition with references to the prophet
Daniel, who supervises his companions’ actions and praises them for their behaviour*S, the real focus of
the passage 1s represented by the experience of the three Hebrews.

The principal argumentations with which the story is associated are the following ones:

3 <

1) The martyrial value of the Hebrews’ “tale”.

The author’s exegesis starts from the words pronounced by the Hebrews, who declare, in
front of the emperor, both their faith in salvation and their resolution in their purpose: even
if God did not save them, — “xal &av pfy” — they would not falter in refusing idolatry*’.

The importance attributed by the author to the clause “xal éav pfy” is underlined by its
further mentioned in the commentary: in another passage of the work, exactly such
clarification sparks Daniel’s approval, so that he can compare, full of admiration, his

companions to “kalodg aBAntag” deserving to be crowned?*s.

+ Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 91-131; II 14-38.

® Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 91-95; II 14-17.

6 See for instance Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 94-97; 11 18; pp. 100-101; II 22. The

most interesting development concerning the figure of Daniel can be found in Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M.

RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 104-105; II 25, where the silence of the prophet in front of the events of the furnace is

interpreted as a necessary choice made by him in order to let the greatness of God’s action emerge.

47 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 94-95; I 17. Todtovg todg Adyoug pry katantiéavieg

oi maideg "amexpiBnoav Aéyovteg od ypeiav Exopev Nuets mept Tod Pripatog Tovtov amokpilBfval oot EoTv ydp

Bedg, ¢ Npeig Aatpevopeyv, Suvatog éZedéoBai fipdg &k THE Kapivov Tod TuPOg THG KAOPEVIG KAl £K TRV YEIPOV

oov, Bacihed, pooetal NuAg: xail dv pr|, Yvwotov £0tw ool, Bacihed, Ott toig Beol¢ cov 0d Aatpedopev xai TH

elkoVL Tf| Ypuofi 1| #oTnoag od Tpookvuvodpey".

48 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 100-101; II 22. ‘O 8¢ paxapiog Aavu)A, dte mpodr g

Omapywv xal TpofAétwy O péAlov, émévevoev m¢ AANBOG Eotal Todto TO O’ adT®OV Aehainpévov, xai <ol

naide¢>, tva évieillwvtal 1@ Bacikel o TG mioTewg adT®V avorépPAntov, Tpooédnkav Aéyovteg “Kai éav pn,

Ywotdv Eotw ool, Pacihed, 6t Toig Beoic cov od Aatpedopev kai TH eikévi TH Ypvod], 1| Eotnoag od
394



In a general perspective it must be noticed that the condition of the Hebrews is immediately
inscribed in a martyrial frame, very close to that one attributed by the African and Latin
Christianities to the story: from Acta and Passiones® of early Christian martyrs to the
typological elaboration expressed by Cyprian and Tertullian’®, the protagonists of Dn 3 are
described as those martyrs who were ready to receive the crown as winners against both the
Devil and the temptations of idolatry!. Apart from such connection with the theme of
persecution, also the importance attributed to the motif of idolatry refusal highlights the
continuity with the figurative use of this story, with reference to both the representation of
the furnace and the scene of Nabuchadnezzar’s statue®.

In a more specific sense, it is possible to stress the special proximity between the
development of In Danielem and that one of Cyprian: the importance of the clause “et st non”,
which is chosen by the African author to build and ground his reflection about the real
meaning of martyrdom and the condition of confessores’3, is selected also by Hippolytus as a

central detail on which to insist.

Nabuchadnezzar and the Devil.

The association between Nabuchadnezzar and the Devil strongly emerges from the
commentary, since the author connects the martyrial experience of the Hebrews with the
condition of those who oppose to the eschatological enemy of Christians®*. Hippolytus
attributes to Daniel’s companions the statement that “Nafovyodovécop xa®’ fpdv g

péyag diaforog topavvel kai elkdva monoag ypvoflv eidwlolatpely avaykaler™?, so that

TPOGKVYVODPEV”. OV ANV dkodaag 6 pakapiog Aavi\ Ty Tpitny dwvhy, Bavpdoag TodTovg (g karods ABANTag
T 7o | tet dotedavwpey.

49 See supra, chapter 2, pp. 59-93.

50 See supra, chapter 5.

5 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 94-97; II 18. Todtovg Aavin), pakpoBev éotmg xal
owndv, Bappetv [adtodg] €8idackev, peldidy pév Tpog adTovs, yaipwy 8¢ kal adtdg ém Tf| TodTwV papTopiq,
EvopQv Tpels maidag péMovrag xatd tod diaforov otepavodoBai, pry téyvn todTOVG povoikfy aratnBévrag,
mnde fdoviy Opydvwyv  dovdwBévrag, pnde mhavn Bafolwviwv dmayBévrag, pnde doypat Paciiéwg
drotayévrag, pnde odupnidtw elkovi ypuof] yovata kAivavtag. tpeig odvtol moTol paptupes év Bafuidwvi
evpeBévteg, tva 8 adTdV 6 Bedg Soaobn kal Nafovyodovocop kataoyuvli kai Bafvlwviwy ta eidwAa pndév
ovta ¢avfl. The theme of idolatry refusal returns in the same terms also in Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M.
RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 102-105; II 24.

52 About the formation of this types and the role of the theme of idolatry in such process see supra, chapter 6, pp.
299-322.

33 See supra, chapter 5, in part. pp. 249-254.

5 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 94-97; II 18. See supra, n. 51.

