Parenthood in Late Antiquity:
The Evidence of Chrysostom

Douglas O’Roark

AMILY STRUCTURE in late antiquity is an evolving topic.

Evelyn Patlagean, far ahead of the scholarly field, has

published extensively on family structure in this period of
transition.! The topic touches upon other very important issues
—religion, asceticism, gender roles, private and public space.
While this paper is relevant to some of those tangential issues,
its primary purpose is to detail the private relationship between
parents and children in late antiquity, drawing upon the
abundant writings of John Chrysostom for evidence. Blake
Leyerle similarly used Chrysostom to explicate childhood in late
antiquity. In separate places she states that Chrysostom
indicates on the one hand that parents seem to love their
children, but on the other that owing to the use of household
slaves, parents did not have much of a relationship with their
children.? In fact, Chrysostom offers compelling evidence that

L Among her other works, Pauvreté économique et pauvreté sociale a Byzance
(Paris 1977); Structure sociale, famille, chrétienté a Byzance (IVe—XI¢) (London
1981). See also B. Shaw, “The Familly:[in Late Antiquity: The E;\(/Ferience of
Augustine,” P&P 115 (1987) 3-51; S. Harvey, “Sacred Bonding: Mothers and
Daughters in Early Syriac Hagiography,” JECS 4 (1996) 27-56; H. Moxnes, ed.,
Constructing Early Christian Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor
(London 1997); B. Leyerle, “Appealing to Children, “ JECS 5 (1997) 243-270;
A. Jacobs, “A Family Affair: Marriage, Class, and Ethics in the Apocryphal
Acts of the Apostles,” JECS 7 (1999) 105-138; G. Nathan, The Family in Late
Antiquity (New York 1999).

2Leyerle (supra n.1) 245 (parental love), 254-255 (lack of relationship).
She notes studies of Classical family structure that also suggest the parental
relationship was encroached upon by slave nurses and tutors. See K. Bradley,
Discovering the Roman Family (Oxford 1991); M. Golden, Children and Child-
hood in Classical Athens (Baltimore 1990).
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54 PARENTHOOD IN LATE ANTIQUITY

parents had a close relationship with their children. Leyerle was
primarily interested in Chrysostom’s religious/rhetorical use of
the subject of childhood, and not the relationship between
parents and children.

While Chrysostom has traditionally been seen as an im-
passioned voice for asceticism,” he often displays a detailed
understanding of, and empathy for, the strong love that binds
and perpetuates family. He does on occasion denounce mar-
riage, sexual procreation, and family-—most notably in his trea-
tise De uirginitate. This work, justifiably, has often been cited as
typical of fourth-century Christian ascetic rhetoric, not only be-
cause of its ascetic theme but also because of the great prestige
and influence that he enjoyed. However, as will be seen, Chry-
sostom throughout his numerous sermons and treatises provides
anecdotal testimony that he knew his audience would under-
stand regarding the deep love and joy that parents and children
shared. It would seem thoroughly inconsistent and contrary to
rhetorical purpose for an impassioned proponent of asceticism
to be constantly reminding his audience of the unique joy to be
found amongst family. This evidence implies that he was more
moderate on issues of marriage and family than a select reading
of De uirginitate might suggest. In fact, the evidence of Chrysos-
tom can be used to show that in the fourth-century East, there
did exist a general societal desire for children, a desire that was
supported by a general understanding that parents normally
had a very loving relationship with their children.* This would

3E.g., E. Clark, “Theory and Practice in Late Ancient Asceticism: Jerome,
Chrysostom, and Augustine,” Jour. of Feminist Studies in Rel. 5 (1989) 25-46.

4Gillian Clark points out: “The negative interpretation [of asceticism] de-
pends in part on aEleak picture of late antique social relationships. Twentieth-
century interpreters have suggested that spouses were resentful of arranged
marriages, and that both men and women were encouraged by medical and

hilosophical discourse to think of sexual activity as dangerous and depleting.
K/Iothers, it has been said, were in any case indifferent to the children conceived
against their wishes and cared for by household slaves”: “Women and
Asceticism in Late Antiquictiy: The Refusal of Status and Gender,” in V. Wim-
bush and R. Valantasis, edd., Asceticism (Oxford/New York 1995) 40.
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stand in contradiction to some of the conclusions in the ex-
cellent work of Patlagean.

Patlagean’s seminal scholarship serves as a benchmark for
the study of late antique/early Byzantine social structure. She
conjectures that beginning in the fourth century and as a conse-
quence of Christian rhetoric—Chrysostom a foremost example
—society began to reject traditional marriage and family.®> In
turn, this rejection had a significant impact on the demography
and social structure of early Byzantium.® Patlagean even goes so
far as to say that monastic communities began to replace the
central role of the family and family structure.” Again, to the
contrary, the sermons and treatises of Chrysostom will demon-
strate a strong recognition of, and empathy for, the continuation
of traditional family structure in the fourth-century East.

The Evidence of Chrysostom?®

No one questions Chrysostom’s reputation as a highly skilled
rhetorician, but to what extent is the rhetoric of Chrysostom
relevant to the broad social realities of the fourth century? The

5Patlagean, Pauvreté (supra n.1) 152-153.

6Patlagean, “Sur la limitation de la fécondité dans la haute époque byzan-
tine,” Annales ESC 24 (1969) 1369: “La ponction démographique sur la généra-
tion présente, et par conséquent sur 'avenir, opérée dés l'enfance ou a la veille
de mariage, comme le montrent les récits hagiographiques, dispose désormais
d’un procédé dont la réussite est démontrée par le dépérissement des formes
individuelles de soustraction au mariage a partir du Ve siécle. Ce grand effort
constructeur des monastéres se ralentit dans 1’'ensemble au cours des derniéres
décennies du VIe siécle. Les calamités qui ravagent I'Empire au VIe siecle, dont
la peste n’est que la plus grave, surviennent, semble-t-il, au moment ot la ponc-
tion monastique s’exergait depuis assez de générations pour que I'effet en soit
déja cumulé. Les conséquences de la rencontre ont pu alors étre sensibles.”
English transl. E. Forster and P. M. Ranum, “Birth Control in the Early Byzan-
tine Empire,” in R. Forster and O. Ranum, edd., Biology of Man in History
(Baltimore 1975) 1-22.

7Patlagean (supra n.6) 1369: “Telle est du moins la conclusion démo-
graphique que nous proposerions. Mais la structure sociale n’en a pas moins
été modifiée de fagon définitive. La famille et le groupe de familles n"y jouent
plus un réle irremplagable.”

8] have included extensive quotations from Chrysostom so that the reader
can judge more accurately the tone of Chrysostom’s message.
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answer depends in part on a determination of his audience. It
has generally been argued that Chrysostom’s audience was the
wealthy upper class.? No doubt they were part of his audience,
but I believe that audience was representative of Christian
urban society as a whole—artisans, merchants, etc. Otherwise it
is difficult to understand the tumultuous events toward the end
of his career when on several occasions mass rioting broke out in
support of Chrysostom.!” He enjoyed enormous popularity
across a broad spectrum of society because of his eloquence,
and because of his ability to convey the Lebensanschauung of
non-elites. These are the qualities that make his writings useful
for the study of social structure.

