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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. 1 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. 2 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. 3 In so doing he has saddled us, the 
editors of Leontius' homilies, 4 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 
lnpsalmum 92, inc. 'Ex -.wv &p-.(wi; ~µt117tcxpcxrvwa9lll'tw11: 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 CPO 4548 to Leontius is based by Sachot on the 
following grounds. In Leontius and CPO 4548 we find similar turns of 
phrase: 

(a) (il-t1) ... ijxouu; &.p-c£w~ to introduce a biblical text 
(b) euxac1pov to introduce a biblical text 
(c) tvcx 1tA'ljpw9fj "to ~&.oxov 

(d) "tO ~&.axov P'll"t6v 
(e) &xoue auvm~~ 
( f) ta"tt ydtp 1t&.vn~ acx~w~ 
(g) ta"tL 1Jt 1taV"tW~ tL1ttLV "tLVCt 
(h) ovcw~ used in justification 
(i) o 1lean6"t'I)~ Xp1a-t6~ 

In addition Sachot points to a number of words which he finds 
characteristic of both Leontius and the author of CPO 4548 µ11vutw, 
yvwp(~ttv, 1tpoacxyoptutw, µt'ttp)(ta9cxt, lpxta9cxt, and dtm9t. 5 

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. 6 Therefore on these grounds 
the attribution of CPO 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 CPO 
4548 in circulation. 1 

The number of manuscripts which transmit CPO 4548 in its entirety 
is limited: up to the present we have a tally of eight. 8 Even a preliminary 
inspection of the manuscript tradition provides a clarification of the 
relationship between the two parts of which CPO 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: 'Eyw 'tc'i> 'AMµ u1t1Jpt'tTJO'at lv 'tc'i> TCatpat8t(a~· 8 &xer 
µtnjJ..9ov, xatt w8t OU 1tatpatt'tOUfLatt. 

"EO"tt 8& TC&.v'twi; tlTCt'tv· 'ttvat xatt TC6n o 9toi; 'tov 'AM:µ 8tatxov(atv µtnjJ..9tv. 
"Axout O'UVt'twi;. KatJ..Ov yiXp cXTCo't(aatt 'tiji; tx'tTji; ~µ&pati; 'tiji; nJ..tu'tat(ati; 'tOii 9toii 
8riµtoupy(ati;, lv ti 't'ijv t1tat"("(tA£atv tTCotria&.µt9at. LltiX 'tOii'to yiXp 'tc'i> 'A8iXµ µ6v~ 
0 STjµtoupyoi; U1t1)pt'tTjO'tV, oµoii xatt 8riµtoupyov xatt XOLVWVOV atU'tOV Aatµ~&.vwv 
'tWV totU'tOU X'tLO'fL&.'twV. "Ian TC&.vni; O'atq>wi; ... 

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. 9 The abrupt transition from tTCotria&.µt9at to LltiX 'toii'to is dif­
ficult, since the argumentation suggested by LltiX 'toii'to is not to be found 
in the text; nor does LltiX 'tOii'to 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 "EO"tt - tTCotria&.µt9at can be chang­
ed to: "EO"tt 8& TC&.V'twi; tlTCtrv 'ttvat· «Katt TC6n o 9toi; 'tc'i'> 'A8iXµ 8tatxovwv 
µt'tijA9tv;» ,, Axout O'UVt'twi;. KatAOV yiXp cX'l'CO'ttO'att 'tO xpfoi; 'tiji; tX'tTji; ~µ&pati; 'tiji; 
nJ..tu'tattati; 'toii 9toii 8riµtoupy(ati;, &v ti 't'ijv tTCat"("(tA(atv tTCotria&.µt9at. The prob­
lem associated with LltiX 'toii'to disappears if we follow the text of 
Vaticanus gr. 800, where the text after 8riµtoupy(ati; runs: EtTCtv o 9t6i;· 
«IlotTjawµtv &v9pwTCov Xat't' t!x6vat ~fLt'ttpatv xatt xat9' oµo(watv.» Ou8atµoii 'to 
&:v6µotov, ou8atµoii 'tO cXVU'l'CO'tatX'tOV, ou8atµoii 'tO 'l'COtTjO'OV Ti 'l'COtW. IIotTjawµtv 
ttTCtv· µ(at ~ O'UfL~ouJ..(at, t1ttt8~ µ(at ~ &~oua(at xatt µ(at ~ &:~(at. IIotTjawµtv 
&v9pwTCov xat't' tlx6vat ~fLt't&patv xatt xat9' oµo(watv· µ(at ~ tlxwv xatt TCwi; ~ 

