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LEONTIUS, PRESBYTER OF CONSTANTINOPLE, THE
AUTHOR OF PS. CHRYSOSTOM, IN PSALMUM 92 (CPG 4548)?*

BY

C. DATEMA AND P. ALLEN

Introduction

One of the most perilous problems which face us in the study of
homiletic literature is the quest for the author of a homily whose at-
tribution in the manuscript tradition is generally agreed to be wrong.
This problem occurs particularly in the voluminous corpus of ps.
Chrysostom writings. It is perfectly understandable that grave errors
should have been made in attempts to discover the author of homilies
which have been transmitted pseudonymously. A well-known example
of this is a study by B. Marx, who, despite the intuitive power which
he often exhibited, attributed numerous homilies of ps. Chrysostom to
Proclus, basing himself largely on style and vocabulary.! In the past
decades M. Aubineau, whose services to the study of Greek homiletic
literature are great, has warned against such a modus operandi more
than once, and has pointed out that a broader approach to the problem
is essential.? His warning notwithstanding, a new example of this
method has recently been made, where a scholar has taken exclusively
as his guide-line similarities of style and vocabulary. The work in ques-
tion is a book by M. Sachot, who incorporates into the homiletic oeuvre
of Leontius, presbyter of Constantinople, fourteen homilies which have
come down to us under such different names as Amphilochius,
Athanasius, Chrysostom, Timothy, presbyter of Jerusalem, and
Timothy, presbyter of Antioch.® In so doing he has saddled us, the
editors of Leontius’ homilies,* with the task of either giving these at-
tributions a solid base or else proving that they are unfounded. In this
article we shall treat one example in order to demonstrate how a method
such as that adopted by Sachot can fall short of its goal. For our pur-
poses we have selected a homily of ps. Chrysostom which bears the title
In psalmum 92, inc. *Ex t&v dptiws Hipiv napayvwadéviwv: PG 55,611-616
(CPG 4548, Aldama 102).
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CPG 4548

This homily falls into two parts: in the first part (611-614,4) the
homilist deals with the pericope which has just been read out, concern-
ing the multiplication of the loaves, and Jesus, who walks over the water
(Matth. 14,13-33); in the second part he treats Adam, who gives the
animals in Eden a name, and the banishment of Adam and Eve from
paradise (Gen. 2,18-3,24).

The attribution of CPG 4548 to Leontius is based by Sachot on the
following grounds. In Leontius and CPG 4548 we find similar turns of
phrase:

(a) (6t ... fixoveg dptieg to introduce a biblical text
(b) eBxaupov to introduce a biblical text

(c) o mAnpwbf 16 phoxov

(d) 6 @doxov pnrév

(e) dixove cuvetdds

(f) Yote yop mavreg capd

(g) ot 3¢ mévtwg elmely T

(h) 8vtwg used in justification

(i) 6 deomébng Xprotde

In addition Sachot points to a number of words which he finds
characteristic of both Leontius and the author of CPG 4548 unvbew,
yvwpilewv, mpooayopedewy, petépyealar, Epyeafon, and &mibr.’

Of almost all these expressions, however, it can be said that they are
not unique for Leontius, and the verbs mentioned by Sachot can be
disregarded altogether in this connection.® Therefore on these grounds
the attribution of CPG 4548 to Leontius cannot be justified. Further-
more, before a final verdict can be passed on the question of authentici-
ty, a picture must be formed of the textual transmission, in order to be
sure that one is not building on quicksand by having recourse only to
the text printed in Migne. A consideration of the textual transmission
is all the more obligatory now that it has become clear from the Clavis
Patrum Graecorum that there were several different versions of CPG
4548 in circulation.’

The number of manuscripts which transmit CPG 4548 in its entirety
is limited: up to the present we have a tally of eight.® Even a preliminary
inspection of the manuscript tradition provides a clarification of the
relationship between the two parts of which CPG 4548 is composed.
The end of the first part and the beginning of the second run as follows
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in PG 55, 614,2-11: "Eyo t@ ’Adap Smnpétnoa év 1@ mopadeiow: 8 éxel
uetiilov, xal Gde 0d mapartodpat.