It is often thought that the fathers of the church, including
Chrysostom, were generally hostile to traditional marriage and
family structure and widely denounced sexual procreation,
instead advocating asceticism.! Patlagean, in arguing her case
for widespread sexual renunciation in the fourth century, has
stated that nowhere in Christian sermonizing can a positive at-

titude be found in regard to having a large family.'? However, in
the works of Chrysostom several passages refer to the common
desire for many children and the joy that they bring:

9R. MacMullen, “The Preacher’s Audience,” JThS 40 (1989) 503-511; D.
O'Roark, “Close-Kin Marriage in Late Antiquity: The Evidence of Chrysos-
tom,” GRBS 37 (1996) 399-411; Leyerle (supra n.1).

10Socr. HE 6.16. On these events see T. Gregory, Vox Populi (Columbus
1979) 41-79, at 68 “Aside from his apparent holiness, the most important
factor in explaining John’s popularity was his ability to appeal to a wide
body of public opinion.” See also J. N. D. Kelly, Golden Mouth: The Story of
John Chrysostom (Ithaca 1995) 211-271.

110n the complex topic of asceticism some basic works are: P. Brown, The
Body and Society: Men, Women, and Sexual Renunciation in Early Christianity
(New York 1988); S. Elm, “Virgins of God”: The Making of Asceticism in Late
Antiguity (Oxford 1994); Wimbush and Valantasis (supra n.4).

12Patlagean (supra n.6) 1366: “Mais 1'éloge de la famille nombreuse en tant
que telle ne se rencontre ni dans la prédication, bien siir, ni dans les éloges des
inscriptions funéraires.” See also E. Eyben, “Family Planning in Greco-Roman
Antiquity,” AncSoc 11/12 (1980-81) 64: “it should be pointed out that early
Christianity nowhere advocates a wealth of children.”
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el yap xol peydAn i @povtig and 10d nAnbovg yiveral, Spwg ov
novdpebo edyxduevor avénbiivor v epovtida tadv fulv, kol
¢mdoBfivar tovti 10 mAfBog, kol moAAdamAdoiov yevéoBor xoi
Omelpov.

For although great concern arises from the number, neverthe-
less we do not stop praying that this concern be increased for us,
and that that number be increased, and become many times as
many and without limit.13

olov, 0 maildag ovk E#xov, o0dEv oVtw dewvov vouiletr, &g
anodiov: 0 ToAAoLg Exev maAv petd meviag, obdEV o¥twg Mg
noAvnadiav aitidtor: 6 €va €xov, ovdEv xeipov ToD Eva Exelv
vouilet. évtedBev ydp, enot, xai pebopiog yiverou, kai év Adny
1ov matépo kabiotnow, del mepimdBnrog adTd Tuyxdvev, kol
ovdepiav émotpognyv dexdpevoc.

In this way, he who has no children thinks nothing is so
terrible as childlessness. Again, he who has many amid
poverty alleges nothing is worse than abundance of children.
He who has one thinks nothing is worse than to have one. For
then, he says, the child becomes lazy and brings distress to his
father, always being much loved by him and receiving no
reproof.13

{ote yap Smag ot év ypy eBdcavreg, paiioto koi év amodig
Tov amovto Sidyovieg xpdvov, émbopodotl noidwv.
For you all know how those who have arrived at old age, and

13Hom. 4 in 2 Thess. (PG 62.492).
1 Virg. (PG 48.579-580).
15Hom. 1 in 2 Tim. (PG 62.605).
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In his treatise on virginity Chrysostom described the perfect
marriage as one that contained in part, “many fine children.”!*
If early Christianity did not necessarily advocate large families,
Chrysostom at least acknowledged a general societal desire for
them. This is not to say that large families were universally
desired, as there was some debate over the pros and cons
having many children versus none, or only one:

of

Childlessness was considered a malady, and was especially
lamented by those who reached old age without children:
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especially those who have passed the whole time in child-
lessness, long for children.!®

The poor man might complain of the extreme hardship of raising

a large family, but some fathers though burdened with many
children nevertheless could not suffer to lose one:

Kol Yop matépeg, kaitor LRO ThHg moAvnodiog mToOAAGKIC KORTO-
Hevot, dpwg ovdEva PodAovton amoPalely.

For fathers, even though often wearied by having many
children, nevertheless do not wish to lose a one.l”

Throughout Chrysostom’s works there is testimony for
parental involvement in the care and maintenance of children.
He stated that one of the drawbacks of parenthood was that
the many cares that accompanied it often prevented parents
from devoting any time to more spiritual matters.'® This was
one of his arguments for women to maintain their virginity—
spouse and children take up too much time and are a constant
distraction. This argument (like others below) implies that
mothers were extensively involved in the lives of their children.
If parents routinely handed over their children to nurses to raise,
Chrysostom’s argument would be pointless and would not carry
any weight with his audience. He did not earn his reputation as
a great rhetorician and sermonizer by making pointless argu-
ments.

When Chrysostom exhorted his congregation to be more
active, some Christians replied that the responsibilities of being
a husband and a parent took up too much time and energy and
they could not do all that he asked:

kol pn pot Aéye, 811 yvvaike &xw, kol modio kéxktnuot, kol

oixiag mpoiotopat, kol 0b Shvapatl tadto katopBodv.

And tell me not, “I have a wife, and I have children, and I am

16Hom. 32 in Gen. (PG 53.295); see also Pecc. (51.358-359), Virg. (48.578).
17Hom. 4 in 2 Thess. (PG 62.492).

18Virg. (PG 48.566).
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master of a household, and I am not able to set right these
things” (that an active Christian should).!®

This, again, is evidence that parents were involved in raising
their children, even to such a degree that family life might inter-
fere with Christian life. The fact that family obligations could
even be offered as an excuse implies that it was commonly
understood that a husband /father was expected to be involved
in the lives of his children, perhaps to the extent that he
sacrifice other aspects of community involvement. Parents might
also plead the expense of raising children as a valid excuse for
not being generous in charity, or conversely as an excuse for
amassing large fortunes, since fathers wished to pass on a
substantial inheritance to their sons and provide dowries to
their daughters.®

The evidence of Chrysostom reflects great parental concern
for children and also reveals a rather extensive parental involve-
ment in the play, education, and emotional support of children.
In his De sacerdotio libro 1 he recalls the words of his mother,
when she told him that even as an infant, he was a great
comfort to her.

314 to1 1odT0 kol Ett vAmiog OV kol undE @BéyyesBoi mow

pnobav, ote pdAioto Téprovst Tovg tekdviag ol maldeg, TOAANY

MOl TaLPELXEG TV TOPEKANGLY.

On account of this, even when still an infant and not yet

having learned how to speak, when children especially de-
light their parents, you provided to me much comfort.?!

Chrysostom clearly expected others to identify with the
sentiment that the period of infancy was a treasured time of joy
for parents. This not only implies that parents were involved
with their infants but that they did in fact have an emotional

9Hom. 43 in Mt. (PG 57.464).

20Stat. 20 (PG 49.202); Hom. 79 in Jo. (59.432); Hom.1 in 2 Tim. (62.605);
Hom. 10 in 1 Thess. (62.459); Hom. 18 in Rom. (60.582).

25ac. 1 (PG 48.625).
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investment in them. This early emotional investment is made all
the more clear in a passage from De uirginitate. Chrysostom
throughout this pamphlet argued against marriage, and part of
his argument is an enumeration of the many cares, pains, and
woes that marriage entails. One of these is childbirth and the
consequent emotional vulnerablity that comes with parenthood:

N y&p &OAie kol tadaitwpog kdpn, kaitol obtw cEodpdg LTO
1OV GAMdOvVeVY Exelvov KaTaTeEVOREVT, OEJOIKE TOVLT@V OVY
fittov pAmote AeAoPnuévov kai dvémmpov Gvtl &ptiov kod Hy1odg
npoéABn ... 100 8¢ mandiov mecdviog eig v yiiv kol mpdTHV
doévtoc eovnyv Etepatl madhv Srodéxovion @povtideg, bmEp Thg
oot plag Kol TG Avotpoeis.

