LEONTIUS OF JERUSALEM,
A THEOLOGIAN OF
THE SEVENTH CENTURY

A CCORDING to the manuscript tradition, ‘the all-wise monk lord
Leontius of Jerusalem’ 1s the author of two theological treatises
called ‘Against the Nestorians’ and ‘Against the Monophysites’.!
As these titles indicate, Leontius was one of those post-Chalcedo-
nian theologians who saw their task as defending the Christology
defined at that council against both Nestorian and Monophysite
attacks.

Attempts to establish a more precise date for Leontius of
Jerusalem are hampered by the lack of references to him in other
sources and by the absence of clear indications 1n his own texts.
This explains why the two scholars who have dealt with this ques-
tion in greater depth could arrive at widely differing answers.
In 1887, Friedrich Loofs argued that ‘Against the Monophysites’
was written in the years between 580 and 620 or 640.> His argu-
ments were dismissed by Marcel Richard who, in an article of
1944, proposed a date between 336 or 538 and 544 instead.’
During the last fifty years Richard’s conclusions have been
accepted by all scholars writing about Leontius.* The reason for

! Contra Nestorianos, PG, 86, 1399—7681 (CPG 6918), Capita triginta contra
Monophysitas, PG, 86, 1769—go1 (CPG 6g17), cf the titles in PG, 86, 1390 and
1769 Toi mavabddov povaxod kip Aeovriov Toi ‘lepogoduvpirov

2 F Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz und die glewchnamgen Schriftsteller der
griechischen Kirche, Texte und Untersuchungen, vol 3 (Leipzig, 1888), pp 1-2

3 M Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance’, Mélanges de Science
Religieuse, 1 (1944), pp 35-88, reprinted in M Richard, Opera Munora, 3,
(Turnhout, Leuven, 1975), no 39

* The commums opinio 1s expressed by A Grillmeler, Jesus der Christus im
Glauben der Kirche, 2z Die Kirche von Konstantinopel im 6 Fahrhundert
(Fretburg, Basel, Wien, 1989), p 289 ‘Das Schrifttum des Leontius von
Jerusalem muf} in die Jahre zwischen 536 (538) und 543/544 verlegt werden’, cf
note 14 with a reference to Richard and a list of secondary literature up to the
1980s including the works of Helmer, Moeller, and Basdekis who all follow
Richard’s dating of Leontius This has not changed 1in the most recent secondary
literature G Rowekamp, ‘Leontius von Jerusalem’, in S. Dopp and W Geerlings
(eds ), Lextkon der antiken christlichen Literatur (Freiburg, Basel, Wien, 1998),
PP 394-3.esp p 394 P Gray, ‘Through the Tunnel with Leontius of Jerusalem.
The Sixth-Century Transformation of Theology’, in P. Allen and E. Jeffreys
(eds ), The Sixth Century End or Beginning, Byzanuna Australiensia, 10 (Brisbane,
1990), pp 186-96, esp p 180, where Leontius 1s dated to before the Council of
Constantinople 553 K -H Uthemann, ‘Defimtionen und Paradigmen in der
Rezeption des Dogmas von Chalkedon bis in die Zeit Kaiser Justtmans’, 1n
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this success is obvious. When Loofs dated the two treatises he
considered them to be mere revisions of texts of the early sixth-
century author, Leontius of Byzantium. His elaborate theory
about the relation between the two Leontii was, however, convin-
cingly refuted by Richard who finally established Leontius of
Jerusalem as an author in his own right.5 The new date proposed
by Richard was therefore regarded as part and parcel of this
refutation and has since not been subjected to a closer scrutiny.’
Thus, it has been overlooked that Loofs’ case for a late date of
the two treatises is not automatically invahidated when we accept
Richard’s conclusion that they are not just later rewritings of earl-
1er texts. In this article I shall attempt to reassess the arguments
used by both scholars and finally introduce new evidence which
may allow us to come to a more definite conclusion about the
date of Leontius of Jerusalem.

As 1t 1s more sensible to treat Loofs’s hypothesis together with
Richard’s attempts to refute it, I shall begin with the discussion
of the arguments brought forward by Richard in favour of his
own dating. Richard starts from a passage in the florilegium of
‘Against the Monophysites’, where Leontius quotes from a text
which his adversaries had attributed to Pope Julius but which
‘John the bishop of Scythopolis, who busied himself with the very
old writings of Apollinaris (sc. the bishop of Laodicea), found
there word for word’.” Having pointed out that John 1s mentioned

J van Oort and ] Roldanus (eds ), Chalkedon Geschichte und Aktualitat Studien
zur Rezeption der christologischen Formel wvon Chalkedon (Leuven, 1998),
pp 54-122, esp p 359, where Leontius 1s dated to the reign of Justiman I have
not seen L Abramowski, ‘Zwer Entwurfe nachchalcedonischer Christologie
Leontius von Jerusalem und Leontius von Byzanz’, in ] van Oort and ] Roldanus
(eds ), Die Rezeption der christologischen Formel von Chalcedon (Kampen, 1993)
Cf, however, L. Abramowski, ‘Ein nestoriamischer Traktat bei Leontius von
Jerusalem’, III Symposium Syriacum, 1980, Orientalia Chnistiana Analecta, 221
(Rome, 1983), pp 43-55, €sp p 43, where Abramovski accepts Richard’s date
M Richard, however, also could not resist identifying our author with one of

the numerous Leontn mentioned 1n the sources of the period, cf ‘Léonce de
Jérusalem’, p 88 Since such i1dentifications are mere guesswork they will be left
aside 1n this article.

® Even those authors who accept Loofs’s general hypothesis that the writings of
Leontius of Jerusalem are merely revisions of a work of Leontius of Byzantium
seem to concur with 1t, cf S Otto, Person und Subsistenz Die philosophische
Anthropologie des Leontius von Byzanz Ein Beitrag zur spatantiken Geistesgeschichte
(Munchen, 1968), p. 15 ‘Die scharfe Kritik, die dem Werk von Loofs in der
Vergangenheit zuteil wurde, hat ohne Frage chronologische. Unklarheiten
aufgehellt’

7 PG, 86, 1865C1~3 'lwavims 8¢ 6 Tis Zrvlomblews émioromos didomovioas &v Tois
madatordrors Amodwaplov guyypdpuacw ebpev &mi Aéfews v xpiiow
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as bishop between 536 and 35350, Richard then asserts that
Leontius must be dated to these years.® This argument pre-
supposes that John was still alive at the time of the composition
of ‘Against the Monophysites’. In Leontius’ sentence, however,
John’s discovery 1s merely referred to as belonging to an indeter-
minate past. This means that we can only deduce from it that
John had already been consecrated bishop when Leontius wrote
his treatise but not how much time had passed since then.’
Consequently, Richard’s first terminus ante quem for Leontius of
Jerusalem is without foundation.