“Eott 8¢ mévteg elmetv: tiva xal wéte 6 Bedg tov "Addp Sraxoviav wetiiiBev.
” Axoue guvetds. Kakodv yap dmotioa tiig Extng Nuépag Tig tehevtalog tod Beod
Snuovpyiag, v §) v énayyerlav émomedpuedo. Ad tobto yap 16 "Addp wéve
6 dnuiovpydg bmmpétnacey, 6uob xal dMuLovpYOV xad xovwvdy adtov AauBdvev
1@V fowtod xtiopdtwv. “lote mhveg capds ...

On the basis of this somewhat unfortunate text of Migne, we may
visualise the following context: the homilist wants to keep a promise he
made on the day when he preached on the sixth and last day of creation.
Thus we can situate this homily at the beginning of Lent, in that during
the Lenten period the Book of Genesis formed part of the regular
readings.® The abrupt transition from émoinodpefa to Awk tobvo is dif-
ficult, since the argumentation suggested by A tod7o is not to be found
in the text; nor does Aw totto point to what follows. But with the help
of the manuscript tradition we are in a position to bring about the
necessary corrections. The sentences “Eatt — émoinoéyefa can be chang-
ed to: "Eott 8 mdvtwg elmelv tva «Kal wérte 6 Bedg 16 "Addp Sraxovév
ueTiiAbev;» ~Axoue guvetdc. Kahov yop dmotioot to xpéog tiig Extng Npépog Tiig
tekevtaiag 100 Oeol novpyiog, év ) Ty énayyehiav énomoduedo. The prob-
lem associated with Awx tobto disappears if we follow the text of
Vaticanus gr. 800, where the text after dnutovpyiag runs: Einev 6 Oedg:
«Iovfowpuev dvBpwmov xat’ elxbva Auetépav xal xaf’ duolwav.» Oddapod to
dvépotov, o0dapolb Tt dvumdtaxtov, oddapold o woingov | noe. [Hoewpuev
elmev: wio N ovpuBoulie, émetdn wio ) éfovoio xol pio 9 &ix. Iotfowpev
dvBpwmov xat’ elxdvor Mpetépoy xal xab’ duolwaotv: pia 7 elxwv xal wd¢ 7
obata mapnAlayuévn; "Emt &AAng xtisews odx elmev 10 motfowuey 0d8apude.
“O1e olpavdg €xopupodto, odx elmev 10 motfowpev odpavév: Gte 7 Y7

éxpnmdolbto, obx elmev moufowpev Yiv — obdepia ydp obyxpialg odpavod
xol yfig® 8te 6 #hog dppatiatobro, odx elmev movowpev fhov. 'Ext 1@
GvBpdme tolvuy xeltan 0 morfiswuev dvbpwrnov, énedn adtd pbve Emiatedln
w0 tfic Ocopoppiog dxnAidwrov Fsomtpov: 7ToGto xal Teheutatov wdomg
Snuiovpylag tov dvBpwmov 6 Snutovpyds mapfyoyev. Ak todto xal t@ "Addu
uévew 6 dnpovpyde Smnpétnaey, Buotov xal dnutovpyod xod xowvdy AauBdvev
adTov v fawtod xtopdtwy (ff. 79 bisv-80).

Without a thorough-going study of the textual transmission of CPG
4548 it is difficult to assess the worth of the text offered by Vatic. gr.
800. Despite the numerous variants in the text of this manuscript, we
still have the impression that the addition just cited is authentic, even
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though it remains hard to explain why the addition is missing in all other
manuscripts. A comparison with the other manuscripts has shown us
that Vatic. gr. 800 is related to Hierosolymitanus S. Sabas 80, and
belongs to the same family as Vindobonensis theol. gr. 10 and to that
branch of the tradition from which BHG2 25q (see below) also derives.
It is worth noticing that Vaticanus gr. 800 is the manuscript in which
CPG 4548 begins with the words *Ayav aidéotpov tpdmefov mapéBnxev futv
6 dadrhig éotidtwp Xpiatde, borrowed from the homily of ps. Chrysostom
on the Transfiguration, edited by Sachot (CPG 4724), which must be
ascribed to Leontius: “Ayav aidéopuov fiutv 6 dadidng éotidtwp Xpratde xal
ofepov mpoébnxe tpdmelov.'”