5 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 96-97; II 19.
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the connection between the king and the Devil is based on the ftertium comparationis
represented by the erection of the statue®. The full expression of such overlapping is
developed — once again through the mention of the statue — in a devoted section®’ that does
not seem to attest other literary parallels. The author of the commentary describes, in this
context, a sort of progressive embodiment of the Devil in the king®®: the same face of
Nabuchadnezzar changes and the Devil is described as the one who acts i him: £€tepog év
ool 6 Tadta éveydv, says the author.

Though such topics can be considered as peculiar outcomes of In Danielem, assuming a
wider perspective it is possible to identify a strong similarity to the so-called “apocalyptic
interpretation” of the “tales” which exactly insists on both the role of Nabuchadnezzar as
type of the Antichrist and the specific function of the statue as principal point of contact
between type and antitype: the context of this tradition is mainly that one of Asiatic

Christianities and its paradigmatic exponent is Irenaeus of Lyons®.

3) The role of the Spirit in the martyrial experience.

Hippolytus stresses and underlines the role of the Spirit in the experience of the three
Hebrews, starting from the definition of a link between two scriptural passages (Ps 87:4 and
2Mac 7°") and the events narrated in Dn 3. Referring to Ps 87:452 the author suggests that
the biblical words about Rahab and Babylon had been written exactly to evoke the story of
Daniel companions: why did the prophet pronounce those words, el pr mpoop®dV T
mvedpat 0 pootiplov o oikovopodpevov exet?53 The hypothesis, formulated by the author

with a cautious attitude (ToApriow T elrelv xal o0 xivduvevow €v @ Aéyew), can be

56 The connection between idolatry refusal, the statue and the couple formed by Nabuchadnezzar and the Devil
returns also in Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 102-103; 11 24.
57 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 106-111; IT 27.
58 Jt can be noticed that this process conceptually reminds in some measure of that “incorporation” usually
described by Acta Martyrum and alluded by iconographic tradition; in these cases, it deals with the expression of
the presence of Christ in the martyr’s body. See supra, chapter 2, pp. 40-46.
59 The expression is very similar to that one referred by the martyr Felicita to Christ, which has already been
mentioned supra, chapter 2, n. 73.
60 See supra, chapter 3, in part. pp. 115-118.
61 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 96-99; II 19-20.
62 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf] p. 96; II 19. ToAprjow t elreiv kai 00 xivduvedow &v T
Aéyerv: obTOl TO PrTOV dvay\/évrsql 10 m<apd Tod mpo>Prov elpnpévov {<Se>cav dHu mepl adtdV Qv
an<oy>eypappévov. <tOG> yap <eime> 10 prrov mpo<¢ v Ba>Lodd<va> “pv<nof>n<c>opat 'Padf xai
BafuAdvog toig yivawokovoiv pe”.
63 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, p. 96-97; II 19.
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apparently compared with the elaboration of Tertullian in Scorpiace: also the African author
resorts to the connection between the words of Jer and the experience narrated in Dn in
order to convey the importance of the Spirit in the context of a martyrial experience®*. In
other words, though mentioning different scriptural passages, the authors seem to interpret
the continuity between biblical words and events as a marker of the presence of the Spirit,
which determines both the unity of salvation history and the martyrial dignity of a specific
circumstance.

Another trace of the presence of the Spirit would be represented, according to Hippolytus,
by the Hebrews’ resolution in front of the perspective of the death®. Also in this case, the
elaboration of In Danielem can be compared to that one of Tertullian, who seems to assume
the words pronounced in the furnace as a proof, so to speak, of the “pneumatic

component” of Daniel’s companions’ experience5°.

4)  The story of the Hebrews and flesh resurrection.
Also in the commentary, the story of Dn 3 is integrated in a reflection concerning the
resurrection of the flesh®”. As it exactly happens in the literary cases which mention the
same theme®8, the fact that fire could not even consume the Hebrews’ clothes is first of all
conceived as a testimony of the greatness of God and, secondly, as an incontrovertible proof
of the resurrection of the flesh. As mainly Irenaeus and Tertullian do®, also Hippolytus
assumes an apologetic perspective, developing such argument in reply to those aipeoiapyat
who deny such theological belief’’; moreover, also in the commentary the intervention of
God in favour of Daniel’s companions appears to be assumed as a proof of the divine power

who saves those who have faith in him.

64 See supra, chapter 5, pp. 284-287.
6 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 38-39; II 21. ‘Opdg nd¢ t0 mvedpa tod matpog
peAetdv Todg paptupag | di8doxer mpotpemdpevoy adtods kai mapapvBodpevov xatappo<velv pév> tod Bavatov
t00TOV, oTELdELY B¢ émi ToD Peltiovog.
66 See supra, chapter 5, pp. 284-287.
67 Hippolytus, In Danielem, edd. G. BARDY-M. LEFEVRE, SC 14, pp. 170-173; 11 28.
68 See supra, chapter 4, pp. 203-216.
69 See in part. the comparison about the two authors’ developments supra, chapter 4, pp. 203-216.
70 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 110-111; II 28. Aeyétwoav pot <oi> aipeciapya
<of> T<Hv> £avTOV AvaoTacty dpvodpevol, TS Ayovaty capkdg avaataoty pij elvat, 6wote PpOapTd ipdtia kai
vmodrpata &x vexkp®v {Hhwv yeyovota Do tod mupdg 0d diedpBapn did to mepl odpa dylov mepiketabar; ThHG odyi
xal oapl PpBapt vmapyovoa mepl Poynv Ayiav Tepepévn kal adt) cOv Ot Gyaohioeta kal el apBapoiav
petatebnoetay;
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5)  The fourth in the furnace as the “Verb”.