OUO'tat 1tatpTjAAatyµ&vri; 'ETCt &AJ..rii; X'ttO'tc.>i; oux ttTCtv 'tO 'l'COLTJO'WfLtV ou8atµwi;. 
"On oupatvoi; lxopuq>OU'tO, oux ttTCtv 'tO 'l'COtTJO'WfLtV oupatv6v· on ~ y7j 

tXpTjm8oii'tO, OUX tfatv 'l'COtTJO'WfLtV 'yiiv - ou8tfLtat y!Xp O'U"(Xptati; OUpatVOU 
xatt yiji;· O'tt o ijJ..toi; &pµat'ttat'toii'to, oux tfatv TCOtTjawµtv ijJ..tov. 'E1tt 'tc'i> 
&:v9pw1t~ 'to(vuv xtt'tatt 'to TCotTjawµtv &v9pwTCov, lmt8~ atU'tc'i> µ6v~ lmanu9ri 
'to 'tiji; 9toµopq>(ati; &:xriJ..(8w'tov taOTC'tpov· 'tOii'to XOtt nJ..tu'tatfov TCaO'Tji; 
8riµtoupy£ati; 'tov &v9pwTCov o STjµtoupyoi; TCatpTjyatytv. LltiX 'tOii'to xatl 'tc'i> 'AMµ 
µ6v~ o 8riµtoupyoi; u1t1Jp&'tTjatv, oµotov xatl 8riµtoupyov xatl xotvwvov Aatµ~&vwv 
atU'tOV 'tWV tatU'tOU X'ttO'fLa'tc.>V (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 BHGa 25q (see below) also derives. 
It is worth noticing that Vaticanus gr. 800 is the manuscript in which 
CPG 4548 begins with the words "Aycxv cxl8eaLµ.ov 't'pcX1ttCcxv 1t0tpt8Tjxtv ~µ.rv 
o 8cxcjlLA~~ tO"t'LcX't'wp XpLO"t'6~. borrowed from the homily of ps. Chrysostom 
on the Transfiguration, edited by Sachot (CPG 4724), which must be 
ascribed to Leontius: "Aycxv cxl8foLµ.ov ~µ.rv o 8cxcjlLA~~ tO"t'LcX't'Wp XpLO''t'O~ xcxt 
afiµ.epov 1tpot8Tjxt 't'pcX1ttCcxv. 1 0 