The poor miserable girl, although so tormented by pain (labor
pain), fears no less than it that a damaged and crippled baby
be born instead of one perfect and healthy ... When the child
is born and gives its first cry, other anxieties for its safety and
upbringing succeed in turn her earlier cares.??

This passage reveals the powerful emotions that were a part of
not just infancy, but labor and birth itself, and even with the
first cry of a newborn mothers had already invested their
emotions.

In Homilia 17 in Matthaeum, Chrysostom used an anecdote
about breast-feeding and discussed how parents, in trying to
ween their child, hurl many mockeries at the child and, if that
fails, will sometimes apply bitter salves to the nipple in order to
repulse the child’s longing:

0 pootdg, dtav 10 adTod TANp@OTY AV, Kol TPOG TV TEAEOTEPQLY

tpanelav 10 modlov mopoaméuny, AOmOV GYPNOTOS QOIVETOL,

xai ol mpdtepov dvaykoiov adtov eivor vopilovieg 1@ modiw
yovelc, pupiolg adTov draPfdArovot okdppact: toAdol 8¢ ovdE
pinocty odTov povov drofdAlovoty, GAAL kol Tikpoig Entypiovot

Qapudrotg, v’ Stav pn loxdon ta pipata v Gxaipov mepl

2Virg. (PG 48.579), transl. S. Shore, John Chrysostom: On Virginity;
Against Remarriage (Lewistown 1983) 93.
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adtov SrabBeciv dvelelv 100 madiov, & mpdypoato oféon TOV
n6Bov.

The breast, when it has fulfilled its purpose and passed the
child on to a more complete meal, hereafter seems useless; and
the parents who before thought it (the breast) to be necessary
for the child, hurl countless jests at it. And many do not stop at
mockeries alone, but also smear it with bitter potions, so that
when words are not sufficient to abolish the child’s unseason-
able partiality towards it, deeds may quell the desire.?3

This does not necessarily prove that it was the mother who
breast-fed her child, but it shows the continued involvement of
parents in the caretaking decisions of early childhood.

Parental concern for small children extended to the daily
task of preventing accidents:

& mondlo To pikpd, EmEdav pooipog smkaﬁmat il F,upong,
i 10 un eidévar dedviwg Kexpncﬁou, nokkamg ug TPOVTTOV
gavta xivduvov EuRdriet, 6Bev 08¢ dgraoy al pntépeg deds
1®dv 10100tV £@dntecbot.

Small children, when they pick up daggers or swords, through
not knowing how to use them properly often put themselves in
manifest danger, wherefore their mothers do not freely allow
them to lay hold of such things.?

hueig, v (dopev moudlov pdyoipav kotéxov, K&V pmn TANYEV
{dopev, HOOTIYOOUEY KOL AMOYOPEVOUEY GVTQ uNdEmote avTNV
KOTOOXELV.

We, if we see a child holding a knife and do not see him
beaten, whip him and forbid to him ever to hold it.?

These passages are important because they demonstrate the
practical involvement of parents in the lives of their children. It
is especially to be noted that Chrysostom says mothers, not
nurses or attendants, take care not to let their children hazard
an accident with bladed danger. A child picking up a knife is

BHom. 17 in Mt. (PG 57.261-262).
24Hom. 66 in Gen. (PG 54.570-571).
25Hom. 17 in Mt. (PG 57.256).
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not an especially extraordinary event, but rather belongs to the
more mundane, everyday-life context. Of course nurses and
tutors continued to be used by some families, but these pas-
sages show that mothers were with their children in the daily
context in which such an incident might take place. They also
give evidence for corporal punishment as a means of discipline,
but this is a topic that will be discussed below.

Another potential risk that worried parents was that of
kidnappers enticing children with candy:

avdpoanodiotol moAAdkig moidio pikpd cLADVIEG kKol KAEm-
TovTeG 00 MANYOG Kol HAGTLYog, 008’ &AAO TL TAV TOL0VTWV
vmioyxvodvtal, GAAd mAokoDviog kol TPOYRUOTO Kol ETEpO
To10d1a, 0ig | moudukn yaipew elwbev HAkia, mpoteivovoy, Tva
to0To1g éxelva deAdeocBévia, kol v élevBepiov adTdV dimo-
dopeva eig kivduvov éunéon tov Eoyatov.

Often kidnappers who steal and carry off small children do
not promise blows and whippings or anything else of this sort,
but rather cakes and sweetmeats and other such things in
which the childhood age is accustomed to delight, so that
enticed by these things they give up their freedom and fall
into extreme danger.26

Thus, parents in late antiquity warned their children not to play
with knives and to beware of strangers offering candy. Con-
stantine passed legislation that inflicted capital punishment on
anyone convicted of kidnapping—slaves and freedpersons to be
thrown to the wild beasts, freeborn persons to be killed in gladi-
atorial combat (Cod.Th. 9.18.1). That Constantine strengthened
legislation against this crime reflects how heinous kidnapping
was considered, and it also reflects a significant societal appre-
ciation for children and the bond between parents and their
children that was considered inviolable. It is clear that parents

26 Stat. 16 (PG 49.168).
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were involved in the everyday play and supervision of children,
and there is considerable evidence that late antique society
demonstrated appreciation and affection for its children.
Parents might play with children by making scary faces or by
telling them stories, a pastime that children especially loved.”
Some children teased their parents by constantly asking them

silly questions.?® Children, using potsherds and clay as their
materials, played at building houses.” Parents might regulate

the amount of playtime by hiding favorite toys, in order that
children might not neglect necessary things:

énl 1dv modiov 1OV pikpdv, otav pev émbuopfi 10 moudiov
nadik@v &Bupudtwv, petd moAAiig orovdiic éxelva xphnTopEY,
olov opaipav kol doa Toodta, va puf éumodilntot tdv dvory-
kodwv: Stav 8¢ adtdv kotagpoviion kal unkétt émbBuopf, adedc
avtdv petadidoopey, £idoteg g ovdepio PAGPN Aowmov avT®
évtedBev yiverar, tfic émbuplog €xeivng odxkétt ioyvovong
AmOyoyElV 0OTOV TV GVOYKoimV.

In the case of small children, when the child desires childish
playthings, with great haste we hide them, such as a ball and
such like, in order that they not impede serious matters; but
whenever he thinks slightly of them and no longer desires
them, we easily give them back, knowing that no damage to
him from them remains, as that desire is no longer sufficient to
pull him away from serious matters.3

Fatherhood in Late Antiquity

Recent work on the relationship between fathers and sons in
late antiquity has focused on paternal discipline, in one case the
institution of patria potestas, in another the use of corporal
punishment.?! The central role of the father in Classical family

27 Hom. 52 in Ac. (PG 60.364-365).

28Hom. 9 in 1 Thess. (PG 62.445).

YHom. 23 in Mt. (PG 57.318-319).