Another important interpretative trajectory of In Danielem is the connection established
between the fourth figure in the furnace and the Verb’!. In the case of Hippolytus, the
“fourth in the furnace” — first of all described as the one who speaks through the martyrs’
voice’? — is clearly associated with the angel bringing dew to refrigerate the Hebrews’3; he is
also attributed of the title of “Son of God”7*. In this way, the range of outcomes expressed
by literature seem to be mixed together and harmonized: on one side, Hippolytus chooses
the epithet attributed also by Irenaeus and De Pascha Computus to that figure (“Son of
God”)”>; on the other, he explicitly identifies the fourth walking in the furnace with the
“angel” evoked by Clement of Alexandria’®.

Under a theological point of view, Hippolytus’ perspective seems very similar to that one of
Irenaeus, who can be considered as the main exponent of that tradition which assumes the
“mediator of salvation” of Dn 3 as a type of the Verb’”’. Moreover, the author of the
commentary uses the words of Prov 21:1 to mention — though in a cursory way — the

concept of “the hand of God”, which represents the very core and the peculiarity of

Irenaeus elaboration’s.

6) The sense of martyrdom.
In the conclusive passages of his interpretation, Hippolytus addresses a critical problem

concerning the biblical “typology” of martyrdom, that is the reflection about the fact that

"I Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 114-117; II 30. Eiraté pot tpeig maideg — pvioOnté
oV, Tapakal®, fva kdyo cdv dpiv tov adtov KAfpov Tov <Ti¢> paptopiag Aayw —, Tic Qv Tétaptog odv dpiv 6
v péow Thg kapivov mepmatOY kai (g &€ évog otopatog ped’ dpdv oV Bedv dpvav; dupyficacBe fuiv eidog
adtod kal kaAAog, (va xal Nuets Evoapkov adtov IBOVTEG Emyvdpey. TG 6 00TWS e0TAKTWS [0] Tdoav kTiow did
otopatog LpAV duynodpevog, iva  pnddv OV Ovtwv xal yevopévwv mapaleinnte; piav Opav év kapive
rofjoavteg, Ty Ti§ ktioews dnpovpyiav | 8i8<aoxecBe: 6> ydp Adyog f<v ped’ H>pdov <kai> 8 dpdv
PBeyyopevog, 6 kal EmoTapevog TV TS KTioews dnpovpyiav.
72 Hippolytus, In Danzelem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 114-117; II 30. See supra, n. 71.
73 See in part. Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 114-121; IT 30-32.
7+ Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 120-123; II 33. Einé poi, Nafovyodovooop, tote ydp
elde¢ OV IOV Oeov, Tva viov Oeod TOHTOV HPOAOYICNC;
75 See supra, chapter 4, in part. p. 220.
76 See supra, chapter 4, in part. p. 220.
77 See supra, chapter 4, in part. p. 220 and 220-223.
78 Hippolytus, In Daniclem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 120-123; II 33. G\N’ <fj> &mel yeypappévov v
“kapdia Paciéwg &v yeipl Beod”; abmy 1) T0d Beod yeip, dmep Qv 6 Adyog, TV kapdiav TodTov katévulev, fva
gmyvodg TodTov €v T kapivw 8oZagn.
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God used to save his “martyrs” in first economy while condemns Christians to earthly death
in persecution’?. The fact that Hippolytus explicitly faces the argument, calling upon both
the episode of the Hebrews and that one of Daniel, is quite interesting also because it
reveals the effective perception in antiquity of this problematic discrepancy, which seems to
surface in an indirect way from the words of Tertullian, as has been mentioned®’. The
solution found by the author of the commentary is quite generic: in First Testament — he
says — God necessarily had to save his “martyrs” in order to prove to the world the
greatness of his actions, which did not have to be opposed by men®!; such explanation is
oriented to demonstrate the validity of the typological link between biblical models and
Christian realities, which 1s not compromised by the outcomes of the experiences.

The author concludes his exposition both reprimanding those who commit sin in order to
escape death, and animating Christians to imitate the experience of the Hebrews by both
words and actions®2.

> <<

Summarizing the features of Hippolytus’ reception of the Hebrews’ “tale”, it 1s possible to say that In
Danielem substantially gathers all the lines and the traits of Latin and Asiatic Christian use of that
material. As far as the exegetical method 1s concerned, the typological perspective seems to be in this
case absolutely predominant, since the story of Daniel’s companions is conceived as a clear type of
Christian martyrdom. The exegetical technique adopted appears to be mainly represented by that
“church typology” which directly connects the events narrated in First Testament with the present of
communities, without passing through the explicit mention of Christ’ experience: in this sense, the
“martyrial tradition” connecting the furnace with Jesus’ death — capillary attested in iconography and
Acta Martyrum — does not actually find a strong correspondence in Hippolytus’ work, which reveals to be

much closer to African and Asiatic developments, with particular reference to Irenaeus of Lyons,

Tertullian and Cyprian.