Now that it is apparent that CPG 4548 is a homogeneous work it will
be easier to define the place of BHG2 25q, which Sachot thinks is
perhaps an ‘‘extrait’’ of CPG 4548.!' We are in a position to refine this
suggestion by showing that BHG? 25q is no more than the end of CPG
4548 (PG 55,614, 57-616,39), preceeded by the following introduction,
based on Gen. 2,15-17 *"Hxoloopev dpticg &yannrol, tiic Oelog ypagfic dua
Mawiaéws Aeyobong: Kod EAafev x6prog 6 Bedg tov dvBpwmov, Bv Enhacev, *Addu
xad EBeto adtov petd g Edac el tov mapdderaov tiic tpuefic dpydleston adtov
xol QUAGTTELY AéYov adtol: Amd mavtdg Edhov tob év 1@ mapadeiow pdyese,
&md 8¢ 100 EGAov 100 Yviaxew xaAdv xal movneov od pdyeade dn’ adtod: § &
&v Aépa pdynte &’ adtod, Havdtew dmobavelofe. Kol EAafev xbprog 6 Hede tov
&vBpwmov, dv Emdacey, xal €8eto adtov év @ mapadeiow pydleabor adtov xai
uAdttewy. "AAN 8pa pot dyammré, tov "Addu év SrthApatt Tov Tapddetcoy
Exovia midg ¢Eopotatov tod mapadeioov mapouxibpevov, o éwodv TiV
oupPovkiav tiic Yuvauxdg xai 80ev EEfABey, un madontan peppmduevog adtiic Ty
patatoBoukiav. Ti yap Empattev 6 "Aday ...

For the opening sentences of BHG?2 25q we do not need to look for
a separate source, as Carter'? wishes to do; these lines will have come
from the pen of the author who included the end of CPG 4548 in a
liturgical collection as a reading for the first Sunday in Lent. That
BHGa 25q is the conclusion of CPG 4548 is evident also from the text
transmitted by the former. With respect to CPG 4548, BHG2 25q ex-
hibits three omissions which beyond doubt were made consciously. Two
of the three omissions concern passages which for the redactor of
BHG? 25q did not seem relevant: 616,5-11 the rendez-vous which mar-
ried women sometimes have with their admirers near the graves of mar-
tyrs, and 616,21-26 where there is a reference to pericopes which recur
annually. The third case, the omission of 616,13-15 is purely a shorten-
ing of the exemplar.
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CPG 4548 and CPG 4562

Now that the relationship between CPG 4548 and BHG?2 25q has
become clear, we can examine the similarities between CPG 4548 and
a long homily of ps. Chrysostom In Genesim, PG 56, 525-538 (CPG
4562, Aldama 437). These similarities are also pointed out by Sachot,
who admits that he cannot account for them. Following the Clavis
Patrum Graecorum and Aldama he assumes that CPG 4562 is an
amalgam of three homilies, and, because of the occurrence in it of a few
expressions which he considers characteristic of Leontius, he puts for-
ward the supposition that one of the sources on which CPG 4562 is
based is possibly one or more of Leontius’ homilies on the same sub-
ject.'* This is all the more reason for us to explore carefully the relation-

ship between the two homilies. We find the following similarities:

CPG 4548 (PG 55, 611-616)
(1) 614, 49 §dov mubpéva

(2) 614, 50-51 ¢ yevésBar Tov
deamdTny doblov, ToV mavtdpymy
TPOSALTAY ...

(3) 614, 52-54 tov @i} suvtuyiy
xaf’ éxdatny 16 8ed cuvdratpl-
Bovta ¢ xhémty Omd dévdpov

CPG 4542 (PG 56, 525-538)
=532, 4-5

534, 47-48 i tov mavtdpyxny xaté-
STNOAS TPOSALTAY

532, 13-14 6 puhuxfj suvtuxia @ Bed
Sraheydevog o3¢ xAémtng Smd dévdpov
XPUTTOUEVOG