30 Hom. 25 in Heb. (PG 63.174); c¢f. Hom. 23 in Mt. (57.318-319).

31A. Arjava, “Paternal Power in Late Antiquity,” JRS 88 (1998) 147-165;
T.S. de Bruyn, ”Flogsin a Son: The Emergence of the pater flagellens in Latin
Christian Discourse,” JECS 7 (1999) 249-290.
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structure continues in late antiquity. This is perhaps unsurpris-
ing, but in consideration of Patlagean’s theory that society was
increasingly rejecting marriage and the procreation of children, it
is interesting to find such rich and abundant testimony of
paternal affection and traditional family values, especially
when espoused by a Christian rhetor. The authority of the pater-
familias was still extensive but in reality society dictated
restraint. The continued existence of the ancient consilium also
served to mitigate a father’s authority and to allow family
members to participate in domestic decisions.®

Chrysostom testifies to the demonstration of paternal affec-
tion toward even very young children:

ovy Opduev 1 madia, dtav bnod 1OV natépov Pactaldpevo
évteivy nAnydg eig tdg yvéBovg tod @épovrog, TG 6 mothp
ndéwg mapéxet 19 mondi tfig Opyfg npopnbivar, xai Srav 8n
kevhoavta tov opov eaidpiverat;

Do we not see children, when being carried by their fathers,
aim blows at the jaw of the carrier, how the father sweetly
allows the child to have his fill of rage and, when he sees the
passion drained, brightens up?3

This shows not only the involvement of fathers in the lives of
their young children, but also the affectionate and tender re-
lationship that could develop between fathers and children at

this very early stage. Other passages provide a glimpse of how
fathers might play and interact with their infant children:

10 10dT0 kol matépeg, KAV AMAVIOV ®CL PLAOCOQMTEPOL KOl
pnTopLKdTEPOL, 0K aioyxdvovial Toig maist cupyeAlilovteg: kol

3285tat. 3 (PG 49.57). The consilium domesticum was a family council that
included primarily the husband, wife, and children, but could also include
householcf slaves, extended family, and close fami}y friends. A consilium might
be convened to discuss any important issue that affected the family, such as the
marriage arrangements of a son or daughter. Only the paterfamilias could call a
consilium and while he was under no obligation to carry out its advice, it was
expected that he would stron%ly consider its opinions. See W. K. Lacey, “ Patria
Potestas,” in B. Rawson, ed., The Family in Ancient Rome (Ithaca 1986) 137ff; J.
A. Crook, Law and Life of Rome (Ithaca 1967) 107--108.

33Hom. 4 in 1 Cor. (PG 61.38). See also Hom. 3 in 1 Tim. (62.530).
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oddeic éyxalel 1@V Opdviov, GAN’ obtm koAdv elvor TO
npoype dokel, g kol edyfig GEov elvor. kv movnpol Yévavtal
néAv, obTol pévovot SropBodvieg, émpeddpevol, CVGTEAAOVTEG
odTdV T Oveldn, kol ovk aioydvovot.

Because of this (love) fathers, even if they be rather philo-
sophic and scholarly, are not ashamed to lisp with their
children, and no observer finds fault but thinks the gesture to
be so fine as to be worthy of praise. Even, again, if they should
turn out bad, fathers persist in setting right, exercising care,
moderating criticisms of them, and are not ashamed.3*

el yop mathp ovy 0pg v a&lov Thv Eavtod, GAAL cvopyeAiiler
t0ig maudiolg, kol tpoehv kol £décpata kol nopata ovy ‘EAAnvL-
xolg Ovopoot kaAdv, GAAL madikii Tvi Sradé€er kol PapPdpo,
TOAAD paAdov 0 Oeds.

For if a father does not consider his own dignity, but lisps to
his children and calls food and meats and drinks not by their
Greek names but by some childish and barbarous word, so far
more does God.®

Clearly Chrysostom was describing behavior that he expected
his audience to be easily familiar with. Fathers carrying their
young children about and engaging with them in “baby-talk” are
portrayed as everyday life. Chrysostom takes for granted that a
father is interested in his children and cares for them, even at
this early stage of developement when they are especially
fragile. Chrysostom considered paternal love to be wholly
natural and perhaps even unavoidable:

“xal ol motépeg, pn mapopyilete ta téxva LudvV, AAAG

éxtpégete adtd év moudeiq kol vovBesig Kupiov.” ok einev,

Gyondte oVt T0DTO YOp Kol GKOVIOV aOT@V 1| @Oolg €mt-

ondTal, Kol TepLttov fiv mepl 1AV To100T@Y vopov TiBévar.

“And fathers, do not provoke your children to anger, but raise

them in the knowledge and admonition of the lord.” He (Paul)
does not say, “show them affection.” For this nature manages,

3¢Hom. 33 in 1 Cor. (PG 61.278).
35Hom. 3 in Tit. (PG 62.678).
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even in those unwilling, and it was superfluous to make a law
concerning such things.36

It is probably not surprising to discover that Chrysostom
considered paternal love to be natural, but in attempting to
understand familial relationships in past cultures—especially
given the seemingly harsh attitude of ancient society implied by
abandonment—even the most “natural” sentiments should not
be assumed.*”

The care and attention that fathers showed toward their
infants is also seen of young children. Chrysostom uses the

example of how a father protects and guides his star-crossed
child:
. xaBdnep mathp @rAdotopyog modio dvotuydg Exovil mpog
GmovTo, TeVToYoD CUUTEPLEY®OVY Kol GVURepLakodovddy.
... just as an affectionate father with a child who is un-
fortunate in all things, leading or following about with him
everywhere.38

Chrysostom was also familiar with indulgent fathers who
spared nothing so that their children might not suffer unhappi-
ness:

noAAG kol mépa 10D déovtog ol matépeg yxopilovian tolg mauot,
1@V onAdyyvov adtolg drobepuaivopévav [éxelvol] tdv natpi-
K@V- kav dwot 10 taidiov katn@lecoy, TNKOUEVOY, aOTOL oA~
Aov éxeivov ddkvovrtal, kol ob modovial, Emg &v Thg &Bupiag
v vndbecy dvélwot.

Fathers give their children many things even beyond what is
needful, their fatherly hearts being warm toward them; when
they see their child downcast, pining, they are themselves
more afflicted than he, and do not stop until they have
removed the cause of his dispiritedness.?

36Hom. 21 in Eph. (PG 62.150).

37M. Golden, “Did the Ancients Care when their Children Died?” GaR 35
(1988) 152-163.

38Hom. 14 in Rom. (PG 60.534).
¥ Hom. 9 in Phil. (PG 62.253-254).
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Chrysostom further illustrates the interaction and concern of
fathers for children in the context of everyday life:

. €mel kol motnp @uldotopyog 10lg dmoleipbeiot monsi thg

tponélng 10 Aelyava dragurdttel, (va mapoyevopevol mapo-
pwobiav g drovoiog ebpwot Ty 100TOV LANKNV.
... since also an affectionate father guards the leftovers from
the table for his absent children, so that when they arrive
they find in the guarding of these things a consolation for
their absence.40

Paternal affection is especially evident in times of crisis, and
Chrysostom gives vivid testimony to the depth of paternal sen-
timent that misfortune and illness might occasion:

tote yop, lote ndg moAddxig nd&avio matépeg LnEp maidwv
Tpopiay Vrooyelv, kol Onwg Papitepov adtolg foTwv eig
koldoewg Adyov, 10 100G Taidag OpEv TIHOPOVUEVOLS, T} ExvTolg
ureuBivoug yeyovdrog.

For you know, of course, how often fathers have prayed to
suffer punishment in place of their children, and how it is
harder for them to see their children punished for purpose of
chastisement than to be made answerable themselves.4!