Now that it is apparent that CPG 4548 is a homogeneous work it will 
be easier to define the place of BHGa 25q, which Sachot thinks is 
perhaps an "extrait" of CPG 4548. 11 We are in a position to refine this 
suggestion by showing that BHGa 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 'Hxouacxµ.tv &:p't'(w~ &:ycx'ltTj't'o(, 't'ij~ 8e(cx~ ypcxcpTj~ 8LCx 
Mwiiaew~ At)'OUO'Tj~" Kcxt O..cx~&V xupLO~ 0 8to~ 't'OV &v8pw1tOV, ov t'ltAOtO'tV, 'A8<Xµ. 
xcxt &8t't'o cxu't'ov µ.t't'cX 't'ij~ Eucx~ el~ 't'ov 1t0tp<X8tLaov 't'ij~ 't'pucpTj~ lpy&Cea8cxL cxu't'ov 
xcxt cpUAcX't''t'&LV At)'WV OtU't'Ot~· 'A1to 'ltOtV't'O~ euJ..ou 't'OU lv 't'Ci> 1t0tp0t8tt0'~ cp<Xyta8t, 
cX'ltO 8& 't'OU euJ..ou 't'OU )'LVWO'X&LV XOtAOV xcxt 'ltOVTjpOV OU cp&yta8t cX'lt' OtU't'OU. TI 8' 
&v ~µ.ep~ cpcX)'Tj't't cX1t' OtU't'OU, 80tVcX't'~ cX1to8cxvtra8t. Kcxt O..cx~&V xupLO~ 0 8to~ 't'OV 
&v8pw1tov, ov t1tA0tatv, xcxt t8t't'O cxu't'ov lv 't'Ci> 1t0tp0t8tfo~ lpy&Cta80tL cxu't'ov xcxt 
cpUAcX't'ULV. 'AU' opcx fLOL cX)'Ot'ltTj't't, 't'OV 'A8<Xµ. lv 8L0tL't'iJµ.0t't'L 't'OV 1t0tp&8tLO'OV 
lxov't'Ot 'ltW~ l~opta't'cxfov 't'OU 1t0tpcx8e(aou 1t0tpotxtC6µ.evov, tvcx lwowv ~v 
O'UfL~OuA(cxv 't'Tj~ yuvcxLxo~ xcxt o8tv t~TjA8tv, µ.~ 1tOtUO'Tj't'OtL µ.eµ.cpwµ.tvo~ cxu't'Tj~ ~v 
fLOt't'OtLO~OUALOtV. T( y<Xp t1tp0t't'UV 0 'AMµ. ... 

For the opening sentences of BHGa 25q we do not need to look for 
a separate source, as Carter 12 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, BHGa 25q ex­
hibits three omissions which beyond doubt were made consciously. Two 
of the three omissions concern passages which for the redactor of 
BHGa 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 BHGa 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 Clovis 
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. 13 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 ~oou 1tuSµ&vcx 

(2) 614, 50-51 we; yevfoScxt 1:0V 
oea7t61:71v oouJ..ov, i:ov 1tcxvi:cipx11v 
1tpOO'CXti:TjV ... 

(3) 614, 52-54 i:ov cptAtX'ij O'UV1:U)Ctqt 
xcxS' tXcX0'1:7)V i:<t> Sect> auvotcxi:p(­
~ovi:cx we; XAt~1tO O&vopov 
xpum6µevov 

(4) 614, 58-60 TC y&:p fopov t1tpcxi:­
i:ev o 'Ao&:µ ~w i:ou 1tcxpcxoe£aou 
i:Tjv xcxi:o(XTjO'tv &xwv, axcimwv, 
xciµvwv, µei:cxAJ..euwv, ~wJ..o-

0'1:pocpwv, lopwi:t 1tcxvi:cxx6Sev 
XCX1:CXXAU~6µevoc; 

(5) 614, 72-73 "AmSt, -yUvcxt 

(6) 614, 73 i:( µou i:Tjv &Scxvcxa(cxv 
tStptO'CXc; 

(7) 614, 73-74 ::! µou i:Tjv ~CXO'tAtX~V 
0'1:0A~V EO')CtO"cxc;; fiv OU)( ucpcxvcxc;, 
ot&pp11ecxc; 

CPG 4542 (PG 56, 525-538) 

=532, 4-5 

534, 47-48 i:( i:ov 1tCXV1:cXp)CTjV xcxi:t· 
0'1:7)0'CXc; 1tpoacxtTfiv 

532, 13-14 o cptAtx'ij auvi:ux(qt i:<t> Sect> 
OtCXAey6µevoc; we; XAt1t1:7)c; U1t0 o&vopov 
xpum6µevoc; 

533, 55-57 TC y&:p t1tpcxi:nv o 'AMµ 
&ew i:ou 1tcxpcxoefoou xcxSfiµevoc;; 'Uv 
O'XcX1ti:wv, µei:O: xJ..cxuSµou &pycx~6µe­

voc;, µei:O: 0'1:evcxyµou, lopwi:t 1teptppe6-
µevoc; 

534, 61-62 "AmSt &1t' &µou, yuvcxt 

=534, 46 

534, 50-51 ::! µe i:Tjv ai:oJ..~v e.e&ouacxc;, 
fiv oux ieucpcxvcxc; 
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(8) 615, 4-5 Ilpo 'too auvcxq:i6TjvcxL 
'tijv Maw CTJ'tW 

(9) 615, 5-6 :Eu µ&v &:pyw~ µtvouacx 
oux cxla6iivn 'tij~ ol>Uv'I}~ ( codd.) 