xpurtbuevoy

(4) 614, 58-60 Tt yap Erepov Empart-
tev 6 "Addp Ew tob napadelsov

533, 55-57 Tt yap Empattev 6 "Addp
#w 100 mapadeicov xabAuevoc; "Hv

Ty xatolxnow Exwv, oxdmTwy,

oxdmtov, petd xAawbuod dpyaldue-

xGpvewv, petaAledwy, Bwlo-
otpogdy, (OpdTL  mavroydBev
xataxhulbpLevog

(5) 614, 72-73 “Amb, yévau

(6) 614, 73 <i pov v &Bavasiav
¢0épioag

(7) 614, 73-74 i pov i Basthuxiy
aToATy Eoxtoug; v odx Spovag,

VOG, [LETH GTEVAYOD, (Op@TL Teplppeld-
pevog

534, 61-62 “Am &n’ duob, yovar
=534, 46

534, 50-51 =i pe tiv otoMv é£éduaag,
fiv odx Ebgavag

diéppnfag
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(8) 615, 4-5 Ilpo t00 ouvapBijvan
v Aow it

(9) 615, 5-6 Tb pév dpydx pévovoa
odx alabBévy ti¢ 68%vng (codd.)

(10) 615, 21 Cwih mposayopeubeioa
xal Bdvatog edpebeton

(11) 615, 24 1 v yuvouxdv 6b-
oTua

(12) 616, 9-11 IToAAdxig yap xad
xaTd TV poptipwv  duvioust

i &Betfioon T &Bepitoug

534, 58 mpo tiig cuvageiag Ty Abav
¢mlntd

534, 71-72 Xb depyidg pévousa ody,
0pdg ThV GUUPOPGY

534, 52-53 i {w1) mpocayopevBelon

Bévatog pot yéyovag;

=536, 4

536, 58-62 oduvbovst ... Tob A

&Betiioat g Muoapds adT@Y npo’zEe_Lg

538, 12 mpdéerg &Bepizoug

npdfe

Apart from the verbal similarities, we notice in particular that the
conclusion of CPG 4548 is a résumé of the second part of the ending
of CPG 4562. The homilist of CPG 4548 differentiates briefly (PG 55,
616,13-20) between modest, chaste women and licentious ones. As ex-
amples of the former group he cites the virgin Maria, Susanne, Sarah
and Rebecca; the second groups is represented by Eve, the Egyptian
woman (i.e. the woman who tried to seduce Joseph; in CPG 4562 she
is specified as such), Delilah and Jezebel. In CPG 4562 (PG 56,
536-538), which is much more copious than CPG 4548, all the names,
with the exception of Jezebel, reappear.

In short, there can be no doubt that CPG 4562 was used as a model
by the homilist of CPG 4548.

CPG 4548 and Leontius

The dependence of CPG 4548 on CPG 4562 teaches us at the same
time that in the homilist of CPG 4548 we are dealing with someone who
makes extensive use of a homily already in circulation. This is then a
consideration which cannot be excluded a priori for other parts of CPG
4548 as well, and one which makes the use of stylistic criteria in the at-
tribution of CPG 4548 especially perilous. In addition there are other
questions to be asked. If this extensive use of an exemplar fits the author
whom we have in mind, does it fit the chronology?
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In the eleven homilies ascribed in the textual transmission to Leon-
tius, presbyter of Constantinople—and there is no reason to call this
ascription into question—we meet an author who is a homilist in his
own right. Here and there similarities with earlier homilists can be
detected, but this is no surprise in that Leontius is a link in the long
tradition of homiletic literature.'* In CPG 4548, on the other hand—at
least in the second half—an exemplar has been used intensively. For this
reason alone one would need to be extremely cautious in attributing
CPG 4548 to Leontius.

Place and date of CPG 4562

A question also to be asked concerns the place of CPG 4562 in
homiletic literature. Can we find solid grounds for dating or localising
this homily of ps. Chrysostom? In any case CPG 4562 is the terminus
post quem for CPG 4548, a supposed homily of Leontius. Aldama pro-
poses that CPG 4562 is an amalgam of three homilies; against this Marx
believes that Proclus is the author of CPG 4562.'* To this example of
“‘Proclomania’’, however, we need pay no attention. But the question
remains whether in CPG 4562 we have an original homily in its entirety,
or a scissors-and-paste enterprise of a later date. The latter possibility
rests on the fact that the various sections of CPG 4562 have been
transmitted as separate homilies (cf. BHG2 25p, 25pa, 25pb and 25pc).
This fact should nonetheless not be allowed to misguide us, as there are
several examples which can be given of this phenomenon—we have only
to refer here to homily BHG?2 25q, mentioned above.' In the case of
CPG 4562, too, we shall have to judge the homily on the basis of its in-
ternal cohesion.