On occasion a father might be called upon to enforce the pre-
scribed diet of his sick child who does not wish to eat the foods
that will rebuild his strength:

xal TodTov yiveton, olov Gv el Tig mothp mépo 100 déovrtog
poaABakod ratdiov, kaitor dppwoTotvrog, TAakoDVIa Emdd xal
Yyuxpov kol 0co. Tépmel povov, T@vV O& ypnoipwv undepiov
émpélelay mooito: eito EykoAoOpeEvog moapd TOV 1aTpdv,
dnoloyoito Aéymv: 11 ndbw; odk dvéyopar xAaiov 10 maidiov
idelv. @OAie xai todainmpe xai mpoddto: od yop &v matépo
T0v 1010DT0V elmout: kol moce BéAtiov év Bpoyel Avmnoavro,
Sramavtog Lytelg mopadobvat, §j Ty TPOCKALPOV TODTNY XAPLY,
dmvexodg dBvpuiog brdBeciy nomoacBar.

WHom. 9 in Gen. (PG 53.77).

41 Hom. 29 in Gen. (PG 53.269). See also Stat. 21 (49.213-214); Hom. 15 in 2
Cor. (61.504); Hom. 35 in Jo. (PG 59.202); Hom. 22 in Heb. (63.158).
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And it is the same as if some father of an excessively weakly
child, although he is sick, were to give him cakes and cold
(drinks) and only what pleases, and take no care for needful
things, then, when admonished by the physicians, were to say
in defense, “What must I suffer? I cannot bear to see the child
weeping.” Poor wretched betrayers! For I would not call such a
man a father. How much better it is, by giving pain briefly, to
restore him to health forever, than to make this temporary
favor the cause of continuing unhappiness.#?

Fathers were expected to teach their children good habits
and to supervise their education.* It was Chrysostom’s concern
that fathers should not let their children spend too much time in
idle leisure.** He advised fathers not to let their sons consort
with the servants, or only with those servants who conducted
themselves appropriately.*® Fathers were responsible for getting
a tutor for their children, to instruct them in proper behavior,
and to keep them out of trouble.* Tutors could be harsh on
their charges, and it was the responsibility of the father to act
as liaison between his children and tutor. Fathers tried to main-
tain a delicate balance in administering the tutelage of a child:

noAAGKLG maThp T pEv Todayoyd tov moida vPploavtt kat’
idlav émripd Aéyov: un €oo tpayds, unde okAnpog: t® 8¢ vE®
10 évavtia Aéyer: xav adixwg LPpiln, eépe: and 1@V évaviiev
£V TL (PTIGLUOV CLVAYWV.

Often a father privately censures the tutor for maltreating his
child, saying “Do not be harsh or hard,” but to the youth says
the opposite, “Even if he maltreats you unjustly, bear it,”
composing something useful out of these opposites.*’

2 Hom. 30 in Ac. (PG 60.226). See also Hom. 12 in 1 Cor. (61.95-96).

43Hom. 2 in Tit. (PG 62.671-672). See also F. Schulte, S. Joannis Chrysosto-
mus de inani gloria et de educandis liberis (Miinster 1914); English transl. M. L.
W. Laistner, Christianity and Pagan Culture in the Later Roman Empire (Ithaca
1951) 85-122.

“Hom. 14 in Gen. (PG 53.113-114).

45Educ. lib. (Schulte 13-14.38; Laistner 102).

"46Stat. 15 (PG 49.154); Hom. 5 in Eph. (62.39); Hom. 35 in Mt. (57.411).
47Hom. 35 in Mt. (PG 57 411).
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In Chrysostom’s view it was above all the duty of the father to
develop the proper moral attitude of his children and to guide
their chastity through the turbulent period of adolescence.* He
repeatedly exhorted fathers to arrange early marriages for their
sons:

pn toivuv dueAdpev 1@V véwv, dAAL’ 186vteg 1fig xapivou TV
Topay, mpiv 7 elg doéryeiav €yxvAicbivar, onovddlwpev kot
70V 100 Oeod vopov abTodg cuvArTEY TTPOG YapOoV, Tvo Kol T
MG cOEPocLVNG adTolg Sratnphitat, kol undepiay Abunv dé€wv-
T £§ dxokaoiou;, é’xovrsg aprxodoav mopopvdiov, kol dvvéype-
vou 1fig copkdg T okipTipaTa KataotéAhel, kol koldoewg
KT0¢ Elvo.

Then let us not neglect the young, but seeing the furnace fire
before they are involved in licentiousness, let us be eager to
unite them in marriage according to God’s law, so that the
ways of moderation be preserved in them and they receive no
defilement from intemperance, having sufficient consolation,
and being able to repress the impulses of the flesh and be free
from chastisement.%?

He lamented that fathers made a great effort to train sons in the
arts and literature while equal training in virtue was neglected.®
This need not mean that he expected parents to enroll their
children in monasteries. In fact, he is explicit in not expecting
parents to prevent children from marriage, as this would be too
heavy a burden:

00 movopol TopakoAdY LUGg kol dedpevog kal dviifoAdv,
Wote mpd 1AV GAAOV Gmdviev téwg Lpdv puBuiletv tobg
noidag ... Opéyov dOAnTHv 1@ Xprotd. ov 10010 Aéym Tt Ydpov
amdyoye kol €ig T0¢ £pnuicg GmdcTEINOV Kol TOV TV uovax&w
napacstacov gléabon Blov- 00 10010 Aéyw. BodAopat uev 0010
Kol whvtoag noxouny katadéEachat, AN’ éneidh @opTikdv eivot

48 Educ. lib. (Schulte 7.16; Laistner 94-95).

¥ Hom. 59 in Gen. (PG 54.517-518); cf. Hom. 59 in Mt. (PG 58.582-583);
Hom. 9in 1 Tim. (62.546); Hom. 5 in 1 Thess. (62.427); Educ. lib. (Schulte 27.81;
Laistner 119-120). See also A. Arjava, Women and Law in Late Antzquzty
(Oxford 1996) 31.

50 Educ. lib. (Schulte 8.18; Laistner 95).
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dokel, 00k avaykalw. Bpéyov aBAnthv 1@ Xpro1d kai év xéouw
ovto 81daov DA éx mpoTng HAukiog.

I do not cease from exhorting you and begging and entreating,
that before all else you first train your sons ... Raise an athlete
for Christ. I do not say this, divert him from marriage, send
him to the deserts, prepare him to choose the monastic life;
this I do not say. I wish for this and have prayed for everyone
to allow it; but since it seems to be a burden, I do not require it.
Raise an athlete for Christ and teach him from first youth to
be pious while dwelling in the world.5!

Thus Chrysostom understood that despite all the Christain rhet-
oric promoting asceticism, the social reality of fourth-century
Antioch meant the continuation of traditional family structure.
He understood that urban families were not commonly rejecting
marriage as Patlagean has suggested. Chrysostom in fact recog-
nized that most of his audience would continue to raise their
children in an urban and secular context, and the point of this
address was to encourage parents to provide the moral
guidance that these children would need to avoid the sinful
temptations of the city. He advised parents to point out the
finer achievements of statesmen and soldiers as examples
toward which children should aspire.>

A father, in his capacity as instructor and disciplinarian,
had recourse to several means of discipline. In the case of young
children, a father might resort to corporal punishment or refus-
ing the child a place at the dinner table.’* Chrysostom recog-
nized these methods as common forms of discipline and he also
understood them to be manifestations of fatherly love.” A child
who was especially forward and difficult to control might ac-
tually have his feet tied and be subject to special rules that

51 Educ. lib. (Schulte 8.19; Laistner 95).

S2For the best discussion of the rhetoric of Chrysostom and the reality of
Antioch see P. Brown, The Body and Society (New York 1988) 305-322.