This must be borne 1n mind when we now turn to Richard’s
second attempt to establish a terminus ante quem.m It 1s based
on Leontius’ silence regarding the controversy about the ‘Three
Chapters’. Richard observes that the “Three Chapters’ are not
mentioned even where one would expect a reference as in the
section of ‘Against the Monophysites’ in which Leontius refutes
the assertion of his adversaries that the Council of Chalcedon
1s mnvalid.'' From this observation he concludes that Leontius’
treatise must predate this controversy.'? An argument based
on inferences from what an author should or should not have
said is, however, necessarily problematic.'®> Therefore Richard
tries to substantiate it by drawing attention to the way in which
Leontius deals with the accusation that some of the participants

8 Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 44

o Unfortunately, Richard does not explain to his readers by what interpretation
of Leontius’ sentence he has arrived at his conclusion that John and Leontius were
contemporaries Therefore his readers are reduced to making guesses The only
argument | can conceive of would be based on the absence of epithets like év aylows
or paxapitys which would have explicitly characterized John as dead Even this,
however, cannot be considered a certain proof since there 1s no consistency 1n the
use of these epithets by late antique authors and Leontius himself omits them even
in cases where somebody is certainly known to have been dead 1n the sixth century
Just to give one example a few lines further down, Leontius refers to the church
historian Socrates without mentioning that he 1s dead, PG, 86, 1865C11-12
Zwxpbrns &v Th éxxAnaacricy toToplg dnoiv odrws

19 Richard also undertakes to find a second termunus post quem He points out
that Leeontius refers to Severus of Antioch 1n a way which strongly suggests that the
Monophysite patriarch was no longer alive, cf Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’,
PP 44-5, with a list of his arguments Therefore he fixes the terminus post quem at
538 as the year of Severus’ death This conclusion, however, simply confirms the
date he has already derived from the reference to John of Scythopolis

' PG, 86, 1876D1-1889A¢

12 Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 46.

13 It 1s worth noting that Loofs had rejected an argument based on Leontius’
silence about the ‘Three Chapters’ as inconclusive, cf Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz,
p 182
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of Chalcedon were discovered to be Nestorians.'* Leontius begins
his reply with the words: ‘Let us concede that to them for the sake
of the argument..."'> Then-he argues that even if that were the
case the vahdity of Chalcedon would not be jeopardized for
there had also been heretical participants at the Council of
Nicaea which was nevertheless accepted as valid by the Monophys-
ites.'® From this reasoning Richard infers that ‘Against the
Monophysites’ must have been written before 544 when Justinian
first officially condemned Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret’s
polemics against Cyril of Alexandria, and the letter to Maris
ascribed to Ibas of Edessa.'” He points out that in his edict
Justinian maintained that the bishops of Cyrus and of Edessa
had distanced themselves from their own heretical writings
before 451 in order to prove that all participants of the Council
of Chalcedon had been orthodox. Therefore 1t would be incon-
ceivable that Leontius had made a concession to the Monophys-
ites with regard to this question after the year 544 because he
would then have gone against the official position and incurred
the risk of imperial persecution.'®

Against this conclusion, a number of objections can be raised.
First of all, a careful reading of Leontius’ argument shows that
he does not accept the assertion of the Monophysites that heretics
took part in Chalcedon. On the contrary, he stresses that 1t could
be easily disproved.'® He only concedes 1t ‘for the sake of the
argument’ to have an opening for a different reasoning which he
considers to be more likely to convince his adversaries.?® Sec-
ondly, it 1s questionable whether the situation of the simple
monk Leontius of Jerusalem can be compared with that of a
prominent figure like pope Vigilius to whose vicissitudes Richard
refers as an example for the danger arising from an undecided
position 2 The third objection 1s more fundamental. From the
way 1n which Richard phrases his arguments it 1s obvious that

"* PG, 86, 1877B7-8
15 PG, 86, 1877Bg-10
16 pG, 86, 1877B11-1880B7
For a discussion of the controversy ¢f Gnllmeier, Jesus der Christus, 2/2,
PP _438-84

' Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 40

9 PG, 86, 1877B1o-11 75 yap edrabaiperov 10U Adyov €idoTes

20 1t 1s worth noting that the same formula appears in ‘Against the Nestorians’,
cf PG 86, 1729B2-3 8e8608w ybp doot xard ouvwdpousy Here i1t 1s used by the
Nestorian adversary of Leontius who again makes his concession only for the sake
of the argument

2! Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p- 47, seems to have an exaggerated 1dea of
the ‘thought police’ under Justiman.
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he takes 1t for granted that Leontius wrote under Justinian.??

In doing this, Richard feels justified because he beheves he has
already dated Leontius to before 5350 through the reference to
John of Scythopolis.?® As we have already seen, however, this
terminus ante quem cannot be sustained. As a consequence,
Richard’s argument is no longer conclusive since we can now
equally suppose that Leontius wrote at a considerably later time
when the controversy had already calmed down.

This alternative explanation can be supported by a comparison
between Leontius’ ‘Against thec Monophysites’ and the series of
Monophysite aporiai in actzo VI of the anonymous treatise
De sectis which was written in the years between 381 and 608.%*
Among these aporiar we agan find the accusation that some of
the participants of the synod of Chalcedon were heretics.”
Unlike Leontius the author of De Sectis undertakes to defend
the orthodoxy of Theodoret and Ibas by stressing that both
authors anathematized Nestorius. When we look at his sub-
sequent argument, however, 1t is immediately apparent that he
does not toe Justinian’s line for he freely admits that Theodoret
did not reject his own previous writings against Cyril and that
Ibas did not condemn Theodore of Mopsuestia because nobody,
not even Cyril, asked them to do s0.%® Justinian 1s only referred
to tn another aporia where the Monophysites argue that his con-
demnation of Theodoret and Ibas proves that Chalcedon accepted
heretics as participants. Surprisingly, in his answer the author
of De Sectis does not even bother to correct this obvious mis-
representation of Justinian’s posmon.27 Instead, he quite openly
explains that this condemnation was not justified in 1tself but
that 1t constituted a politically motivated and eventually abortive

2 This 1s especially obvious when Richard rules out that Leontius could have
written ‘some years later’ than 544, ¢f Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 47
‘or cette attitude, aisée avant 544 est devenue dangereuse dés la publication de
I’édit contre les Trois-Chapitres et parfaitement intenable quelques années plus
tard ' After this he refers to pope Vigilius (+353)

3 Indeed, he mntroduces the argument of the ‘Three Chapters’ expressly to
narrow the timespan defined by John’s episcopate, ¢f Richard, ‘Léonce de
Jérusalem’, p 44 This must be borne in mind when one reads Richard’s very
decided conclusion that 1t would be ‘strictement impossible de descendre au dela
de 548’, cf Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem, p. 47

2 For the dating of De Sectis, f Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus, 22, p 317,
cf PG, 86, 1232C

3 PG, 86, 1236D1-3

26 pgG, 86, 1236D3-237B13

%7 Jusuman only condemned writings of Theodoret and Ibas while at the same
time contending that the two authors had distanced themselves from them
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attempt to win over the Monophysites.?® This shows clearly that
at the end of the sixth century Justinian’s actions regarding the
“T'’hree Chapters’ were already considered a dead letter.