79 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 124-125; I 35. A’ {owc £pel tig 81 ti 0dv todg
Tahat paptopag éppdeto 6 Beds, Todg B¢ VOV oy 0DTwG; edpickopev ydp tOV pakdpov Aavi di¢ v Adkkw
Aeovtwv AnBévia xai todtov 0o TV Bnpiwy pr Siapbapévta, Todg 8¢ Tpels matdag év T kapivy kal To0Tovg
OO T0d TVpPdg P AdknBévTag. mpdoeye, | B dA<vBpwme, bTi> kai Tote odg <H>Be<Aev Eti {> fv 6 Bedg éppveTo,
<{va 1o pe>yadetov <tod Beod £>pyov <&>eyBif] xal &v mavtl <t Koop®> Ewg VOV <knpvyOf>.
80 See supra, chapter 5, in part. p. 289.
81 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 124-127; II 35-36.
82 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 127-131; II 37-38.
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d) Danzel in the lions’ den in the commentary In Danielem

In comparison with the two other “tales” of Dn, the story of the prophet exposed to the lions is that one
to which Hippolytus reserves the minor space in the balance of the commentary, devoting to it only a
section going from chapter 19 to chapter 30 of the third book. The evidence is quite interesting
especially because it could have been reasonable to expect a wider development about this story, at
least considering two arguments, namely both the “double narration” of the story in the context of the
biblical book (in Dr 6 and 14) and the importance granted to the prophet since the beginning of the
commentary, where he is explicitly presented as the protagonist of the entire work.

In contradiction with those elements, the episode of the den is the less cited among the “tales”. The
Greek version of the story (Dn 14) is mentioned only one time in the entire commentary: in book II,
Daniel, who had refused to adore the idol Bel, remains silent in front of his companions’ punishment, in
order to let the greatness of God emerge with no impediments®3.

The scarce attention paid by Hippolytus to the experience of the prophet exposed to the beasts is
perfectly coherent with the principal literary tendency attested in paleochristian panorama; the
widespread diffusion of the type in iconography can be considered even more as an isolated outcome.

The exegesis concerning the figure of Daniel touches the following points:

1) The moral qualities of the prophet.

The first argument on which the author of In Danielem attracts the attention is the fact that
Daniel was falsely accused by the king’s satraps, who were clearly moved by jealousy against
a saint, faithful man, endowed with grace and wisdom®*. The author immediately lingers on
the moral qualities of the character, in a way that seems to follow the “allegoric-moral”
perspective assumed by Origen, according to whom Daniel represents, more than a
martyrial symbol, a figura of those values recommended to Christians. Hippolytus devotes

specific sections of the commentary to the explanation of those virtues: first of all, he stresses

83 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 106-107; II 26.
8¢ Hippolytus, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 170-173; III 19. Todtov toivov yevapévov, ¢pBovew kivnfévteg “ol
taktikol kai ol catpana éfitovy mpddpaoty evpelv xata AaviuA’, dmwg ddpopprv Tva kat’ adtod Aafdvreg
KATNYOPIOAVTESG TODTOV ATOKTENVWOLY: <O>Tw¢ TO PnTov TANpwOR, 6 TPo pikpod eimapev, 0T Emdv eDAafng TG
1} TOV Bedv pofodpevog, Exwv yapty kai codiav mapd Beod, Hd TOV oGy AvBphrwy poeital, Sivtt kai adtol
¢ adthig yaprrog odx n&iwbnoav.
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Daniel’s resolution in front of the king’s will®5; then he suggests to consider Daniel’s piety
which made him keep on praying even when he was involved in royal business®. In this
specific perspective, Daniel seems to be assumed as an example of the behaviour prescribed
for people in the world, where the fidelity to God should always represent a priority®’.
Exactly due to such qualities (resolution, piety and fidelity) he could be saved by God when

exposed to lions®e.

2)  Daniel’s salvation.

Another theme on which the author insists is the salvation of the prophet, associated with
the mention of his qualities and depending on them. The argument, developed with
reference to the angel who saves Daniel from the lions®”, can be assumed as a relevant
aspect mainly if compared with the scarce attention devoted to the moment of the prophet’s
sacrifice, in a way that reminds of the iconographic “eschatological” treatment of the story,

mainly attested in catacomb frescoes™.

The assumption of the experience of the prophet in the commentary dedicated to him seems quite
weak in comparison with the outcomes connected with the “tales” of the Hebrews and Susanna. In the
specific section devoted to the episode of the lions, the figure of Daniel does not seem to actually
perform a real “martyrial” role, and it is rather assumed as a paradigmatic example of good qualities,

which can disclose the final salvation for every Christian who follows the biblical example.

8 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 174-175; III 21. ‘O pév odv “Aavimi fivika #yvew” 10
YEYPAPPEVOV, Voroag TV €i§ adTOV yeyevipévry emiBovA|v odk £pofrn 0dde édehiacey, Etoipws Exwv fpdpa
t01g Bnpioig Tapadobijvarl f) drotayfjval T@ TpooTaypatt T0d Bachéws.
86 Hippolytus, In Daniclem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 176-177; III 22. Xp1| odv 6pav v ed afeiav tod
paxapiov AaviA, oG el kal £86xel v toi¢ Bacihikoi mphypacty arooyoleiobal, dAAG yodv Tf| mpooevyf] TO
xa’ npépav mpooexaptépel, Arodidods “ta pev Kaioapog t@ Kaioapt, ta 8¢ 10d Beod 1@ Bed”.
87 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 176-179; III 23. Ol yap 6e® motevovteg ok
odeirovaty odte dokpiveaBat odte Tog en’ EovaidV TeTaypévovg pofetadal, Ywpig v prj TLKAKOV TOW|TWOTty.
88 Hippolytus, In Danzelem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 178-181; III 24.
89 Hippolytus, In Danielem, ed. M. RICHARD, GCS 7nf, pp. 184-187; III 29. Téte toivov tod ayyélov &v td
Ak pavévrog td pév Onpia td dypua Npepmdn kal TovTE TAg 00Pdg oaivovteg <ol AovTeg™> TPoTéyapPoV (WG
véw Addp drotacodpevol.
9 See supra, chapter 4, in part. pp. 158-200.
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¢) Concluswe consideration

The synthetic picture of each “tale” reception in In Danielem reveals a datum of great importance and
significance: the commentary seems to summarize and gather — so to speak — all the principal themes
circulating in early Christian communities: it can be considered as a sort of trait d’union among different
interpretative perimeters of ancient Christianities. Such characteristic of the work has both a thematic
consistence, because it concerns the arguments with which the author associates the “tales”, and an
exegetical-methodological value, because Hippolytus reveals to read Dr assuming both a typological
and an allegoric perspective.