S3Educ. lib. (Schulte 28.84; Laistner 120-121).
54Gtat. 16 (PG 49.168), 7 (49.94), 17 (49.176).
s5Stat. 7 (PG 49.94).
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prevented him from leaving the house.” In extreme cases, dis-
orderly children who were undutiful to their parents deserved to
be servants.”” It was necessary to combine fatherly advice with
strict discipline so that children might learn not only the course
of proper behavior but also a fear of delinquency.

Saller has made the case that in Classical Rome corporal
punishment was reserved for younger children while older sons
were not beaten but instead threatened with disinheritance.®’
This would also appear to be the case in late antiquity.®’ In
several homilies Chrysostom discusses the occasional need for
fathers to expel their immoral and misbehaving sons from the
paternal household.®' It was incumbant upon the father to en-
force this sort of discipline to prevent sons from licentiousness
such as gambling and carousing.®* If the wayward son corrects
his behavior and once again shows himself worthy of paternal
favor it is possible that he will be restored and may again
succeed to his father’s inheritance.® But Chrysostom recognized
that some fathers were overbearing and misused their authority
and the practice of disinheritance:

GAAG Tl noy; “un mapopyilete o Tékva Dudv,” otov ot moAAol

nowoVo1y, GrokAnpovopovg pyalouevor, kol &rnoknpHKTOVG TOoL-

oDVTEG, KOl QOopTIKDG émikeipevol, ovy ©g eAevbépoig, AL Qg
avdpanddois. die 1006 enot “un nopopyilete ta tékva DudV.”

But what does he (Paul) say? “Do not provoke your children to

anger,” as many do, making them disinherited and coarsely

56 Hom. 39 in Gen. (PG 53.366).
57Hom. 22 in Eph. (PG 62.157).
58Hom. 4 in Heb. (PG 63.44); Stat. 7 (49.94).

%R. Saller, “Corporal Punishment, Authority, and Obedience in the Roman
Household,” in B. Rawson, ed., Marriage, Divorce, and Children in Ancient
Rome (Oxford 1991) 162.

60De Bruyn (supra n.31) 282-283.

61 Paralyt. (PG 51.51); Diab. 1 (49.249); Hom. 18 in Gen. (53.149).
62Hom. 59 in Mt. (PG 58.582-583); Hom. 22 in Eph. (62.162).
63Digb. 1 (PG 49.249).
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imposing on them as though free but slaves. This is why he
says “Do not provoke your children to anger.”®

This passage also demonstrates the possibilty of a tense re-
lationship between some fathers and sons. Chrysostom,
however, while allowing for the great authority of a father, also
recognized that nature and custom tempered the harshness of
this authority:

kol 0 mathp O& and te T@V g PUoENG, And e TAV VOLLY TV
E€wbev petd moAAfig thig evkoMlag xéxpntor T kot TOD
nondog apyxfic kv dxovia madevon xai émmAngyn, ovdeig O
KOAVOOV, GAL’ 008E ahTog €xeivog dvtiBAéyar duvioetot.

And the father, from both his nature and external custom,
employs his rule over his son with much good temper. And if
he instruct an unwilling son and strike him, there is no one who
will prevent it, but that man will not be able to look him in
the face.65

Chrysostom in fact believed that fathers and sons were
naturally inclined to be friends, but he also understood that the
father-son relationship could be less than ideal.®® It seems to
have been widely understood that fathers and sons would
normally have a close relationship,®” and Chrysostom called
upon fathers to bring their sons to church.

The evidence of Chrysostom displays considerably more
emphasis on the relationship between father and son than on
that between fathers and daughters. He only rarely specifically
refers to this relationship, and it is always characterized by a
protective father superintending his daughter’s chastity and
worthiness.®” A father’s love for his daughter was best evi-
denced in the arrangement for a suitable husband who would

64Hom. 21 in Eph. (PG 62.150, on Eph. 6:4).

65Hom. 10 in 1 Thess. (PG 62.455).

66 Hom. 1 in Col. (PG 62.303).

67 Hom. 32 in 1 Cor. (PG 61.272); Hom. 4 in Heb. (63.43-44).
68 Hom. in Rom. 12:20 (PG 51.176).

69Sac. 3 (PG 48.657).
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make her happy. It was Chrysostom'’s opinion that a father, by
attending the theater, disgraced and demeaned his daughter.”

Fathers, even on their deathbed, should be mindful of
protecting the best interests of their children. A father who is
dying should choose one of his relatives to assume the fatherly
role over his children.”! Otherwise, widows displayed great
concern that their children might suffer through lack of a father’s
protection and guidance.”? It was fitting that aged fathers
should be attended to their graves by their sons.”

Motherhood in Late Antiquity

Motherhood began with childbirth, without modern medicine
and a painful and dangerous procedure. Chrysostom recognized
that the danger and pain of childbirth could be used as a power-
fully persuasive argument—at least to the potential mother—
against having children, and he made just such an argument in
his treatise on virginity:

xav pév evbéwg xvnon, petd eoPov maAv i xopd: ovdEV Yp
TV &V 10 YOU® 9OPov ywpic. 0 8¢ eOPog, UATOTE YEVOUEVNG G-
BArdoewg drapBapfi pev 10 cAANEBEY, xvduvedoet 8¢ mepl TV
goxdtov N kbovoa. Gv 8¢ moAvg peta&d yévnton xpdvog, dmop-
pnoiaotog f) yovi Gomep adth kupio odoa 10D Tekelv. dtov 8¢ O
700 toK0L Ka1pdg EmioTi SrokdnTOVOL pPEV Kol SrooTdoL TV €Ml
106001 xpove movnBeicav vndbv @diveg, ol kai pdvor ikavol
TAVTO CLOKIAGOL TR TOD YOOV YXPNOTA.

And if she becomes pregnant immediately, once again joy is
mixed with fear—nothing that has to do with marriage is
without fear. She fears that she might lose in a miscarriage
what has been conceived and being pregnant her own life will
be endangered. If, on the other hand, the pregnancy is pro-
tracted, the wife does not speak freely, as if she were in
charge of the hour of delivery. When the time of birth is at

7 Hom. 7 in Mt. (PG 57.82).

71 Hom. 7 in Rom. (PG 60.452).
72Hom. 6 in 1 Thess. (PG 62.433).
73Hom. 4 in Heb. (PG 63.43—44).
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hand, labor pains rend and tear the hard-pressed womb for an
incredible time; such pain is sufficient by itself to overshadow
the good aspects of marriage.”*

Here Chrysostom presents a vivid image of the many anxieties
that might accompany pregnancy and birth. He portrays the
pregnant woman as worriedly pondering the prospect of a
miscarriage and the consequent threat to her own life. He also
provides a graphic image of the pain and agony a woman might
experience in labor and birth. It would not have been necessary
for most women to learn from Chrysostom that childbirth was a
painful and dangerous event as this was common knowledge,
and so it is significant that Chrysostom also recognized that

this common knowledge did not prevent women from having
children:

TOV aDTOV 8N TpdmOV Kol T Yuvi) kol adTh TOAAGKIG MeTd TOVG
TOAAODG UTVOG EKELVOVG, METO TOG WOIVOG TOG APOPNTOVG, METOL
Thg vOKTOG TOG GOMVOVG, WETX TOV TOV WEADV droomacudv,
LIKPOG TIVOG TEPIGTACENDG YEVOUEVNG, TPO TOD TPOCTIKOVTOS KOPOD
10 Bpégog wBncaca dpdpowtov xal ddratdinmrov, fi pepopPm-
uévoy pév, odx Gptiov 8¢, o0dE Lyég, N xal vexpov moAAGKIC,
nodALg Tov kivduvov Siéguye, xal dpwg dornep émAiabopévn Tov-
TOV GRAviov, TOV aTdV Gvéxetal, xai 10 adTd Lmouével.
kol Tt Aéyw 10 odTd; mOAAGKLG Kol cuvamoBavely 1@ texBév-
1L oLVEPM, Kol 00SE ToDT0 TG Aowmdg Ecmepdvice kol dvéneioe
QUYELY 10 Tpaypo: TocadTny O Oedg Eykatéonelpe Tolg AVTNPOIg
v H18ovnVv 60D kol Ty eDPPocIVNV.