(10) 615, 21 CwTi 7tpoacxyopeu6eracx 
xcxt 6iivCX'tO~ tUpt6t!acx 

(11) 615, 24 'tO 'tW\I jU\ICXLxwv cru­
a't'l}µcx 

(12) 616, 9-11 IloAAiixL~ y«p xcxt 
xcx't« 'tW\I µcxp..Upwv oµvuouaL 
µTj &:6e'tijacxL 't«~ &:6eµhou~ 

7tpiXeeL~ 

534, 58 7tpo 'tij~ auvcxq:idcx~ 'tijv A.uatv 

lmCTJ'tw 

534, 71-72 :Eu &:epyw~ µivouacx oux 
op~~ 'tijv auµq:iopiiv 

534, 52-53 'tt CwTi 7tpoacxyopeu6eracx 
6iivcx'to~ µOL ytyovcx~; 

=536, 4 

536, 58-62 oµvuouaL . . . 'tOU µTj 
&:6e'tijacxL "«~ µuacxp«~ cxu'twv 7tpiXeeL~ 

538, 12 7tp&eeL~ &:6eµhou~ 

Apart from the verbal similarities, we notice in particular that the 
conclusion of CPG 4548 is a resume 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. 14 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. 15 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. BHGa 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 BHGa 25q, mentioned above. 16 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 ('t'ij11 8L~)"'l}OLll 'totU't'l}ll e11 em'tOfL~ ~ouAOfLotL 
8ttetJ..8tr11 528,64-65). At the end of § 3 the homilist sums up the subjects 
which he has treated thus far in§§ 2 and 3: 'Hxouaotn, w 'ttx11ot, 'toii 'AMµ 
't'ij11 8ici7tAotaLV· tyvwxotn otu'toii tij~ 'tLfLi'j~ 't'ij11 &eCot11· Eµci9tn 'tcX Ex 9toii 808€.11'tot 
otU'tc!>" E9tciaota9t otu'toii xott tij~ 7totpot~ciatw~ 't'ij11 Ee&wat11· &xJ..otuaot'tt otu'toii 't'ij11 
cX7totpotµ1'8TJ't011 'tpoty~8Cot11 · E~A€.~otn otu'to11 &7t€.11ot11'tL 'toii 7totpot8t(aou O'tU)"llOll xott 
xot't'l}cpi'j ytyo116'tot (535,3-8). He continues with the question: I:~aoµt11 

µ€.xpt 'tou'tou 'to11 J..6yo11 ii 8tTJrTJa6µt9ot a7ttp ~ Euot xATJpo11oµCot11 EX8£a't'l}11 
xot'ttAL7tt 'totL~ fLt'tt7ttL'tot yt11totr~ (535,9-11). At once he answers with the 
words: 'A11otyxotro11 fLTJXiivotL 'to11 A6yo11(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 § l, §§ 2-3 and § 4 by I, II and III: 
EX Xot'tW'tcX'tOU a~9ou~: 525,4a.L3a.i. (I); 533,60-61 (II) 
&11otcpot118011 ~o~ 5 28, 9 (I), cf. 7tpotcp~'ttuat11 &11otcpot118011 531,1 (II) 
8t0ii 7totll'tOXpcX'tOpO~ 527,41 (I), cf. 'tOii 7totll'tOXpcX'tOpO~ 530,9 (II); 531,24 

(II); 532,65 (II); 
cXllW'ttpw 'tOii J..6you 528, 70 (I), cf. EfL7tpoa8t11 'tOii A6you 536,5-6 (III) 
Ex 'tw11 7tOAAw11 oJ..Cyot 528,41-42 (I), cf. oJ..Cyot Ex 'tw11 7tOAAw11 536,15 (III) 
9pCotµ~o~ . . . 'tor~ ufor~ otu'toii 7tpo€.xmo 526,8aL 7a.i. (I), cf. 8p(otµ~o11 