It would be risky and even inappropriate to try to determine the possible implications of such
evidence, which would demand a wider reflection about the relation between the entire commentary
and the resting paleochristian documentation attesting the circulation of the same material. The
peculiar panorama here outlined actually stimulates a deep reflection about the role of the commentary
in antiquity; both the problematic identification of its author and the incertitude of its chronological
collocation?! contribute in making such argument an even more delicate and interesting research
branch.

In order to fully evaluate the meaning of the data so far emerged, it would certainly be important to
conduce a systematic analysis of the entire commentary, with constant attention to the other works
attributed to the same author, and mainly to those performing a significant role in the definition of In
Danielem chronology such as De Antichristo??.

Since the present study had to remain strictly linked to the sections of the work devoted to “tales”,
which had been also assumed in a global perspective, it seems cautious to simply stress the realia
surfaced from the study, without attempting further explanations. The following table?® will hopefully

offer a clear, though absolutely generic, reconstruction.

91 See supra, pp. 384-386.
92 See supra, p. 385.
93 It does not seem necessary to show in the fable 2 the punctual passages in which every author develops the
themes mentioned. The scheme should be assumed as an instrument which highlights, in a generic and
immediate perspective, the points of contact between Hippolytus and the other sources.
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The qualities of Daniel as mediator of
Susanna’s salvation

Origen /
Iconographic representations of the entire
story

Reference to the permanence of Jews
in Joachim’s garden

Origen / Tulius Africanus

Susanna as symbol of chastity

Clement of Alexandria /
Methodius of Olympus /
Novatian

Susanna as type of the persecuted

Irenacus of Lyons /

church Cyprian of Carthage/
Iconography of “the type of Susanna”
Acta-Passiones Martyrum /
Types of martyrdom Tertullian /

Cyprian /
Iconography of the three Hebrews

Specific reference to “xai éav py”

Cyprian

Nabuchadnezzar as type of the Devil
(with reference to the statuc)

Irenacus of Lyons

The role of Spirit in martyrdom

Tertullian

The resurrection of the flesh

Tertullian

The fourth in the furnace as “son of
God” and as the Verb

Irenacus of Lyons

The fourth in the furnace as “angel”

Clement of Alexandria

Why did the “martyrs” of First Tertullian
Testament survive?
Daniel as figura of moral qualities Origen

Daniel’s salvation

Iconography of the type of Daniel

(Tab. 2)
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8.2. A “LITERARY RECEPTION?” OF “TALES” IN ICONOGRAPHY?

As has been mentioned, the identification of a “literary exegesis” of Dn in figurative production — in the
sense here attributed to the definition — represents a delicate argument. Due to the same nature of
iconographic source, which extrapolates single “types” from scriptural materials and puts them in
dialogue with other scenes to elaborate new hermeneutical meanings, it actually becomes difficult to
find documents attesting a perception of the biblical text as an independent, literary product.

Two specific iconographic dynamics may in some measure denounce an approach comparable to
that one here defined as the “literary adoption” of the “book”. The first one consists in a visual
program developed on a specific document; the second deals with the same building of a peculiar

figurative type.

8.2.1. A “cycle” of Daniel?

As it happens with all the iconographic types, also the figures derived from Dn are assumed as specific
and individual subjects included in extended programs and linked with themes extracted from different
literary sources, in order to convey a range of theological meanings. The present research has so far
exactly tried to rebuild the most important exegetical trajectories expressed by the use of those scenes,
which have revealed to play an important role in the definition of the principal coordinates of Christian
life, mainly in association with the theologumenon of martyrdom in the variety of its implications.

A significant document can be considered as an exception at least for a specific reason: though
included in a wider program, the themes derived from Dn are here seamlessly placed next to each
other, as to create a sort of uninterrupted “cycle”. The association between these figures may be
considered as a trace of the perception of their common origin from a “unitary book” assumed as a
literary product, so that it does not seem overall inappropriate to consider such “systematic” reception

as comparable to the approach of In Danielem commentary.
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The document here mentioned is the so-called Podgoritza cup, probably ascribable to the 4%

century??,

Its central area is devoted to the representation of the sacrifice of Isaac, “tipo eccellente del sacrificio
pasquale di Cristo”?. As G. PELIZZARI brilliantly notices, “I’avvio della teoria di scene bibliche ¢ ben
segnalato dal fusto verticale di gigayon di Giona, che stabilisce una netta cesura entro la circolarita delle
scene, stabilendo un punto di partenza per la loro successione”. The first scene can be for this reason
identified with the theme of Adam and Eve, portrayed in the very moment of the fall. The type, which
evokes the condition of humankind in first economy?’, evolves in the scene of Lazarus’ miracle, a “sign”
which symbolically evokes both the resurrection of Christ and the condition of salvation disclosed for

the believers by Pascha®®. After the baptismal representation of Peter?, the “cycle of Daniel” is

94 This seems to be the most probable chronology, accepted also by G. PELIZZARI 2013, p. 171; other scholars

opt for the beginning of the 5%, see J.S. LAMPARD, Go Forth, Christian Soul. The Biography of a Prayer, Eugene 2005,

pp. 61-62. For the realia about the document and its discovery see in part. L. PETER, The Podgoritza cup ““The

Heythrope Journal” 4/1 (1963), pp. 55-66; R. MILBURN, Early Christian Art and Architecture, Berkeley-Los Angeles

1988, pp. 269-270.