Indeed, in the same way often the woman, after those many
months, after the insufferable pains, after the sleepless
nights, after the spreading of the limbs, when some small
problem arises she pushes out the fetus before the proper time,
unformed and misshapen, or else formed but not fully de-
veloped or healthy, or even dead often, and she herself
scarcely escapes the danger; and yet as though forgetting all
this, is content with and submits to these very things. And
why do I say these very things? Often it also happens that

74Virg. (PG 48.578-579); transl. Shore.
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she dies along with the fetus. And this does not make other
women more prudent and persuade them to avoid the business;
such is the pleasure and happiness that God implanted
together with the sufferings.”>

Chrysostom makes clear that even though childbirth often put
the mother’s life at risk, women were not avoiding the ex-
perience of becoming mothers. This again speaks against
Patlagean’s thesis of a general movement in late antiquity to
avoid marriage and procreation.”®

Patlagean has held that there was a trend in the fourth
century, fostered especially by Christian rhetoric (both orthodox
and heretical), to limit sexual procreation through abstinence.”
She is certainly correct to point out some of the examples in
early Christian rhetoric that seem to discourage sexual procrea-
tion. In fact Chrysostom himself wrote a treatise encouraging
certain women to remain virgins, the De virginitate. The treatise
is well known and often quoted in support of the notion that in
the fourth century abstinence became the preferred method of
family limitation. It cannot be doubted that early Christian
rhetoric preached that pious virginity was better than marriage,
and it certainly discouraged remarriage among widows. As we
have seen, however, Chrysostom, the greatest of the early
Christian rhetors, also preached that marriage was good and
even encouraged fathers to arrange marriages for their sons at
the earliest opportunity.” More significantly, he preached that
women were saved by means of children, through the act of

giving birth and the raising of children:

7SHom. 17 in Gen. (PG 53.144).
76Patlagean (supra n.6) 1361, 1368-1369.
77Patlagean, Pauvreté (supra n.1) 152-153.

78Patlagean herself stated that fourth-century Christian rhetoric did not
seem to have a negative effect on the birth rate of the middle class in Asia
Minor, though this was based upon epigraphic evidence that she termed
problematic. E. Patlagean, “Familles chrétiennes d’Asie mineure et histoire
démographique du [Vesiecle,” in Transformation et conflits au IVe siecle ap. J.-C.
(Antiguitas 1.29 [Bonn 1978]) 169-186.
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obte xal évratBa 10 yuvaikelov yévog mapéPn, o 10 dvdpeiov.
i odv; odk Exer compiav; vai, gnoi. moiav & todmy; Ty S
1OV téxvev- o yap 8N mepl tiig EVoag #Aeyev: “éav peivootv év
T mioTel Kol T Aydrn kol 1® aylecpud petd co@posivvng.”
nolg TioTEL; TOlg GYOR]); MOl GYLHOHD UETR COPPOCVVNG; GG
av el Eheye: pun kotneelg €ote, ol yuvaikeg, 6tL 10 yévog LUAY
SroPePAntor- Edwkev buiv 6 Oedg kol ETépav dopuhv cotnpiog,
v mondotpogiav: dote pn pévov 81’ Eowtdv, dAAG Kol S’
gtépov cdlecbon. Opo méoa xatd Tavtov {nthpote tiktetou.
“f yoviy aratnBeioa,” enoiv, “év mnapaPBdoer yéyove.” Tic; 7
Edo. adth odv cwbhoeton di1& i texvoyoviac; od 10916 gnow,
GAN’ 8t 7y pOoig ) yovoukeio cobfoetot. oty 8 odk év mapa-
Baoer yéyove; voi, yéyovev, dAAG mopéfn pev 7 Eda, cobfoe-
ton 8¢ 10 yovoukelov yévog did Thg texvoyoviag. Sk ti ydp pn
xai 8o 1fig olkelog &petfic; uh yop éxeivn tod10 Toig GAAag
¢Eéxheroe; 11 0dv mpdg 1og mapBévoug; Ti 8t mpog Tag otelpac; T
8¢ mpdg Taig XNPOG, TOG LV T Tekely Tovg Gvdpag droPalovoog;
dnoddAaciy; EAnida ovk Exovot; kol pnv ol moapbévor eiciv al
péAioto ebdoxipodoar. 1i mote ovv BovAeton gimelv; ... 6 odv
Aéyer, 10010 €otiv: OtL onep mévieg anéBavov dvBpwmol Sk
100 &vég, émedn O eig Huoptev, o¥T® kol MEV TO yovaikeiov
Yévog mapéPn, éneidn) év mapaPdoer yéyovev fi yuvi. undev odv
aAyeitw- Edwkev adTfi 6 Oedg mapoapvbiov od pikpav, 10 Texelv
nondio. GAAX T0VTO Thg PUoEWG, Ynot. kal Ekelvo THg pUoEWG: 0V
Yop povov 10 g puoens, GAAL kol 10 Thig nadotpogiog Kexd-
protot. “éav Eémpeivoot,” enot, “1fi niotel kadi tfj dyany koi 1@
AYlOoU® PETE COPPOCUVNG” TOLTESTLY, EAV 0DTOVG &V Qydmn)
HETO TO TEKEIV KO Qyvely SaTnpnowoty. €v ToVTOLG OV HIKPOV
£€ovot oV LrEp TovTV wioBdv, GANS kol 6eddpa péyay, BT G-
Antag €0peyav 1@ Xpiotd.

And so the female sex transgressed, the male did not. What
then? Will women not be saved? Yes, he says. By what means?
By the means of children. For indeed it is not concerning Eve
that he said, “If they remain in faith and charity and holi-
ness with modesty” (1 Tim. 2:15). What faith? What charity?
What holiness with modesty? It is as if he said, “Women, be
not downcast because your sex was misled. God gave you
another means to salvation, by the rearing of children, so that
they are saved not only through themselves but also through
others. See how many questions are raised by the same thing.
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“The woman was tricked,” he says, “and became a trans-
gressor.” Who? Eve. Then will she be saved by child-bearing?
He does not say this, but that the female race will be saved.
Then did she not become a transgressor? Yes, she did. But
while Eve transgressed, the female race will be saved through
child-bearing. Now why not also through their own virtue?
For has that virtue not excluded others from this? What about
virgins? What about the barren? What about widows, who
have lost husbands before having children? Will they perish?
Do they have no hope? Virgins are especially held in high
repute. What then does he wish to say? ... So what he means
is this: that just as all men perished through that one, when
he erred, so also the whole female sex transgressed, when the
woman became a transgressor. But let her not grieve: God gave
her no small consolation, child-bearing. But this is natural, he
says. Another thing is also natural: it is not only natural, but
the raising of children is also pleasurable. “If they continue,”
he says, “in faith and charity and holiness with modesty”:
that is, if after begetting they preserve them in charity and
sanctity. In this they will have no small reward in behalf of
them, but indeed very large, because they raised an athlete for
Christ.”®

Chrysostom is explicit that women are saved by means of child-
bearing. Women who have children and raise them in a healthy
and proper manner can expect salvation. He does not deny that
virgins are held in the highest esteem, but he makes it clear that
sexual procreation is a means to salvation. The theology is of
course Pauline, and Chrysostom is commenting on this theory of
salvation as expressed by Paul in 1 Timothy. Chrysostom, in
certain circumstances, might praise virginity, but in others he
clearly recognized the legitimacy of sexual procreation and even
called attention to it as a means of salvation. Chrysostom,
traditionally seen as an impassioned ascetic, and an influential
voice on early Christianity, was not completely one-sided on the
issue of sexual procreation.