'tOL~ cpCAot~ xott 'tOL~ aunt11fot11 E7tOt'l}at11 538, 7-8 (Ill). 
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 par~dise {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 9p7jvoc; uttered by Adam we find a poetical version in an 
old Kontakion on Adam, designated as 9p7jvoc; 'AMµ and published by 
P. Maas with the title Das verlorene Parodies. 11 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: 18 

'Ex&9iatv 'AMµ 'tO'tt xod lxA.cxuatv 0t1ttV<XV'tL 
't?ji; 'tpucpTji; 'tOU 1t<Xpcxot£aou, xtpal 't61t'tW\I 'tOtc; O~tti;, 
xcxl Ut-ytv· «'EA.tTjµov, lA.t71aov 'tOV 1t<Xp<X1tta6v't<X.» 

'IOwv 'Aodtµ 'tO\I <XntA.ov w9Tjacxv't<X xcxl XAtLa<XV't<X 
5 'tTiv 'toii 9dou xTj1tou 9upcxv, &vtadvcxet µ€.-ycx 

xcxl Ut-ytv· «'EA.tTjµov, &Hr1aov 'tOV 1t<Xp<X1tta6v't<X. 

~uv&AT'laov, 1tcxp&ottat, "~ x..Tj'topt 1t'tWXtuacxv'tt 
xcxl "~ TJX~ aou 'twv cpuAA.wv tx€.'ttuaov 'tov 1tAacmiv 
µTj xAt(an at. 'EA.tTjµov, eA€.Tjaov 'tOV 1t<Xp<X1tta6v'tcx. 

10 Tdt 0€.vopcx aou X<X't&xcxµ~ov we; lµ~uxcx, xcxt 1tp0a1ttaov 
"~ xA.ttooux<t>. tvcx oihwi; µdvni; &vt(tl-yµevoi; 

't~ xp&Cov'tt" 'EA.tTjµov, lAtTjaov 'tOV 1t<Xp<X1tta6v't<X. 

'Oacppcx(voµcxt 'toii x&AA.oui; aou xcxt ..Tjxoµcxt µvnax6µtvoi; 
1twc; lv 'tOU't(tl TjU<ppcxtv6µTjv 0t1to 't?ji; tuoaµ(cxi; 

15 'tWV &v9€.wv. 'EA.tTjµov, tAtTjaov 'tOV 1t<Xp<X1tta6v't<X. 

Niiv E'µcx9ov & t1tcx9ov, viiv E'-yvwxcx & t!1t€. µot 
o Otoe; lv 1tcxpcxot£a<t>, o'tt Eucxv A.cxµ~&vwv 
A.cxve&vtti; µt». 'EA.tTjµov, lA€.Tjaov 'tOV 1t<Xp<X1tta6v'tcx. 

Ilcxp&ottat 1tcxv&ptn 1tcxv&rtt 1tcxv6A.~tt, 
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20 8t' 'A8iXµ 7tt<puttuµ&vt, 8t' Eucxv xtxAttaµ&vt, 
7twi; xAcxuaw at; 'EAtijµov, l)..t11aov tov 7tcxpcx7tta6vtcx. 

«'Ptpu7twµcxt, ~<ptl:vtaµcxt, 8t8ouAwµcxt tori; 8ouAmi; µou· 
ep7tttiX riXp xcxt 011p£cx, & u7tttcxecx q:i6~~ 
7ttoouaL µt. 'EAtijµov, tA&Tjaov tov 7tcxpcx7tta6vtcx. 

25 OuxttL µot tiX &v0tcx 7tpoa6:rouaw &:7t6Acxuaw 
&;).,)., ' &:x6:v0cxi; xcxt tpt~6).oui; ~ yfi µm &:vcxt&AAtL, 
ou 7tp6ao8ov. 'EAtijµov, tAtTjaov tov 7tcxpcx7tta6vtcx. 