9 G. PELIZZARI 2013, p. 171.

9 G. PELIZZARI 2013, p. 171.

97 See supra, chapter 4, n. 53.

98 About the meaning of this scene see supra, chapter 4, n. 69.

99 The representation of Peter is visibly exceptional, since the apostle is not in this case smiting a rock: “it is

certainly a tree, not a rock, and it is at least more like an olive than a palm” (R. MURRAY, Symbols of Church and
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developed: martyrdom is in this circumstance recalled by three different scenes derived from the same
biblical “book”: Daniel ad bestias, the three Hebrews and Susanna!®?. The representation of the figures
is not the traditional one: if Daniel is portrayed with clothes!?!; his companions are historiated without
the distinctive attribute of the furnace. These iconographic peculiarities ought to be read and assumed
in the light of the stylistic features of the entire document, even because the legends!?? placed above
each type do not leave doubts about their identification.

The position of the “cycle” of Dn is very significant to understand its function in the document: it
represents a sort of trait d’union between the scenes alluding to the condition of men in the whole parable
of salvation history and the cycle of Jonah in three phases, which can be considered as the strongest
allusion to Christ’s Pascha. In other words, Podgoridza cup describes “una sintesi della storia della
salvezza di fortissima incisivita teologica”, from the First Testament economy to the eschatological
dimension of the reign symbolized by Jonah’s pergola.

The passages leading to such final landing place are three:

1) the “historical” Pascha, recalled by Lazarus’ miracle, which also marks the very beginning of
the time of the church;
2)  the rite inaugurating the life of those communities, namely baptism (the scene of Peter);

3)  the rite sealing the earthly experience of Christians, namely martyrdom.

Kingdom. A Study in Early Striac Tradition, London-New York 2006, p. 323). Also the inscription is quite different
from the other legends: “not in the clear majuscule...but in an unclear and misspelt minuscle, appears to read
«Petrus virga percououset fontes ciperunt quorere» (Petrus virga percussit, fontes coeperunt currere)”. In this occasion it is not
possible to actually linger on the problematic representation, which anyway seems to preserve its baptismal
meaning at least in reason of both its substantial similarity to the traditional type of the rock and in the light of
the content of the legend; it can be anyway noticed that, according to R. MURRAY, “after Peter...became an
antitype of Moses striking the rock which symbolized Christ, the theme was then extended to show Peter
dispensing sacramental oil from Christ the Tree of life” (p. 323).
100 The chronology of the document allows to hypothesize that both the scene of the refusal and that one of
Daniel feeding the dragon (see infia, pp. 407-411) were not actually circulating yet.
101 About other representation of Daniel with clothes see supra, chapter 6, pp. 316-317.
102 J. SPIER (ed.), Picturing the Bible: the Earliest Christian Art, New Haven 2007, p. 9, highlights the correspondence
between these phrases and the language in the ordo commendationis animae, the 4% century Christian prayer
commending the souls of the dead to God. The importance of this document in the study of such prayer is also
noticed by C.B. TKACZ, The Key to the Brescia Casket: Typology and Early Christian Imagination, Paris 2001 (Etudes
Augustiniennes. Série Antiquité 165). The inscriptions are the following ones (starting from the pergola of Jonah
which has been identified with the beginning of the iconographic sequence): ABRAM ETET EVAM; DOMNVS
LAIARVM resuscitat; Petrus virga percououset; fontis ciperunt quorere; DANIEL DE LACO LEONIS; TRIS PVERI DE ECNE
CAMI; SVSANA DE FALSO CRIMINE; DIVNAN DE VENTRE QVETI LIBERATVS EST (see CIL 3, sup. 1-3;
10190).
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Exactly such martyrial coordinate, stressed by the reproduction of the entire “cycle of Dn”, exactly leads
to another representation of Pascha, which is not anymore considered in its “historical” essence (that one
evoked by Lazarus), but rather in its theological dimension (that one evoked by Jonah’s scenes). It does
not seem inappropriate to interpret the inclusion of three types derived from Dn as an attempt to mark
the correspondence between the sacrificial experience of Christians and that one of Christ. In this
sense, the document would combine two “cycles” that one of “martyrdom”, elaborated from the

“book” of Dn, and that one of Easter, derived from the story of Jonah.

8.2.2. The “tale” of Daniel and the dragon

Among the types derived from Dn, the scene of the prophet feeding the dragon of Bel, derived from the
Greek chapter 14, seems to represent another trace of a possible “literary assumption” of the “book”.

First of all, it must be noticed that the definition of the exegetical meaning of the subject is in
some measure compromised by two evidences: on one side, its scarce diffusion!? actually impedes a
systematic study of its iconographic modalities of use; on the other, the fundamental lack of an
interpretative reflection about the episode in literature does not allow to derive some hermeneutical
starting points on the matter.

Apart from impeding a deep comprehension of the figurative type, both data here mentioned
force to consider the theme as the weakest figure among those derived from Dr under the semantic
point of view. It cannot even be excluded that its elaboration — which can be placed quite late in
comparison with other scenes from Dn'%* — mainly resulted from an “expansion” of the type of Daniel
in the lions’ den, as it happens for the scene of the three Hebrews’ refusal'®>. Notwithstanding this,
comparing the diffusion of the theme of the statue with the scarce attestations of that one of the dragon,
it 1s possible to suggest that the former was actively introduced to elaborate a peculiar exegesis, while
the latter was probably due to an analogic process. In this sense, more than performing a well-
established hermeneutical function, the rare scene must have been assumed and principally conceived

by the audience as a sort of “narrative” antecedent of the type of the den.