In the rich manuscript tradition we can distinguish the following
recensions:

1. the homily in its entirety

2. the text as far as PG 56,528,59 (i.e. § 1)

3. the text as far as PG 56,535,9 (i.e. § 1-3, minus the last twelve
lines)

4. the text from PG 56,528, 60-535, 7 or 535,8 or 535,9 (i.e. §§ 2
and 3 without the last twelve or fourteen lines).

If we look more closely now at the contents and construction of CPG
4562 we see that in § 1 (525-528,59) the homilist speaks of the value of
fasting. He makes the transition to § 2 by referring to Adam, who ended
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up in abject poverty because he did not keep the fast (528,55-59). In §§
2 and 3 he treats the creation of the world, Adam and Eve, their fall
and banishment from paradise (tiyv difjynowv tadtnv év émtéuew Bodiopa
dieEekbetv 528,64-65). At the end of § 3 the homilist sums up the subjects
which he has treated thus far in §§ 2 and 3: "Hxodoate, & téxva, t00 "Add
v didmhaowv dyvddxate adtod Tiig TyLTg TV dfav: dudBete Ta Ex Beol Sobévta
ad1@* d0edoncde adtod xal tfig mapaBdoews Ty dEéwatv: Exhadoate adtod TV
dmapapdfnrov tpoywdiov: EBAEYate adtov dmévavt Tod mapadeicov aTuyvov xal
xatnef yeyovéta (535,3-8). He continues with the question: ZtAcopev
péxpt todtou tov Abyov # dunynodueba dmep N Efa xAnpovopiav éxbistmy
xatéAime Tolg petémerta yeveats (535,9-11). At once he answers with the
words: *Avayxatov pnxdvar tov Aéyov (535,11). In § 4 the homilist talks of
women who in their evil ways follow in the footsteps of Eve. This brings
us to the conclusion that we cannot exclude the possibility that CPG
4562 is an organic whole, in which a continuous theme is recognisable.
It seems more natural to think of an independent homilist, rather than
of a redactor who would have fused three homilies into one—and whose
efforts here we should have to pronounce remarkably successful. In the
text itself, too, we find indications of one author. We may point to
similarities in vocabulary in the various sections of CPG 4562, in which
we refer to the separate sections § 1, §§ 2-3 and § 4 by I, II and III:
éx xatwtdtov othfouc: 525,4a.i.-3a.. (I); 533,60-61 (II)
dvagavdov Boa 528,9 (1), cf. npoegriteusev dvagpavdov 531,1 (II)
feob mavtoxpdrtopog 527,41 (I), cf. tob mavtoxpdropos 530,9 (II); 531,24
(II); 532,65 (II);
dvewtépw o0 Abyov 528,70 (I), cf. EumpoaBev tob Adyov 536,5-6 (III)
éx v moAGV GAiya 528,41-42 (I), cf. dAiya éx t@dv moAk&dv 536,15 (III)
BpiopBog ... Tolg violg adtod mpoéxerto 526,82.i--7a.i. (I), cf. BplapBov
totg plhog xal Tolg ouyyevéaw émoincev 538,7-8 (III).
It must be said immediately that the value of these similarities should
not be overestimated; on the other hand they do not detract from the
supposition that the text is homogeneous. The connection between I and
II is admittedly closer than between III and what preceeds it, but the
homilist himself clearly regarded III as something thrown in for good
measure, as we may deduce from his hesitation at the end of § 3 concer-
ning whether to stop or continue. Against this looser connection be-
tween II and III, however, it has been seen that the words or phrases
in CPG 4548 which are borrowed from CPG 4562 derive both from §
3 and § 4, from which we may conclude that the author of CPG 4548
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had the complete text of CPG 4562 in front of him. This fact too points
emphatically to the unity of CPG 4562.