TTjv tp6:7ttCcxv tTiv &µox0ov xcxtfotptclicx 0tA~µcxtL · 
xcxt Aomov &v tc!l t8pwtL wii 7tpoaw7tou µou la0£w 

30 tov &ptov µou. 'EAtijµov, tAtTj<JO\I tov 7tcxpcx7tta6vtcx. 

'O ).&pure µou, ov i)8uvcxv tiX v&:µcxtcx tiX &rtcx 
&mxp6:v0Tj &:7to 7tA~0oui; twv &:vcxanvcxrµwv µou 
~owvt6i; µou · 'EAtijµov, tAtTjaov tov 7tCXpCX7tta6vtcx. 

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

112: 534,24 
8: 534,33/4 
10: 534,32/3 

11: 534,38 
14/5: 533,68/9 
19: 533,66 
23/4: cf. 534,11 
28: 533,70 
31: 534,40/1 

ou <ptpw &:7t&vcxvtL tiji; tpuq:iiji; aou xcx0~µtvoi; ~At7ttLY at 
xcxt tc!l ~x~ tW\I <pUAAW\I GOU &:v&:xpcxeov t\I laxut. 
xcxttl:xcxµcliov tiX 8&v8pcx aou xcxt 7tp601ttaov tc!l 
tu01tAIXrxv~ 
tvcx µt£vni; &:vt~rµ&voi; tc!l a& &:rcx7t~acxvtL 
7tWi; tu<ppcxtv6µTjY tX tiji; oaµiji; tW\I &:v0&wv aou 
1tCX\16A~Lt 7tcxp6:8ttat 
twv 011p£wv to &:w7t6tcxxtov 
7twi; 7tpo&xttt6 µot ~ &µox0oi; tp6:7ttCcx 
18ou xcxt b ).&:pure µou at"fij xcxtcx8&8ttcxL 

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. 19 Thus it is probable that CPO 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. 20 If the 
kontakion dates from the beginning of the sixth century, then we must 
date CPO 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 CPO 4562 we have a terminus post quem for CPO 
4548. Thus it would be chronologically possible to attribute CPO 4548 
to Leontius, whom we situate in the sixth century, 21 but the handful of 
stylistic points which Sachot would advance in favour of the attribution 
of CPO 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 CPO 4548 on CPO 4562 for 
the final section of the former, and the fact that in his homilies Leonti us 
comes across as a homilist in his own right, the attribution of CPO 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. 22 Pere J. Paramelle believes that as well CPO 4704, a 
homily of ps. Chrysostom, Homilia in lacum Genesareth et in s. Petrum 
aposto/um (PG 64,47-52), must be added to the corpus of Timothy of 
Jerusalem. 23 Sachot's assumption that this last-mentioned homily also 
forms part of Leontius' work comes as no surprise. 24 In any case, now 
that we do not attribute CPO 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. 25 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 lconium, because he finds similarities between Timothy's 
work and Homilies II and III of Amphilochius. 26 These, however, are 
homilies which Sachot 21 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 CPO 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 CPO 4562, and that the concluding passage 
of CPG 4548 was in circulation as a separate homily (BHoa 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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NOTES 