What 1s even more important, however, 1s that at one point the
author of De Sectis states: ‘But even 1f we concede that there were
obviously heretics present they should not reject the synod’.?’
This 1s followed by the argument that there had also been heret-
ical participants at Nicaea which was nevertheless universally
accepted as valid.’® It is obvious that this constitutes an exact
parallel to Leontius’ reasoning in ‘Against the Monophysites’. In
De Sectis this passage has its place after the rather tortuous demon-
stration of the orthodoxy of Theodoret and Ibas at the time of
the council. Thus, 1t functions as a second line of defence on
which the author of De Sectis can fall back if his first proof 1s
not accepted. From there 1t is only one step to Leontius who
only retains the second stronger argument and omits the previous
discussion except for the statement that the Monophysite accusa-
tion could be easily refuted. Even that, however, is hardly more
than lip-service for 1t 1s evident that he does not think the argu-
ment worth the trouble when he justifies 1ts omission by saying
that ‘we do not want to draw out the defence unnecessarily’
The similarities between De Sectis and ‘Against the Monophys-
ites’ are best accounted for when we assume that both authors
were near contemporaries who had come to be equally disillu-
sioned at the efficacy of the line of argument that had been defined
during the reign of Justinian 2 Far from disproving 1t, Leontius’
cavalier treatment of the question of heretical participants at
Chalcedon therefore ties in well with Loofs’s dating to which
I shall now turn.

Loofs’s first argument is based on the references to the
‘heresy of the Jacobites’ and to the ‘beliefs of Jacob’ found
in the narrative of a miracle at the end of ‘Against the

B pG, 80, 1237D7-16, cf esp 14 xatéd Twe oixovopiav A

¥ PG, 86, 1237B14-15 €l 8¢ xai Sdpev 87e pavepds Hoav aiperixol obror 008 obrws
Gderov dmoBadrecBar Ty abrvodov

30 pG, 86, 1237C1—4, which corresponds to Leontius, PG, 86, 1880C

3 pg, 1877B10-11 70 yap ebxabalperov Toi Abyou €ibbres els pixos THv amoloyiav
éxTeivew mepirTads ot BovAduefa

32 The similarities are not hmuted to this aporia but extend to the disposition of
the matenal since 1n both texts we find the same distinction into ‘logical’,
‘patnistic’, and ‘historical’ arguments Cf De Sectis, PG, 86, 1233C1—4 Siédwper 8¢
abra Tpixf . . loTopikd ... &md ovddoyopwv  amé xphoewv, which corresponds to
the resumé 1n ‘Against the Monophysites’, PG, 86, 1876C é&nodexrinois
émiyepipuact  ypaducois 7 marpikois paptupiuase, which is followed by the last
‘historical’ section
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I\/Ionophysites’.33 As the name ‘Jacobites’ for the Syrian Mono-
physites only came into use with the establishment of a Monophys-
ite episcopate by Jacob Baradaeus (+578), Loofs concludes that
the text could not have received its present shape before the
last two decades of the sixth century.** In his article, Richard has
tried to refute this argument. He accepts that the passage contain-
ing the miracle must have been written 1n the late sixth or early
seventh century. He does, however, question 1its relevance for
the dating of the treatise by maintaining that the miracle was
not part of the original text but was added to it by a later reader **

As Richard concedes, there 1s nothing extraordinary about the
appearance of such a narrative in the context of the last section
of ‘Against the Monophysites’. There Leontius attempts to refute
the assertion of his adversaries that the miracles of their holy
men constitute proof of the orthodoxy of their beliefs.*® As the
Plerophoriae of John Rufus bear witness, the Monophysites used
extensive collections of miracles to make this point.>” Therefore
Leontius could well have reinforced his refutation of such an
assertion by appending a similar story.>8

This 1s, however, exactly where Richard finds fault. He argues
that the particular narrative that appears at the end of ‘Against
the Monophysites’ does not fulfil its function of 1illustrating
Leontius’ argument and that it therefore cannot go back to the
author himself.>® In order to understand this criticism 1t 1s neces-
sary to give the gist of the story. A Chalcedonian actor 1s captured
by Monophyvsite Saracens who mistake him for a priest and order
him to perform the eucharist. God then sends a fire which con-
sumes the altar so that the Saracens are reassured in their belief
that the actor 1s a priest and set him and his fellow-captives

33 PG, 86, 1900C14 &x s Tdv "lakwBirdv aipéoews, PG, 86, 1901A1 oide Tois
*laxwBov dpoviuacw mpoxatetAnupévo

3* Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, p 182

35 Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem, p 30 ‘1l est aisé d’en expliquer I'insertion par
un lecteur de la fin du Vie ou du début du Vlle siécle’

36 pG, 86, 1896B12-C3

37 Jean Rufus, évéque de Maiouma, Plérophories Témognages et révélations
contre le concile de Chalcédoine, ed and tr F Nau, Patrologia Orientalis, 8 (Pars,
1911), p 1

38 A similar Chalcedonian refutation 1s found in the twentieth Quaestio of
Anastastus of Sinai (dating to the late seventh century), where we also find a
narrative of the miracles of a heretic, 1n this case a Macedonian bishop of Cyzicus,
cf Quaestiones et Responsiones, 20, PG, 8¢, 521D7-3A10

3% Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 47: ‘ce texte s’accorde si mal avec les
données du reste de I'ouvrage qui’il suggeére tout de suite que cette finale a été
ajoutée aprés coup .’
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free.*° According to Richard, this story contradicts the conclu-
sions found in the immedately preceding passage. There,
Leontius had summed up his previous argument with the state-
ment ‘that the appearance of a miracle 1s not sufficient for the
discernment of what is accepted and forbidden by Christ’.*! To
underscore his point that the orthodoxy of the performer 1s not
the only possible explanation for a miracle he then gives an
exhaustive list of alternative reasons for a miracle: ‘for this
happens often, either for the purpose of (sc. bringing about) the
more correct faith of him who will receive the benefit rather
than for the purpose of (sc. bringing about) the (sc. more correct
faith) of him who bestows (sc. the benefit), or for the reassurance
of the onlookers in a simpler piety and sometimes also according
to a more general benefit’.*? Richard’s first argument that there
1s no ‘more general benefit’ in the narrative can be immediately
dismissed since the liberation of the captives clearly constitutes
such a benefit.** His next objection 1s less easily refuted. Richard
points out that the story fails to illustrate the second and much
more mmportant case i Leontius’ list 1.e. that a miracle may
lead to the more orthodox belief of those who benefit from it.
He criticizes that the intervention of God rather has the effect
of reassuring the Saracens in their heretical Jacobite faith and
that consequently there 1s no ‘moralité’ 1n this story.** This is
indeed startling, but nevertheless it can be shown to fit in with
Leontius’ argument Richard has overlooked that Leontius distin-
guishes between two cases: he not only says that a miracle may be
brought about to induce ‘a more correct faith’ in the beneficiaries,
but also mentions ‘a simpler piety’ as an alternative.*> In order to

40 pG, 86, 1900A9-Cr1

1 pG, 86, 1897D5-1900A2 cages dpa ws odk dpkel mpds Stakpiow T Eyvwopévwy
wai areyvwopévwv Xpiord Badparos éudaveia