103 See in part. M. MINASIL in F. BISCONTI (cur.) 2000, p. 164: “sviluppo e diffusione (...) modesti ebbe (...)
lepisodio dell’'uccisione del serpente di Bel, animale idolatrato dai Babilonesi che Daniele uccise con una
polpetta impastata di pece, grasso ¢ peli, causando la sua seconda condanna ad bestias”. See also H. LECLERCQ,
in DACL 4, col. 221, s.v. “Daniel”.
104 The earliest documents attesting the scene can be assigned to the 4t century. Apart from a Roman
sarcophagus which will be examined fra, fig. 2, it is possible to mention another sarcophagus from Arles (REP
3:40) among the earliest representations.
105> About the process of elaboration of this scene see supra, chapter 6, pp. 299-313.
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In the light of these considerations, it is possible to simply hypothesize that the theme mainly
inherited the meanings of the refusal’s scene: it may equally evoke the phases immediately anticipating
the “martyrdom” of the prophet, namely the moment corresponding with the emancipation from of
idolatry. In a generic perspective, such meaning can be associated in particular with the passage of Dn
14:5, in which Daniel expressively declares to the king his intention not to adore any idol made by men
in order to remain faithful to his own God.

In addition, it seems plausible that the features of the idol, which is freely represented in
iconography as a snake, were meant to suggest a specific connection with the animal of Gen!%
symbolizing the Antichrist!?’. Comparing the specific meaning of the furnace type (which represents a
strong allusion to the historical dimension of the persecution) with that one of Daniel in the lions’ den
(mainly connected with the eschatological projection of the martyrial experience), it becomes quite
reasonable to think that the scene of Daniel with the dragon could realistically evoke the refusal of
idolatry in its theological and eschatological implications, which means as an emancipation from the
Antichrist.

Such interpretations have to be anyway assumed as simple interpretative proposals for a scene
whose specific meaning remains very difficult to grasp, as it emerges from a Roman document coming
from the basilica of San Lorenzo and ascribable to the first third of the 4" century (REP 1:694: fig. 2)108,

which deserves to be shortly analysed.

106 See in part. Gn 3:1-13.
107 Tt 1s not possible to linger in this occasion on the figure of the snake and its Christian fortune, but it is
necessary to stress its adoption since martyrial literature as a symbol of the Antichrist (see in part. the case of
Passio Perpetuae).
108 About the document see R. GARRUCCI V 1879, p. 88, tav. 360; R. GROUSSET 1885, p. 91, nr. 128; G.
STUHLFAUTH 1925, p. 93, nr. 41; J. WILPERT 1932, pp. 255, 296, 298, n. 3, 308, n. 1, 338, n. 5; tab. 197:5; F.
GERKE 1940, p. 351 I 14; L. DE BRUYNE, L'umposition des mains dans l'art chrétien ancien. Contribution iconologique a
U'hastoire du geste, “Rivista di Archeologia Cristiana” 20 (1943), p. 147, n. 1; L. DE BRUYNE 1949, pp. 27-29, fig.
1; M. SOTOMAYOR 1962, p. 63, n. 107, 182; REP 1, p. 289.
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The figurative program of the sarcophagus extends in the two areas divided by the central clipeus
showing the image of an orant woman (see fig. 3; 6) and placed above the scene of the healing of the
paralytic man (7): the promise of salvation for the dead is grounded on the dimension of faith, which
allows to both recognize Christ’s messianic prerogatives and benefit from his powerful action!?. As it
frequently happens in documents ascribable to the beginning of the 4% century!!, the central clipeus is
framed by two biblical figures: Moses who receives the law (5) — a type of both Jesus and Peter, a
symbol contextually evoking the first alliance and the new economy!!'! — and Abraham sacrificing his
son (8) — the most palmar allusion to Christ’s passio! 2.

The presence of such types at the two sides of the dead’s portrait confirms the subsistence of a

specular relation between the two areas, which will be better grasped by the following scheme.

The type of Daniel feeding the dragon (4) is placed in the left area, immediately after the scenes of
Lazarus’ resurrection — with the addition of a kneeling figure (1/2) — and that one of the loaves
multiplication (3). The section seems to express the continuity among the resurrection of Christ and the
believers (1/2), the access to Eucharist as instrument of such salvation (3), and the refusal of idolatry (4),
possibly connected with the mentioned idea of opposing the Antichrist.

Some details may further orient the interpretation of the section. First of all, it is possible to stress

the peculiar attitude of the kneeling figure included in Lazarus’ scene (1/2): in this specific program, the

109 About the meaning of the type see in part. F. BISCONTIL, in F. BISCONTI 2000, p. 241 and H. LECLERCQ, s.v.
“Paralytique”, in DACL 13, coll. 1651-1626.
110 See in part. REP 1:39; 1:625; 1:772. The single scene of Moses receiving the law can be found in REP 1:771.
111 About the figure of Moses see in part. U. ULTRO, in F. BISCONTI 2000, pp. 223-225.
112 About this figure see supra, chapter 4, n. 43.
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woman, whose interpretation remains controversial!!3, is clearly approaching the Eucharistic loaves as
to accede to them. The peculiarity of this composition may evoke the condition of the believer who
conquers eternal salvation by participating in cultual life.