* This article grew out of a paper presented in 1984 by C. Oatema at a seminar on 
Timothy of Jerusalem directed by Pere J. Paramelle at the Ecole Practique des Hautes 
Etudes in Paris. 
' B. Marx, Procliana. Untersuchung flber den homi/etischen Nachlass des Patriarchen 
Proklos von Konstantinopel (Milnster i.W. 1940). 
' We restrict ourselves here to a reference to an essay of M. Aubineau on methodology: 
"Trois types de proces d'authenticite" in M. Aubineau, Les homeliesfestales d'Hesychius 
de Jerusalem, Subsidia Hagiographia 59, vol. II (Bruxelles 1980) 608-614. 
' M. Sachot, L 'homelie pseudo-chrysostomienne sur la Transfiguration. CPG 4724, 
BHG 1975 (Frankfurt am Main-Bern 1981) 465-483. 
• Our edition of the homilies of Leontius is about to appear in the Corpus Christianorum 
Series Graeca. 
' M. Sachot, op. cit., 482-483. 
• For each turn of phrase we give here a number of parallells from other authors. In so 
doing, however, we do not intend to compile an exhaustive list. At the same time we shall 
indicate comparable turns of phrase in those homilies which Sachot wants to ascribe to 
Leontius simply on the basis of the occurrence of these expressions. Examples of the latter 
are designated by an asterisk. 
(a) Cf. ps. Athanasius, PG 28,912A*; PG 28,945A*; 956A*; PG 28,10080*; 10200*; ps. 
Chrysostom or ps. Amphilochius (Aldama 565), ed. C. Oatema CCSG 3, p. 252, 25-28*; 
ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 343), PG 64,47,l73 .i·-l63 ·i·•; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 574) PG 
61,699. Similar expressions are found in Asterius the Sophist: dtpi:(w~ T\xouaat ... Aeyovi:o~ 
(ed. M. Richard 34,19); Chrysostom (PG 50,667), -i}xo6aatn atlli:oii xat! a-iifLtpov ~owvi:o~ xati 
J.iyovi:o~; PG 50, 714 w~ -i}xo6aatn a-i}fLtpov Aeyovi:o~; Severian (PG 49,323) -i}xo6aati:t w~ dtpi:(w~ 
O.tytv. 
(b) Cf. Chrysostom, PG 59,360; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 144), PG 52,765; ps. 
Chrysostom (Aldama 145), PG 52,793. 
(c) Cf. Theodore of Heraclea, In loannem fragm. 353 (ed. J. Reuss, Johannes Kommen­
tare aus der griechischen Kirche (TU 89) (Berlin 1966) 157): b:J.fipwaatv i:o lv i:cj> 'Haattqi {rrii:ov 
i:o cp&axov. 
(d) Cf. ps. Athanasius, PG 28,9450*; PG 28,908B and O*; PG 28,1008A i:o cp&axov 9eiov 
{rrii:6v*; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 174), PG 52,836; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 23), PG 
59,614; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 343), PG 64,47,243·i.; ps. Chrysostom (CPO 4862), 
unedited; Timothy, PG 86,261B, i:o cp&axov 9tiov p11i:6v*. 
(e) Cf. ps. Athanasius, PG 28,776A; PG 28,912C*; PG 28,957*; PG 28,1005C*; 1008B*; 
ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 170), PG 52,409; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 444), PG 55,562; ps. 
Chrysostom ( = Leontius of Jerusalem; Aldama 457), PG 59,538; ps. Chrysostom 
(Aldama 536), PG 60,725; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 343), PG 64,48,93 ·i.; Proclus, ed. F. 
Leroy, p. 211. 
(f) Cf. ps. Athanasius, PG 28,912C*; PG 28,949A*; PG 28,lOOIB*; 1005A*; 
Chrysostom, PG 51,50; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 170), PG 52,407; ps. Chrysostom 
(Aldama 203); PG 62,763,764. 
(g) Cf. ps. Athanasius, PG 28,lOOlA*; 1008B*; 10130*; l020C*; Amphilochius, p. 45, 
66; 69,241 ed. C. Oatema, CCSG 3*; ps. Chrysostom or ps. Amphilochius (Aldama 565), 
ed. C. Oatema, CCSG 3, p. 258,151and159*. Compare the variation dtAJ.' lai:tv t!xa~ np<i~ 
i:oiii:o i:tvdt~ t!neiv in Cyril of Alexandria (PG 77,1044A). 
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(h) Cf. Proclus, PG 65,693B; 724C; 780A; Basil of Seleucia, SC 187,208 (ed. M. 
Aubineau); ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 318), PG 61,755. 
(i) Cf. Chrysostom, PG 48,1048; PG 49,263; ps. Chrysostom (Aldama 456), PG 48,779; 
Proclus PG 65,6% (quater); 760 (bis); Basil of Seleucia, PG 85,49B; 264C; 3650; 373A; 
453A; Cyril of Alexandria, PG 75,14280; 1461B. 
' M. Geerard, Clovis Patrum Graecorum II (Turnhout 1974) 555: Variae extant recen­
siones, quae incipiunt: (a) v Ayr:/.v r:/.11ifotµav fi11-iv o 1i(/.~V..1i~ (b) Euxr:/.Lpov A.iytLv Ti~ -.iX -.ou 
1tpoipfi-.ou. Cf.: M. Aubineau, CCG I, 4, n. 143 p. 459-466 (c) 'Hxouar:/.11-tv lip-.(w~, liyr:/.'ltT\"o(, 
tii~ 9t!(/.~ ypr:/.ipij~. Cf.: BHGa 25q. 
• Atheniensis gr. 455, s. XI, pp. 124-128, Hierosolymitanus S. Sab. 80, s. XIII, ff. 66-71; 
Messanensis S. Salv. 55, s. XIII, ff. 30-32v (des. 614,17); Oxoniensis Bodi. Auct. E. 316, 
ff. 359-366 (exemplar Savilii); Oxoniensis Bodi. Barocc. gr. 55, s. X, ff. 303-309; Oxo­
niensis Bodi. Barocc. gr. 189, s. XVI, ff. 169Y-172; Sinaiticus gr. 529, s. XV, ff. 168-180; 
Vaticanus gr. 800, s. XV, ff. 79-82; Vindobonensis Theo!. gr. 10, s. X, ff. 81-84. 