A final question to be asked is whether it is possible to date CPG
4562. Within the homily itself we have found no reference which would
make it possible to date the work more precisely within the fifth to the
seventh centuries. From an unexpected quarter, however, a clue has
presented itself. Halfway through his homily the writer of CPG 4562
makes Adam utter a lament directed against paradise (PG 56, 533,
35-534, 44), a passage which deserves close attention. This is followed
by Adam’s reproach to Eve, which the author of CPG 4548 used as his
model. Of this pfivog uttered by Adam we find a poetical version in an
old Kontakion on Adam, designated as pfivoc ’Ad&u. and published by
P. Maas with the title Das verlorene Paradies.'” The similarities between
the homily and the kontakion allow no room for doubt—one is derived
from the other. Here we shall cite first the section of the kontakion in
question: '®

’Exdfioev  ’Adap téte  xal ExAavoev  dmévavtt
Tiic TpuPTic T00 mapadeisov, xepal TomTwv Tag Ederg,
xal #Aeyev:  «CEXefjwov, Ehéngov 1oV mapamesbvra.»

Bov  "Adau  tov &yyedov @Bfcavta  xal xAeloavta
5 1iv tob Belov xAmov B0pav, dveotévate péya
™
xol Eheyev:  «Elefiwov, éAénoov tov mapamesdvta.

TuvdAynoov, mapddeioe, A xTATOPL WTW)EHSAVTL
xad 1@ fixew gov t@v iAAwv  ixétevaov TOv TAGeTNY
un xAeloy oe. "Elefiwov, éléngov tov mapamesbvra.

10 Ta& 3évdpa cov  xatdxaudov ¢ Euduye, xal mpdemesov
1 xhetdodyw, o oftwe peivng dvewyuévog
@ xpdlovt: ’Edefjwov, &héngsov 1év mapamesbvta.

’Oogpaivopar oD x&AAoug Gov  xol TAXOMAL UVOXOUEVOS
nig &v TobTe Ndgpavbuny  &mo g edooping
15 t@v GvBéwv. Elefjuov, ééncov tov mapamesévra.

Nov Eualfov & Erafov, viv Eyvexa & elné pou
6 Oeog dv mapadeiow, &t Edav AapufBdvev
AoavBdverg we». ’Elefiwov, EAéncov tov mapamesdvra.

Mapdderae mavdpete mavdyte mavdAPie,
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20 3V "Addp  mequrevpéve, O Efav xexAeiopéve,
né¢ xhadow ae; "Elefjwov, EAénoov oV mapamesdvta.

«'Pegbmopor, fedviopar, dedodlwpar toig dodhog mov:
e A A \ ’ @ L4 ’z 2
pmeta Yap xoi Onpla, & Omérakn 9OBew
ntoodol we. Elefiwov, éAéncov Tov mapamesitvTo.

25 Obxét por  1& dvbex mpoodyovaw dmbavaty
AN Gxdvlag xal tpuBohovg  F Y ot dvatédde,
ob npéoodov. EXefiuov, ékéncov Tov mapoamestvra.

Thy tpdmelav v dpoxfov xatéotpeda  Bedfuatt:
xal Aotmov év 1@ BpdTL 100 mposwmov pov éabie
30 wov &ptov pov. 'Elefiuov, éAémoov tov mapamestvra.

‘O MpuyE pov, v fiduvav  T& vépoto T Eyla
émuxpdvln dno mAfBovg TV dvagTevarypdv [ov
Bogvtég pov: “Elefjwov, éAéncov tov mapameadvro.

We cite now the parallel passages from CPG 4562 in the order of the
kontakion:

1/2: 534,24 ob gépw dmévavtt THi¢ TPUPTic cou xabfipevoe BAémetv ae

8: 534,33/4 xod T 7xw @V pbAAwv gov dvdxpafov év {oyit.

10: 534,32/3 xatdxapdov T dévdpa cov xal mpomegov T
e0omALYY Ve

11: 534,38 o pelvyg dvewypévog T@ ot dyamfcavt

14/5: 533,68/9  mdg edppowvbuny €x tiig dopudic t@v dvBéwv cov

19: 533,66 navbABre mopddetse

23/4: cf. 534,11 <@v Onplwv 0 dvumdraxtov

28: 533,70 n@¢ mpoéxertd ot 1) &poxBog tpdmelu

31: 534,40/1 1800 xaii 6 AdpuyE wou oryi] xoradédetar

The similarities in which a biblical citation form the basis (26 and 29)
have not been noted.