In this perspective, it is possible to perceive an opposition between the “lethal nourishment” of
the snake and the salvific loaves predisposed for Christians. In other words, the scene of Daniel feeding
the dragon (4) may also maintain a special relation with the Eucharistic theme, which after all already
represents one of the interpretative coordinates of the same type of the prophet between lions, at least
when the figure of Habakkuk bringing loaves is introduced!!*.

The scarce diffusion of the scene from Dn 14 in both literature and iconography does not anyway
allow to test the resemblance of those interpretations. Considering the document in a generic
perspective, the only element which can be positively affirmed is actually represented by the specular
link between the theme of the dragon and the image of Peter arrested (9): iconographic source seems in
this case to “substitute” the figure of Daniel in the lions’ den by an equivalent one, that one of the
apostle threatened and exposed to persecution. In this sense, the scene of the dragon preserves its value
of anticipation and introduction of the martyrial experience.

The type of Peter is followed by two themes symbolizing the concept of vera fide: the bleeding
woman (10) and a peculiar development of the figure of the blind man!!® (11). The image of the woman
who obtains salvation just by touching Jesus’ clothes can be assumed as a reference to the strength of
faith, and it becomes very interesting to notice the similarity between this image and that one included
in Lazarus’ type (1/2) and already mentioned for its peculiar relation with the representation of the
multiplication. The clear connection between the two feminine subjects offers a good point in support
of the interpretation of the debated kneeling figure, systematically introduced in the type of resurrection
as a repetition of the bleeding woman'!6; moreover, it seems to create, in the specific document of San
Lorenzo, a sort of “narrative line” which treads the entire program of the sarcophagus: it cannot be
excluded that the two subjects evoke the portrait of the dead in the clipeus (6), in order to both bring a
theological relevance to the woman’s historical experience, and offer a visual transcription of the path
she had to face, from the access to Eucharist to the recognition of Christ’s strength.

If the analysis of the document certainly puts in evidence the subsistence of a range of interesting

113 See supra, chapter 4, n. 95.

114 See supra, chapter 2, pp. 71-75.

115 This is the interpretation of the scene offered by J. WILPERT 1932, p. 296, with particular reference to the
episode narrated in M¢ 8:22-25.

116 About this problematic interpretation see supra, chapter 4, n. 95.
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interpretation for the figure of Daniel feeding the dragon, it remains true that the possible subsistence of
those coordinates remains a secondary datum in comparison with the macroscopic evidence represented
by its scarce diffusion. In this sense, if the other types derived from the “tales” appears to be actively
and decisively involved in exegetical processes which make of them recognizable and evident symbols,
whose meaning must have been immediately grasped by the audience, the fourth figure derived from
Dn substantially lacks of such character, so that its adoption seems to principally remain an attempt to
“complete” the theme of the prophet in the den as the scene of the furnace had been completed by the
image of the statue refusal. Such attention to the “narrative reproduction” of the “book” can be
assumed as a trace of the perception of its “unity” in iconography, and can be considered, for this

reason, as pertaining to the context of its “literary” reception.
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8.3. FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

The present chapter tried to trace the features of a possible “literary reception” of Dn “tales”, referring
to those cases in which the biblical “book” is assumed and conceived as a unitary, autonomous text and
as a “literary product” which deserves to be interpreted.

In the perimeter of literature, this approach is eminently expressed by In Danielem commentary of
Hippolytus, a document apparently ascribable to the Asiatic author and usually considered as the first
“systematic” biblical commentary of early Christianities. The work has been analysed in a synthetic
perspective, with the final objective to define the role, the meanings and the interpretations attributed
to the “tales” by the author.

A macroscopic datum imposed to the attention: in the modality of selection of materials, in the
interpretative method adopted and in the contents developed, Hippolytus seems to paradigmatically
summarize and gather all the features of the ancient reading of those stories. In Danielem seems to
include all the themes characterizing — sometimes as isolated outcomes — different perimeters of the
ancient speculation. The work seems to overlap Alexandrian theology — and mainly Origen’s
interpretation — in the application of an “allegoric” meaning to the story of Susanna; it approaches both
the African-Asiatic perspective and the iconographic developments in the typological reading of the
episode of the Hebrews; it follows the complex literary panorama in attributing a marginal role to the
figure of Daniel.

If the correct interpretation of this significant datum would require an in-depth analysis of the
entire commentary — and even a survey of the other works attributed to Hippolytus, such as De
Antichristo —, the evidences emerged from the inspection suggested the importance to both reflect about
the role of In Danielem in ancient Christianity, and possibly reconsider some internal elements about the
text, such as its chronology.

The definition of a “literary” reception of Dz in iconography represented a delicate argument:
both the typological nature of the source and its internal running, which is based on the selection of
1solated types and themes, actually seemed to exclude important outcomes in this field. Two dynamics
have been anyway mentioned for their proximity to such “literary reading”.

A first case has been connected with Podgoritza cup, a famous document associating all the
figures derived from Dn in a seamless string, as to create a sort of “cycle”. The combining of the types
on this document seems to presuppose the perception of their common origin and, maybe, the intention

to reproduce the themes derived from the same “book™ as a unitary, autonomous sequence.
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Another case has been connected with the diffusion of the type of Daniel nourishing the idol of
Bel: the scarce diffusion of this theme both in literature and in iconography compromises the
attribution of a real exegetical distinctiveness to the theme, which seems to represent, more realistically,
an attempt to narratively reproduce a passage of Dn anticipating the punishment of the prophet in the

lions’ den.
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