' This is evidenced by the series of homilies of John Chrysostom on Genesis (PG 53, 
21-54,580); cf. also the series by Severian of Gabala (PG 56,429-500). Cf. M.-L. 
Guillaumin, "Bible et liturgie dans la predication de Jean Chrysostom", in Jean 
Chrysostom et Augustin. Actes du Colloque de Chantilly 22-24 septembre 1974 edites par 
Charles Kannengiesser (Theologie Historique 35) (Paris 1975) 170. 
10 M. Sachot, op. cit., 292. 
II Ibid., 474. 
" Robert E. Carter, Codices Chrysostomici Graeci V. Codicum lta/iae pars prior (Paris 
1983) 239, n. 23a. 
" M. Sachot, op. cit., 474. 
" For the stylistic characteristics of the author Leontius the reader is referred to the in­
troduction to the edition of Leontius' homilies (n. 4 above). Previously we had challenged 
the supposition that Leontius was a compiler: cf. P. Allen-C. Datema, "Leontius, 
Presbyter of Constantinople-a Compiler?", in JOB 28 (1980) 9-20. 
" Cf. M. Geerard, Clovis Patrum Graecorum II, 559. 
1• Above, p. 172. 
" P. Maas, Fruhbyzantinische Kirchenpoesie. Anonyme Hymnen des V-VI 
Jahrhunderts (Kleine Texte filr Theologie und Philologie no. 52-53) (Berlin 19312) 16-20. 
" We have incorporated in these lines the few modifications proposed by J. Grosdidier 
de Matons in his Romanos le Me/ode et /es origines de la poesie religieuse a Byzance (Paris 
1977) 30-31. 
" Cf. J. Grosdidier de Matons, op. cit., 249-251. 
' 0 P. Maas, op. cit., 17; J. Grosdidier de Matons, op. cit., 28. 
" Cf. C. Datema, ''When did Leonti us, presbyter of Constantinople, preach?'', Vigiliae 
Christianae 35 (1981) 346-351. 
" B. Capelle, "Les homelies liturgiques du pretendu Timothee de Jerusalem", in 
Ephemerides Liturgicae 63 (1959), 5-26. 
" This homily is registered as BHoa 1488a. 
" M. Sachot, op. cit., 476. 
" These homilies bear the numbers CPO 7405 and 7406. 
2• R. Caro, La Homi/etica Mariana Griego en el Siglo V, vol. II (Marian Library Studies 
4) (Dayton Ohio 1972) 462-466 and 536-537. 
'' M. Sachot, op. cit., 479-481. 

Amsterdam, Vrije Universiteit 