42 pG, 86, 1900A2-7 moAhdxts 1) 8td v Tol mewgopévou THY edepyeviov mioTw
dpBorépay pdddov 7 Ty Tov vepyolvros {sc v ebepyesiav niarw dpforépav) ywopévov
Toude {sc 106 fabparos) § Sia Ty Téw feardv els TH wpds evoéBeiav dmlovorépay
mAnpodopiar éviote 8¢ kal xori xowwdeeorépav xpeiav (after Richard, the edition 1n

npodop pav xp
PG has ypeias instead)

*3 This s especially odd as Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 30, has just called
the liberation ‘un avantage concret’

* Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 50. Richard further states that the actor 1s
a murderer, but this 1s not certain as we only hear that he was accused of revolt and
murder, c¢f PG, 86, 1900A11 Moreover, it would not contradict Leontius’ point
that a miracle can be independent from the personal qualities of 1ts performer

*5 “T'here1s a clear opposition between wiorw dpforépav and edaéBerar dmdovarépar.
This meaning 1s not conveyed in the translation given by Richard, ‘Léonce

Y g Y ’
. ) ‘ .
,

de Jérusalem’, p 48 ‘car souvent il (sc le miracle) a heu soit pour le bien de celu
qui doit étre convaincu surtout en vue d’une foi plus droite ou par celu du
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understand the meaning of this distinction, we need to go back to
an earlier chapter of the treatise where Leontius deals with
the problem of heresy. There he expresses his belief that only
those heretics to whom the ‘word of truth’ has shown itself and
who have then intentionally closed their ears to 1t will be con-
demned at the last judgement whereas ‘those who have been led
astray will not be judged as impious even if they adhere to a
wrong belief’.*® There can be no doubt that Leontius refers to
this latter case when he mentions ‘a simpler piety’ as one of the
reasons for miracles. And this point duly finds its illustration
in the miracle 1tself when we are told with great insistence that
neither the actor nor the Saracens had a clear knowledge of
their brand of Christianity and that they were therefore not cap-
able of making judgements about theological correctness.*’ We
can conclude that the absence of the kind of ‘moralité’ which
was expected by Richard 1s in fact the best proof that the miracle
1s part of the original text, since 1t 1s in keeping with Leontius’
general broadmindedness regarding Christian beliefs. Indeed,
the correspondence of the last passage of the miracle with the
previous discussion about heresy 1s so close that these remarks
must have been added by Leontius himself even if he made use

thaumaturge ou encore pour celui des témoins, en vue d’une plus franche assurance
dans la p1été’ Oddly enough, Richard translates Leontius’ roi meigopévov with ‘de
celur qui doit étre convaincu’ as 1if 1t were the future of meiflesfar and not of mdoyew
although the latter meaning 1s required by the juxtaposition with 705 évepyoivros As
a consequence 1n his translation rof metoopévov 1s dependent on ray edepyeoiav
(which then 1n turn refers directly back to 8:.4) All this 1s, however, clearly
impossible as the correct sequence 1s 8ia iy wiorw dpforépar Tob meroopévov TV
ebepyeaiav followed by the parallel but very elliptical 8 i {miorw dpforépav) rod
&vepyoitvros (riv ebepyeaiav) the two elements being hinked through pdMov % “more
than’ (which Richard wrongly translates as ‘surtout ou’) Because of these
fundamental mistakes, Richard has not seen that eloéBeiav damovorépar 1s
introduced as an alternative to niorw épforépav and therefore has wrongly translated
amdovorépav with “plus franche’ and not with ‘plus narve’, besides relating 1t to
mAnpogopiav and not to edoéferav (although in his summary of the miracle he stresses
the ‘naive bonne volonté’ of the Saracenes, whom he calls ‘des gens pieux’)

4 PG, 86, 1892C2-D3 ofrws ToApduey Aéyew dis €l kai xaxds Tavra éxeivor
¢povoiev oi owvamaybuevor  obd kataxpilffoovrar doéfetav .

*7 The Saracens were not only 1ignorant themselves but had been proselytized by
equally ignorant Jacobites, PG, 86, 1900D3-5 Cf also the case of the actor who
belonged to the Chalcedonians only insofar as he attended their services, PG, 86,
1900C11-13 Moreover, there 1s a strong similarity between the phrase used in
the miracle and the point about the ‘naive piety’ in the list of possible reasons
for miracles, cf PG, 86, 1900A5-6 mpés Beardv. mAnpodopiav, and PG, 86,
1900C5-7 xai olrw d¢bévre 7% repaotiw mAnpodopnlévres
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of an already existing story.48 As 1t 1s in this context that the two
references to the Jacobites appear, Loofs’s assertion that they are
an integral part of the treatise is completely vindicated.*

On the strength of these references, Loofs then argues that
‘Against the Monophysites’ must be dated to the time after
580.%° In favour of this argument one can point out that only
from the early seventh century onwards the name ‘Jacobite’
came to be preferred to ‘Severite’ by the Chalcedonans.®’ Never-
theless, there are indications that 1t had already been coined 1n
the decade prior to the death of Jacob Baradaeus in 578.52 Even

*8 PG, 86, 1900C11-1A2 All the other arguments brought forward by Richard
to prove his point are hairsphiting, e g when he argues that there 1s a clear break in
the text, cf Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 47, °‘le point de suture saute
immédiatement aux yeux (1900Ag)’ This refers to the end of the list of possible
reasons for miracles in PG, 86, 1900A6-¢ é&viore 8¢ xai kard xowwdelearépay xpeias
Ths kaTq Kawpov 1) Toémov Umd Beot wai Sia Tou oloudimoTe T mapbvTwy émiredovuévou,
and the beginning of the narration which immediately follows 1t 1n 1900Ag—10 &
Tois youv xal’ fuds {orépyrar ypovois kai Témors The transition could not be more
natural and Richard can only call this a ‘phrase de transition artificielle’ because he
has already made up his mind that the miracle cannot belong to the original text

*® These references are phrased 1n such a way that they underhne the same 1dea
of unreflected adherence to a creed, cf the verb mpoxaralaufévecfa: ‘to be caught
before’, which Leontius uses to describe how the Saracenes had become Jacobates,
PG, 86, 1091A1 oi8e Tois 'Taxdfov ppovipacy mpoxatetdnuuévor, which has the same
meaning as ovvamdyeofas i the earlier passage, and also the following adverb
‘without testing’, PG, 86, 1091A1 é&Bacavicrws, which takes up the previous
discussion about the ‘testing’ of the various faiths, ¢f PG, 86, 1890A6 Bacavigopey

50 1.oofs, Leontius von Byzanz, p 182 ‘Die Erwahnung der ’lakwBitav aipeois
und ithres Begrunders Jacobus (Baradeus, Bischof von 543-573) weist, da Jacobus
Baradeus hier weit eher als eine GroBe der Vergangenheit erscheint, denn als ein
Haretiker der Gegenwart, mindestens in die letzten beiden Jahrzehnte des sechsten
Jahrhunderts° On Jacob Baradaeus, cf W Hage, ‘Jakobitische Kirche’,
Theologische Realenzyklopadie, 16 (Berlin, New York, 1987), pp 474-85, with
secondary literature