Hom. 9in 1 Tim. (PG 62.545-546).
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It is clear that, like fathers, mothers cared deeply for their
children and displayed affection for them. Chrysostom dis-
cusses how the bond between a mother and her children would
not allow her thoughtlessly to bring harm upon her children:

ovdepio oVtwg 0Tl piTNp Gotopyog kal HicdTeERVOg O TOVTOV OV
®dive xal Etexe xal £0peye, undemdg avaykalotdong mpo-
pdoewg, unde Pralopévou tivdg, kaxilewv kol drafdArev mapa
TaoLV.

No mother is so heartless and child-hating as to revile and
accuse before all him whom she labored with and bore and
raised, without some necessitating reason or compulsion.&

Chrysostom offers here a clear image of the affectionate relation-
ship that might develop between mother and child, arising from
the intimate contact that a mother and child shared through the
nurturing process. Elsewhere he describes a scene in which
mothers are wailing and rolling on the ground lamenting the
prosecution of one of their children.®! Mothers mourned the
death of beloved children, and an affectionate mother as she is
setting the dinner table is sad that not all her children will be
home for dinner.®? Mothers were greatly distressed when a
young child fell ill, and on these occasions a mother might wish
that she could be sick instead of her child.®® In the realm of
education a mother’s role, at least in late antiquity, seems to
have been to offer comfort and support. We are told how a
child, frightened by his teachers, is comforted by his mother:
Kol yop €rl T@®v moudlov TV pikpdvV oVt yivetor: d1dd-
oxadot 10 modio pofodot kol TORTOVG, Kol dedakpupEve TPOg
TOG UNTEPOG TOLPATEUTOVGLY - 0l O untépeg Lmode€duevar Tolg
KOATO1 TOlg EQLTAY KOTEXOLGL KOl TEPLOPLYYOLGSL, Kol TO OG-
KPLO. KOTOWYNOAoHL KOTaPIA0DGL, Kol TV 0duvouévny adTdV
avoktdvTor yoxiv, teiBovoor 8t dv Aéyovorv, 811 xpnoipog O
1dv didackalmyv adtolg eofog.

80Sac. 6 (PG 48.683).

81Stat. 13 (PG 49.137).

82Stat. 18 (PG 49.184), 9 (49.104).
83Stat. 13 (PG 49.142).
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For it also happens so with little children. Teachers terrify
and strike children, and send them weeping to their mothers.
The mothers receive them to their bosoms and hold and
embrace them and kiss away their tears and restore their
pained spirits, and persuade them through what they say,
that fear of the teachers is useful to them.84

Chrysostom provides an image of the tenderness and affection
that mothers shared with their children. This image of the
frightened child running home from school to the caring mother
is not one that was readily apparent in the Classical world.
Dixon descibed the role of the mother in the education of young
children as mainly that of disciplinarian, virtually indistinguish-
able from the paternal role, rather than as an affectionate
refuge.®> This is not the image Chrysostom offers here, and it is
possible that a more distinct maternal role was developing in
this period.

The relationship between mother and daughter receives more
attention from Chrysostom than that between mother and son.
He says that the young daughter stays at home with her mother
and is occupied with childish cares and concerns.® He exhorted
mothers to train their daughters in proper behavior and be
watchful over them and instruct them in the management of the
household, in anticipation of the day that they become wives:

al untépec, g Buyatépoc pdAioto droveipoche- ebkoAog Huiv

N guAaki abw- mepiokoneite, dote oikovpobg eivar- mpd 8¢

néviav edAaPeilg a0Tog elvol MOSEVETE, KOGUIOG, YPNUATOV

KOTAQPOVELY, AKAAAOTIGTOVG PEVELY. 0UT® TPOG TOV YapOV £X-

dote. Ov oVtw olThg SamAdttopey, obk avTAG HOVoV, GAAX

kol 1ov &vdpa Sracmoere tOv péAlovia ovtny dyayécBor: o

tov Gvdpo, aAla kol 10 modio: o0 T0 modic, GAAL kKol TQ

£yyova.

84Stat. 6 (PG 49.81).
855, Dixon, The Roman Mother (London 1988) 131, 134.
86Virg. (PG 48.586).
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Mothers, govern your daughters carefully. This guardianship
is easy for you; keep watch that they are home-bodies. Before
everything educate them to be pious, moderate, to think little
of wealth, to remain unadorned. So give them in marriage. If
we mold them so, you will save not only them but also the
husband who intends to take her in marriage, not just the
husband but also the children, not just the children but also the
descendants.8”

Thus Chrysostom expected mothers, more than fathers, to raise
and train their daughters. It was a mother’s obligation to make
sure she gave in marriage a daughter properly trained in the
virtuous attributes of a good wife. Mothers were to serve as
models in proper behavior and modesty for their daughters who
would imitate this worthy behavior.?® It is also apparent that
Chrysostom expected daughters to imitate the behavior of their
mothers in passing on this knowledge and training to their own
children. He expected married couples to have children and
grandchildren—to perpetuate the family.

There is a slight indication that mothers were involved in
establishing the position and careers of their young adult sons.®
Chrysostom’s own mother, a widow, was clearly involved in
arranging his education, among other things, but of course in the
case of a widow we might expect greater involvement.” Finally,
just as it was proper for sons to bury their fathers, daughters
were expected to oversee the burial of their mothers.”!

Conclusion

In sum, an examination of a broad range of Chrysostom’s
work demonstrates that he was remarkably familiar with the

8?Hom. 9 in 1 Tim. (PG 62.547-548); cf. Educ. lib. (Schulte 29.90; Laistner
122).

8 Hom. 10 in Col. (PG 62.374).
8 Hom. 14 in Phil. (PG 62.285).
%Sac. 1 (PG 48.624).

91Hom. 4 in Heb. (PG 63.43-44).
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emotions and issues of parenthood. That he made frequent use
of a positive portrayal of family life should mitigate the per-
ception of Chrysostom as a harsh ascetic. This article alone
contains over one hundred references to seventy-one different
works, the vast majority being homilies, yet is by no means an
exhaustive study of the portrayal of family life in Chrysostom.
His reputation as a great rhetorician and his frequent use of this
topic implies that his audience could readily relate to the
positive experience of family. He provides evidence for the
common desire for children and the strong relationship between
parents and children. This evidence would seem to contradict
the notion that in the fourth-century East, and in part under the
influence of Christian rhetoric, traditional family structure was
breaking down.
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