The relationship between homily and kontakion, which has not been
noticed previously, cannot be denied. However, we are once again con-
fronted with the question of which text served as the model for the
other: the homily or the kontakion? In so far as we are in a position to
judge, it is rather the case that the kontakia shown to us from the sixth
century, in particular those of Romanos Melodes, are inspired by
homilies, than the other way around, although there are exceptions to
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this rule.'® Thus it is probable that CPG 4562 should be dated before
the kontakion on Adam, which P. Maas, followed by J. Grosdidier de
Matons, assumes to be older than the kontakia of Romanos.?® If the
kontakion dates from the beginning of the sixth century, then we must
date CPG 4562 to the fifth century, and in all probability to the end of
the fifth century.

A terminus post quem for CPG 4548

With this date for CPG 4562 we have a terminus post quem for CPG
4548. Thus it would be chronologically possible to attribute CPG 4548
to Leontius, whom we situate in the sixth century,?' but the handful of
stylistic points which Sachot would advance in favour of the attribution
of CPG 4548 to Leontius are far from sufficient, if we are to justify the
attribution to Leontius on the basis of such criteria alone. If we add to
this objection the evident dependence of CPG 4548 on CPG 4562 for
the final section of the former, and the fact that in his homilies Leontius
comes across as a homilist in his own right, the attribution of CPG 4548
to Leontius cannot be justified.

The Corpus Timotheanum

In his corpus Leontianum Sachot has included five homilies, which,
since the study of Dom Bernard Capelle in 1949, have usually been at-
tributed to one and the same author, namely Timothy, presbyter of
Jerusalem, whom Capelle places in the period between the sixth and
eighth centuries.?? Pére J. Paramelle believes that as well CPG 4704, a
homily of ps. Chrysostom, Homilia in lacum Genesareth et in s. Petrum
apostolum (PG 64,47-52), must be added to the corpus of Timothy of
Jerusalem.?* Sachot’s assumption that this last-mentioned homily also
forms part of Leontius’ work comes as no surprise.?* In any case, now
that we do not attribute CPG 4548 to Leontius, we shall have to con-
sider whether it perhaps belongs to the corpus Timotheanum which
Sachot has included in Leontius’ oeuvre.

Within this corpus Timotheanum we are faced with the same prob-
lematic as in Leontius: vocabulary and style will not suffice for a
definitive attribution. Furthermore, with Timothy we find ourselves in
an even more difficult position, because there are only two homilies
which bear his name in their title.?* In contrast with the works of Leon-
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tius, in our examination of the corpus Timotheanum we shall have to
start with but two homilies. One may guess that with a touchstone of
only two homilies a corpus Timotheanum will always remain a flimsy
construction, and one which it will remain difficult to assess properly,
if Timothy is not a homilist in his own right but has borrowed extensive-
ly from the homilies of others. Caro, for instance, assumes that in CPG
2267 and 2269 Timothy has probably reworked parts of homilies of Am-
philochius of Iconium, because he finds similarities between Timothy’s
work and Homilies II and III of Amphilochius.?® These, however, are
homilies which Sachot ?” ascribes to Leontius! Again, how can we make
a clear division between the corpora of Timothy and Leontius, if
Timothy has also been inspired by Leontius? To investigate these prob-
lems now would be to go beyond the scope of this paper; we intend to
deal with them at a later date.

Conclusions

As far as CPG 4548 is concerned, the only points that can be made
with certainty at present are that this homily comes from a homilist who
has made extensive use of CPG 4562, and that the concluding passage
of CPG 4548 was in circulation as a separate homily (BHG? 25q). It is
conceivable that an exhaustive analysis of the corpus Timotheanum will
provide us with a better picture of the homilist who is behind CPG 4548.

What is true for CPG 4548 is also true for other cases: only an all-
embracing analysis of a homily and its transmission will offer us the op-
portunity of formulating convincing hypotheses concerning its author
and milieu. Arguments founded purely on vocabulary and style are no
basis for a definitive attribution. Yet this is the direction Sachot has
taken, doing thereby a disservice both to Leontius, presbyter of Con-
stantinople, and to research dedicated to him. Moreover, a great deal
of work will be necessary in order to assign a more appropriate place
in homiletic literature to the homilies which have been attributed with-
out due consideration to Leontius. But it is precisely through such
work—and this is the other side of the coin—that we gain a better in-
sight into the perils associated with demarcating certain corpora within
homiletic literature.
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