! In the first half of the seventh century, Leontius of Neapolis speaks 1n his Lafe
of Symeon of Emesa only of Severites, cf Léontios de Néapols, Vie de Syméon le
fou et Vie de Jean de Chypre,ed A ] Festugiére and L. Rydén (Paris, 1974), 80 21
aipeTinds T dreparwy Zevmpirdv The earliest reference given in Lampe’s Patristic
Lexicon 1s that to the Pandektes of Antiochus Monachus (written after 614) where
both terms are used side by side, ¢f Homilia 130, PG, 89, 1848C Zevnpiavoi xai
’laxwBirac Later on the term also occurs 1in Anastasius of Sinai, Viae dux, and John
of Damascus, Contra Jacobitas

52 According to the spurious life of Jacob Baradaeus which was later appended
to the Lives of the Eastern Saints of John of Ephesus, the term Jacobites for the
Monophysites of Syna first came 1nto use 1in the 370s with the schism between
them and the Monophysites of Egypt (the ‘Theodosians’) Cf John of Ephesus,
Lives of the Eastern Sants, ed and tr E W Brooks, part 3, (Patrologia Onientalis,
19, 2, 1923), 256 [602]. Moreover, one can point out that although Jacob began his
mussion to ordain Monophysite bishops 1n 542, he only became a prominent figure
after ¢ 550 since the vast majority of these ordinations are dated to the vears
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s0, however, the reference to the Jacobites still suffices to disprove
Richard’s terminus ante quem.

Loofs’s second argument is also based on a passage from the
last section of ‘Against the Monophysites’. This passage 1s found
at the beginning of Leontius’ discussion of miracles and therefore
belongs to a_g)art of the text whose authenticity 1s not questioned
by Richard *° In order to refute the Monophysite assertion that
miracles are a valid criterion for orthodoxy, Leontius points
to the existence of wonderworkers among those Christians who
were considered heretics by both Monophysites and Chalcedon-
1ans and says that ‘Arians perform miracles ..until now among
the Lombards, and Nestorians among the Persians’.’* From
this statement, Loofs concludes that 568 must be the terminus
post quem for Leontius since 1n that year the Lombards first
entered Italy. Then he adds the further surmise that a date after
¢ 580 1s even more likely, as the reference to wonderworkers sug-
gests that the Lombards had already permanently established
themselves 1n ITtaly.>®

In his article, Richard has eschewed a proper discussion of
this point so that one can easily overlook that it 1s in fact an even
stronger argument against his dating of Leontius than the ment-
1on of the Jacobites. He merely points to a remark made by Loofs
that a reference to the Lombards would already have been pos-
sible during the reign of Justinian. This allows him to state that
such a reference does not contradict his own terminus ante quem
of 544.°° A comparison with Loofs’s text shows clearly that
Richard can only come to this conclusion because he has mis-
represented a very cautious statement in_which Loofs only con-
siders the very last years of Justinian.’” Moreover, Loofs was
hardly justified in casting doubts on his own previous conclusions.
While it 1s true that Justiman’s diplomats forged links with the
Lombards as allies against the Ostrogoths it is highly unlikely

between 353 and 566, of E Honigmann, Evéques et évéchés Monophysites d’ Aste
antérieure au Vie siécle (CSCO, 127, Subsidia, 2, Louvain, 1951), p 172

53 Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p 48

5% PG, 86, 1896C9-11 ’Apeavol . péxpt viv &v AoyyoBépdos rxai Neoropiavoi mapa
nésaoal.s motovoe Tde fadpara

5 Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, p 183

56 Richard, ‘Léonce de Jérusalem’, p. 51 ‘Loofs ajoute encore que la mention
dans le Contra Monophysitas des Lombards, quoique explicable au temps de
Justinien, évoquent cependent une date plus tardive Il nous suffit qu’il reconnaisse
que cette mention ne constitue pas une difficulté insurmontable pour notre thése ’

7 Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, p 183 ‘Die Erwahnung der Franken und der
Longobarden passt, obwohl sie allenfalls auch schon in Justiman’s Zeit erklarlhich
ware, dennoch entschieden besser in die Zeit nach ca 580"’
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that they would have come into the view of an ordinary citizen like
Leontius of Jerusalem while they still lived in what is now Hun-
gary and Northern Yugoslavia 8 In the 530s and 540s a much
more obvious choice for Leontius to make his point would have
been the equally Arian Vandals or Goths.>® Therefore, the arrival
of the Lombards in Italy in 568 must be retained as terminus post
quem for ‘Against the Monophysites’.

Loofs has also attempted to establish a terminus ante quem for
Leontius of Jerusalem. He first draws attention to the narrative
at the end of ‘Against the Monophysites’ in which we are
told about the encounter between the Chalcedonian actor and
the Jacobite Saracens in the deserts near the ‘barbaric limes’.®°
From this scenario he infers that the narrative must predate the
conquest of Palestine by the Arabs in 638 or even that by the
Persians 1n 614. Since Leontius states that the story happened
‘in our time’, Loofs then proposes 640 or possibly already 620
as terminus ante quem for ‘Against the Monophysites’ ¢! Of these
two dates, the earlier one must be definitely ruled out since after
the retreat of the Persians in 628-30, the Eastern provinces saw
a return to the old order and there is no reason why this event
could not have taken place in the early 630s.%% It is less likely
that the story could have happened after the end of that decade,
as Christianity among the Arab nomads does not seem to have
survived the Muslim conquest.f’3 However, the year 640 cannot
be regarded as the latest possible date for the adaptation of
the narrative by Leontius since the statement ‘in our time’ 1s
too indefimite to allow such a conclusion.

8 Cf F E Wozmak, ‘Byzantine Diplomacy and the Lombard-Gepidic wars’,
Balkan Studies, 20 (1979), pp 139-58, esp p 148, where the entry of the
Lombards into Roman territory in the Balkans 1s dated to 545/6 One can also point
out that 1n the 530s the Lombards had only just been converted to Christianity

59 1t 1s worth noting that only after 587, when the Visigoths in Spain were
converted to Catholicism, the Lombards were the only Arians Leontius could
point to

% PG, 86, 1900A10-11 & rais xatd 75 BapBapikdv Aeyduevov Ayurdv épuos
Leontius probably means the limes of Palestine because he speaks of 1t as ‘in our
area’, cf 1900A8

81 PG, 86, 1900A7-8 &v rois xal’ Huds xpévors Cf Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz,
pp. 182—3 ‘daher sind die Schlussausfuhrungen in die Zeit zwischen ca 380 und
[640 oder vielmehr] ca 620 zu setzen’

%2 Cf. 1 Shahid, Byzantum and the Arabs in the Sixth Century, vol 1
(Washington, D C, 1993), p 650 In his book Shahid does not mention the
narrative at the end of ‘Against the Monophysites’

3 1 Shahid, ‘Art Ghassan’, in Encyclopedia of Islam, vol 2 (Leiden, London,
1903), p 1021.
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Loofs’s second argument 1s based on Leontius’ silence regard-
ing the discussion about Monenergism and Monotheletism. He
concludes that this suggests a date not much later than 633/4 when
Patriarch Sophronius of Jerusalem started the controversy. To
this conclusion one could, however, object that Leontius may
have consciously avoided mentioning the debate.®* Therefore a
certain terminus ante quem can only be derived from Leontius’
reference to the existence of Arian wonderworkers among the
Lombards. Such a reference would no longer have been pos-
sible after the end of the seventh century, when the Longobards
were converted to catholicism.®®

Through a vindication of Loofs’s arguments, we have thus
been able to establish the years between 568 and ¢.680, or pos-
sibly those between c.380 and ¢ 640, as the time during which
Leontius could have written his Against the Monophysites’. In
the remainder of this article, I shall introduce new evidence
which may allow us to narrow this timespan. I shall discuss
two passages from Leontius’ second and much more unwieldy
treatise ‘Against the Nestoritans’, which has not been used for
establishing a date so far.%¢

Before we can embark on the interpretation it 1s, however,
necessary to make some remarks about the structure of this text.
In 1ts present condition it consists of seven books which are in
turn divided into chapters. In each chapter Leontius quotes a
statement from a Nestorian treatise and then pits his own Chalced-
onian interpretation agamst 1t.°” The first of the passages which
I shall discuss 1s part of one of these quotations Consequently
the information we can extract from 1t will first give us a date
for the Nestorian treatise from which it 1s taken and then also pro-
vide a terminus post quem for Leontius’ text in which 1t 1s quoted.

The passage 1s found 1n the eighth chapter of the third book
of ‘Against the Nestorians’.%® There, the Nestorian explains how
the name of ‘son of God’ must be understood when 1t 1s applied

% After all, in his Typos of 648, the Emperor Constans had forbidden discussion
of the question Cf G Ostrogorsky, Gescluchte des Byzantimischen Staates,
Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaften, 12, 1, 1 (Munich, 1963%), p 99

85 J Jarnut, Geschichte der Langobarden (Stuttgart, 1982), pp 66-71.

6 I am grateful to Prof F Tinnefeld for having alerted me to the sigmificance of
this passage for the question of dating
This structure was recognized by L. Abramowski, ‘Nestorianischer Traktat’,
PP_43—4

It must, however, be noted that the quotation found in the eighth chapter of
the third book 1s untypical Usually Leontius starts each chapter with a clearly
marked statement from the text of his adversary Here, however, he loses patience
with the strait-jacket he has thus imposed on himself and deviates from this
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to the human being Christ. He states that the sonship of Christ 1s
effected through ‘adoption’ and that 1t 1s therefore not fundament-
ally different from the sonship of all other Christians, which is
based on a conferral of divine grace.69 At the same time, however,
he stresses that in the case of Christ this title indicates an honour
which is far superior to that of all other Christians. The point of
his argument is to show that even if one accepts that the man
Christ has a privileged position, 1t 1s not necessary to assume a
‘natural composition’ with the divine Word to account for 1t as
the Chalcedonians do.”® In this context we are told that Christ
‘has some other gifts of his own which is why he 1s called only-
begotten by the Father’ and that ‘these are firstly that he was sep-
arated and chosen from all visible and invisible creatures when, at
the moment of his comin% to be, he also received the dignity of
being son through grace’.”” This statement 1s 1llustrated by a com-
parison: ‘As a son of an emperor (sc 1s chosen) when, after he has
been born “in the purple” or while he is still in the womb, he 1s
crowned (sc. in which latter case) the mother is girded with the
crown, as often happens’.”?

Although the grammar is somewhat awkward, the meaning
1s easily understood. The text refers to the fact of a son being
crowned emperor during the reign of his father as one with which
Leontius’ readers would be familiar. This immediately rules

practice In the middle of his refutation, he complains that his adversary does not
limit himself to making his own case but continually anticipates possible objections
and thus deliberately confuses his opponents, PG, 86, 1625D1—-10 Leontius then
proceeds to remedy this problem by presenting the Nestorian position 1n a more
‘coherent’ fashion, PG, 86, 1625D11-15 For the following reasons we can,
however, conclude that he faithfully represents the text of the Nestorian treatise
and merely omits those parts which he considers unnecessary (a) The contents of
his summary 1s 1n keeping with the Christology of his adversary, cf esp the
gquotation 1in PG, 86, 1621C8-11 (b) The summary 1s followed by lL.eontius’
refutation where he refutes the christological statement which 1s 1llustrated by the
example, cf esp PG, 86, 1632D1-7

* PG, 86, 1628D1-9Cy

" Therefore he concludes that ‘even those who speak about a coming to
existence of Christ through a composition between the Word and the Man cannot
give more to him’ than the privileges he menuons, cf PG, 86, 1629Bg-11 rofrwr
8¢ otidev mAéov adTd mote mapéfovaw ol auvbéoer Aéyovtes Tob Abyou kat Tob dvlplmou Tov
Xpiorov ddeordvar A

"V PG, 86, 1629A1-5 Erepa Exe: tSia xaplopara ¢ v kai povoyevis Té matpi épphbn
o7t 8¢ Tavra wpdroy pév 87t &k mhvTwy SpaTdw kal Gopdrwy kTiopdTwy dddpiorar Kal
eleidexTal Gpa @ elvas rai THv Tov elvar vids déiav AaBdw xéprre

2 PG, 86, 1629A3-8 domepel Tis vids Baoéws {sc eidextar) &l mopdipa TexBeis
7 ére xvodpevos v pufTpa oredlbeis dalwwvupéims Tov arédavov Tis unTpds Smep yiverar
moAdanis Despite the aorist participle oredfeis, the present tense 1s used in the
translation as 1t 1s required by 8mep yivera
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out the text having been written in the reigns of Anastasius I
(491—-318), Justin I (518-27), Justinian (527-653), Justin II
(565-78), and Tiberius II (578-82), ,as these emperors were
etther childless or only had daughters Only 1n 590 do we find
a case that fits the description given by the Nestorian. In that
vear the emperor Maurice (582—602) crowned his first son the
‘purple-born’ Theodosius, who was then four years old.”* But
590 cannot be regarded as termunus a quo since the Nestorian
also states that these ceremonies were something ‘which often
happens’.”> This statement presupposes that in his time the
honour must already have been conferred on a number of chil-
dren. Of Maurice it is known that he had five more sons.”®
If 1t could further be shown that he had them crowned we
would be justified 1n establishing c.600 as terminus post quem.
This, however, 1s not possible as the sources only inform us
about the coronation of his eldest son.”” Only with Heraclius
(6ro—41) are we on safe ground since it 1s well known that he
crowned not only his first-born, Heraclius the New Constantine,
but also his older sons by his second wife Martina.’ 8 Nevertheless,
a dating to the end of Maurice’s reign cannot be ruled out

73 An earlier date can be excluded as the Nestorian repeatedly refers to the
‘Severites’ as a well-defined christological faction, ¢f eg his criticism in the
twenty-second chapter of the first book that the Chalcedomians speak about a
‘natural union’ and therefore are not different from ‘those around Severus’, PG, 80,
1488Cy rovs mepi ZePiipov Thus, the Nestorian was writing after Severus became
Patriarch of Antioch 1n 512 See also Abramowsky, ‘Nestorianischer Traktat’, p 40,
who argues that the Nestorian was a contemporary of Leontius

* For the birth and coronation of Theodosius, ¢f Theophanes, Chronographa,
1, ed C de Boor (Leipzig, 1883), 254 24~5, 267 26-8 The only previous cases of
sons of Byzantine emperors who were born ‘in the purple’ and then crowned
during the hife-time of their fathers were those of Honorius (born 384, crowned
393) and of Theodosius 11 (born jo1, crowned j02), cf Dagron, ‘Nés dans la
pourpre’, Travaux et Mémorres, 12 (1994), pp 105—45, esp pp 108~y These cases
could, however, hardly have been referred to as contemporary by the Nestorian
author

S PG, 86, 1029A7-8 dmep yiverar moAddxis

¢ Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, ed de Boor, 290 1-2

For the coronation of Maurice’s first son Theodosius c¢f G Ostrogorsky,
Geschtchte des byzantinischen Staates, p 68

8 Birth of Heraclius the New Constantine on 3 May 612 and coronation on 25
December of the same year, cf Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, ed de Boor, 300 7-8,
14-16 Heraclius’ first son from his second wife Martina, who was also called
Constantine, was made caesar (xaioap) in the year after his birth in 013, cf
Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, ed de Boor, 301.6-7, 18-19 Significantly,
Herachus also had his eldest daughter Epiphama, his first child by Eudocia,
crowned empress (abyovora) a few months after her birth, cf 299 19-20, and
300 12~14
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with certainty because the scarcity of the evidence precludes
an argumentum e silentio.”®

There is, however, another aspect of the example which may yet
allow us to overcome this impasse. The author of the Nestorian
treatise not only speaks about coronations which take place after
the child has been born, but also mentions a strange procedure
by which the crown 1s put like a belt around the womb of the
pregnant empress.®® The choice of this ceremony again finds 1ts
explanation 1n the exigencies of the comparison. It has the advant-
age of being even closer to the moment of conception and 1s there-
fore especially suited to illustrate the belief that in the case of
Christ the dignity of being son was conferred at the time of his
creation. For this second ceremony there are no parallels 1n the
historical sources for Maurice and Heraclius, which only
mention coronattons taking place some time after the birth of
the children.®! This may, however, not create an nsurmount-
able obstacle to the proposed date as the two kinds of rituals
are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The Byzantine historians
record official acts performed by patriarchs whereas a prenatal
crowning is clearly something provisional, since the child could
always have been a girl in which case the ceremony would have
been invalid. Therefore 1t may well have been followed by a later
‘proper’ coronation.

When we consider the case of Maurice, we are in the fortunate
position of possessing a detailed account of the birth of his first
son Theodosius by the contemporary author John of Ephesus.82
In this text no prenatal crowning 1s mentioned. This is signi-
ficant as John gives special attention to the strategies by which
the emperor tried to establish his son’s claim to the succession.
From John’s account 1t is obvious that these strategies were
exclusively based on the fact that Theodosius had been born

7% A coronation of his younger sons might be inferred from the testament of the
vear 597, in which Maurice divided the empire among his sons, ¢f Theophylactus
Simocatta, Historiae, ed C de Boor, corr P Wirth (Stuttgart, 1972), 7 11 5—10,
305 25-300 13 Cf Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des byzantimschen Staates, p 68

The paruciple Sialwvvupévys in combination with the preceding é&v p9rpe
imphies the use of a ‘belt’ ({&w) or ‘loin-cloth’ (8ialdorpa)

8! There seem to be no references to prenatal coronations 1 any other Byzantine
text For ceremonies at the birth of sons of emperors in the Middle Byzantine
period, cf Treitinger, Ostromische Kaiser- und Reichsidee, pp 108-¢9

82 Johannes Ephesenus, Historiae ecclesiasticae pars tertia, tr E. W Brooks,
CSCO, 106, Scriptores Syri1, 55 (Louvain, 19352), 5 14 199 30-200 5
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‘in the purple’.®® In such a context an additional prenatal corona-
tion would have had no place and we can therefore be reasonably
sure that it was not performed.?*

Turning to the question of whether Maurice’s younger sons
could be regarded as candidates for such a coronation, we are
again confronted with the complete lack of data about them.
Therefore the only possible approach 1s to make inferences from
the available information. As we have seen, Maurice eventually
had his eldest son crowned. But even then he only gave him the
title but not a share in the power.?® All this implies that Maurice
made a very restricted use of the institution of co-emperorship.
If one wanted to maintain that he had his younger sons crowned
in the womb one would therefore have to assume a complete
volte-face within the last ten years of his reign. This would be
difficult to explain as the succession had already been secured
through the existence of a crowned heir and there was no need
for such an extraordinary measure. Thus we can conclude that,
even if they had been ‘officially’ crowned at a later date, the
younger sons of Maurice must be ruled out as candidates for a
prenatal crowning.

When we consider the evidence for Heraclius, we find that
the source material 1s very scanty and that it does not even give
us detailed information about his first-born, Heraclius the New
Constantine. It 1s, however, significant that, unlike Maurice,
Heraclius waited less than eight months after the birth of his
eldest son to have him crowned.®® As this 1s also the case with
his younger children, a pattern can be discerned to move the
coronation ever closer to the birth.}” It i1s obvious that these

83 John states that this even determined the choice of the name, since the last
emperor who had been born in the purple was Theodosius II, ¢f Johannes
Ephesenus, Histor:a ecclesiastica, tr Brooks, m1 5 14 200 53—16 See above, note 79

8% Moreover, 1t would be inexplicable why Maurice should then have warted
more than four years until the official coronation

8 Cf Chronicon Paschale, 1, ed L Dindorf (CB, Bonn, 1832), 691 14-15 See
also the contemporary chronicle of the Spamish abbot John of Biclaro, who
distinguishes between an earlier ceremony 1in which Theodosius was made caesar
and a later one in which he was made emperor, ¢f Th Mommsen, Chronica
minora, saec IV V VI VII, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, 11 (Berlin, 1894),
217 34, and 218.17 There 1s something experimental about the use of this
ceremony which 1s not surprising as i1t was an nnovation of Maurice. Maurice
himself had only been acclaimed caesar shortly before the death of his predecessor
Tiberius 11, cf. Theophanes, Chronographa, 1, ed de Boor, 252 10~12

86 Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des byzantimischen Staates, pp 8y—9o

87 See above, note 78 Cf. G Dagron, ‘Nés dans la pourpre’, p 112, and note 35
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shortened intervals provide a much more plausible context for
a prenatal crowning.

This interpretation can be substantiated when we take into
account that between the reigns of the two emperors the political
context had radically changed. The sixth century had been a
period of stability in which all rulers up to Maurice had been law-
fully appointed by their predecessors. When Herachus tried to
found a new dynasty the conditions were much more precarious,
for he had just ousted his predecessor Phocas, who had himself
been an usurper. The strange crowning in the womb referred to
by the Nestorian would tie in well with the situation at the begin-
ning of Herachus’ rei§n, as 1t suggests a considerable anxiety
about the succession.®® Thus we can conclude that the birth of
Herachus’ first son 1n 612 constitutes the most hkely terminus
post quem for the composition of the Nestorian treatise.

At this point, however, a caveat 1s necessary Although we have
only considered the two cases of Maurice and Heraclius, 1t must
be admatted that Heraclius 1s only the first possible candidate and
that his successors Constans II (641—68) and Constantine IV
(668-85) would also qualify because they also had sons who were
born and crowned while they were in office.®® Only then do
we reach the time which we have established as the latest possible
date for ‘Against the Monophysites’ and which must therefore
also be the terminus ante quem for the Nestorian treatise.

To corroborate the terminus post quem 612 and possibly also to
find a more definite terminus ante quem, 1 shall therefore discuss a
second passage from ‘Against the Nestorians’ which, unlike the
previous one, has Leontius himself as author. It 1s found 1n the
tenth chapter of the seventh book where Leontius tries, rather
ineffectually, to explain how one can say that God suffered
when only the human part was capable of suffering.’® Using the

88 It has been remarked in secondary literature that Heraclius used the
mstrument of co-emperorship 1n an unprecedented way, cf Ostrogorsky,
Geschichte des byzantimschen Staates, p 9o, and P Schremner, ‘Herakleios’,
Lexikon des Mauttelalters, 4 (Munchen-Zurich, 1989), pp 2140-1

89 Constans was only eleven years old when he became emperor. He had his
first-born, Constantine, crowned 1in 654 and his younger sons, Heraclius and
Tibenus, crowned 1n 659, ¢f Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des Byzantinischen Staates,
pp 93, 101 In his case, however, the evidence 1s even more scanty and we do not
possess certain information about how much time had passed between the birth
and the coronation of the sons The date of ¢.650 for Constantine’s birth found in
the secondary literature 1s not more than a guess, cf. A N Stratos, To Bvlavriov
orov ' alwva, 4 (Athens, 1972), pp 7, 10 Constantine IV (668-85) had two sons, cf
Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des Byzantimschen Staates, p 108

% PG, 86, 1768hA10-D3.
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analogy of the human compound of body and soul, he distin-
guishes between the following cases' (a) one can name one part
of the human compound to make a statement which can only
refer to the whole compound; (b) one can name the compound
and mean only one part; (c) one can name one component and
mean the other one.’’ All these cases are illustrated by examples.
The passage that is relevant to the question of dating 1s the
example for the last case' ‘As we say ‘“‘How many souls have been
slaughtered during the conquest of Jerusalem!” while only the
bodies (sc. have been slaughtered)’ °* It 1s not immediately appar-
ent which conquest of Jerusalem Leontius has in mind. As the
first two examples adduced by him can be identified as quotations
from the Bible,”® one may first think that he refers to the con-
quest by the Babylonians mentioned in the Old Testament or
to that by the Romans referred to in the Gospels. Such an inter-
pretation, however, causes problems as one would then expect
the conquerors to be identified. Moreover, 1t must be pointed
out that only at the beginning of his argument Leontius quotes
verses from the Bible. Then he changes his strategy and starts
to appeal to the experience of his audience. This 1s especially
evident 1n the example which immediately precedes the mention
of the conquest of Jerusalem: ‘As we say ... that such and such
a human bemg 1s conceited although (sc he is thus) only regard-
ing his soul’.” Here Leontius imvites his readers to substitute
a fitting name from among their own acquaintances. The change
in the choice of examples is clearly marked through the switch
from the impersonal formula ‘as 1t 1s said’ with which Leontius
introduces the quotations from the Bible to the personal ‘as we
say’ which he uses to identify what follows as statements of his
contemporaries 1n their everyday conversations.”> Therefore we
can conclude that Leontius refers to the conquest of Jerusalem
as an event of his time. This also explains why he does not specify
what conquest he means, for this would have been understood by
all his readers 1f 1t were the ‘talk of the day’. Within the timespan
which we have established for Leontius, the city of Jerusalem was

' PG, 86, 1768hBro-12

°2 PG, 86, 1768hC8 Qomep Aéyopev mboar Yuxal rarexbmnoav &v i) GAdoer
‘Iegoaot\ﬁp.wv kaitoL TG owuaTa uévov

3 These are Isa 40 5 and Gen 19 17, quoted in PG, 86, 1768hB13-C2 The
statement about the conquest of Jerusalem, however, is clearly not a quotation

* PG, 86, 1768hC3-6 Qomep papéy 1 WmAbdpwv avlpwmos 6 Beiva kaiTow pbvy
7 guxii This example 1s introduced as an 1llustration of Leontius’ second case

Cf domep 70 Aeyduevov (B13) and <J;anep> 76 eipyuévov (C1) on the one hand

and domep dapév (C3) and domep Aéyopuer (C7) on the other
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conquered twice, first in 614 by the Persians and then in 638 by
the Arabs. As the city surrendered to the Arabs without
bloodshed it must, however, be excluded that Leontius refers to
the later event °® The Persians, on the other hand, had been
extremely cruel and 1t 1s significant that in the account of the
conquest of 614 by the Sabbaite monk Strategius, we find a state-
ment which 1s very similar to that made by Leontius: ‘And
who could count the number of the dead who were killed in
Jerusalem!"”” Thus we arrive at a termunus post quem which
almost coincides with 612 as the year of the birth of Heraclius’
first son Constantine, whom we have 1dentified as the first
probable candidate for a prenatal coronation.

Moreover, 1t can be argued that the reference to ‘the’ conquest
without any further specification as to the conquerors suggests a
date before 638, since after that year it would have been necessary
to distinguish between the Persians and the Arabs. This would
fit in well with the terminus ante quem 630 suggested by Loofs.
To such a conclusion one could, however, object that the con-
quest by the Arabs was not bloody and that even after 638 it
would therefore still have been clear to a reader which of the
two events Leontius had in mind Consequently, we can only
repeat the result of the discussion of Loofs’s arguments and
state that the last years of the seventh century constitute a certain
terminus ante quem for Leontius.

At the end of this article the discussion can be summed up as
follows. A reassessment of the arguments brought forward by
Loofs and Richard has led to a vindication of Loofs’s dating of
Leontius’ ‘Against the Monophysites’ to after 570. New evidence
has then allowed us to date the Nestorian treatise quoted by
Leontius to after 612 and Leontius’ ‘Against the Nestorians’ to
after 614. Consequently Leontius of Jerusalem does not belong
to the era of Justiman, as was proposed by Richard and as has
been taken for granted by the scholars of the last fifty years.
Instead, he must be seen in the completely different context of the
seventh century. This opens the way for a new interpretation
which should concentrate on the innovative traits of Leontius’

% Cf Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des Byzantimischen Staates, p g2

%7 La prise de Jérusalem par les Perses en 614, tr. G Gantte, CSCO, 203,
Scriptores Iberict, 12 (Louvain, 1960), 19 6-8 Et quisnam poterit computare
multitudinem mortuorum qui nterfectt sunt win Ierusalem Cf also Ostrogorsky,
Gesclichte des Byzantimischen Staates, p 86
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theology rather than stressing the elements he has in common
with the authors of the mid-sixth century.98
Dirk KRAUSMULLER

% The ‘modernity’ of Leontius has already been recogmzed in secondary
hiterature, cf Uthemann, Defimtionen und Paradigmen, pp 359-60 ‘Seine
(sc Leontius von Jerusalems) Christologie 1st der erste Schritt in jene Richtung,
die zu Beginn des 7 Jahrhunderts als reichskirchlicher Monenergismus und dann
als Monotheletismus auftritt ’



