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Abstract

The Sermo antequam iret in exilium and the Sermo cum iret in exsilium are two homilies
allegedly pronounced by John Chrysostom in Constantinople at the end of summer 403, some
time between the verdict of the Synod of the Oak and the day he left the city for his first
exile. The aim of the thesis is to demonstrate that a new critical edition of these texts is
needed before any study of their literary and historical value can be conducted.

Chapter one sketches the historical background to which the text of the homilies refers
and a concise survey about previous scholarship on the homilies on the first exile, from the
time of Montfaucon’s edition until our days. The problem of the authenticity occupies the last
part of the chapter.

Chapter two investigates the history of the texts and takes into account both the direct
and indirect traditions. It discusses the existence of double recensions hitherto unknown and
provides the prefatory material for the new critical edition of recensio a of Sermo antequam
iret in exilium and of the Sermo cum iret in exsilium.

Chapter three comprises the Greek editions of the two homilies, as well as a provisional
edition of the Latin version of the Sermo antequam iret in exilium.

Chapter four is divided into two parts, each presenting a philological commentary on the
text of the new editions. Systematic analysis of all the most important variant readings is
offered.

The final chapter summarizes the new findings and assesses the validity of previous
criteria used for discerning the authenticity of the homilies on the exile.
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PREFACE

This thesis is concerned with a group of texts which, following the manuscripts’ evidence,
have been traditionally attributed to the pen of John Chrysostom, and which deal with the
events surrounding his first exile. The historical account of what has so often been called ‘the
tragedy of John Chrysostom’ — namely the combination of events, actors, and circumstances
that, beginning with the synod of the Oak (in the year 403), led the bishop of Constantinople
to be sent into exile twice, the first time in 403 only for a few days, and the second time, per-
manently, just a few months later — has been narrated, analysed, and discussed over and over
again since the time of Chrysostom’s death in 407. For it was immediately after the news of
his death that the first narrative of the last years of Chrysostom’s life in Constantinople was
written down and commented on by an unidentified writer (conventionally named pseudo-
Martyrios) in his John Chrysostom’s Epitaph. This apologetic work is the first of a rich hag-
1ographical tradition of Lives, histories, and investigations into the career of John Chrysos-
tom, which never ceased to increase throughout the Middle Ages, Renaissance, and Modern
Times, and which continues to flourish up to our own time, the last contribution being that of
J.H.W.G. Liebeschuetz, Ambrose and John Chrysostom, a book published as recently as
March 2011. While the interest of Medieval and later biographers lay in the transmission of
the best and most flattering version of the events of Chrysostom’s life (with the exception —
as we shall see later — of some historians), modern and contemporary scholars have attempted

to present the most impartial and fairest possible version of the facts, by investigating afresh



the ancient historical and hagiographical sources, and by applying new methodologies to the
available data.

According to the Clavis Patrum Graecorum and Migne’s Patrologia Graeca,' there are
four sermons ascribed to John Chrysostom which deal with his first exile. These are the [1]
Sermo antequam iret in exsilium [CPG 4396] and the [2] Sermo cum iret in exsilium [CPG
4397], which were supposedly pronounced before going into exile, and the [3&4] Sermo post
reditum a priore exsilio 1 & 2 [CPG 4398 and 4399], which were purportedly delivered upon
Chrysostom’s return to Constantinople. The Greek text of these sermons was published for
the first time in Paris by the eminent Benedictine scholar Bernard de Montfaucon, in the year
1721. Ever since, Chrysostomian scholars have based their researches on Chrysostom’s first
exile on the early Byzantine historians’ accounts as far as the secondary sources are con-
cerned, and on the evidence of Montfaucon’s text as primary sources. In the preface to his
edition of the sermons, however, Montfaucon warned his readers of the possibility that some
(or parts) of these texts may not be genuine. Ever since, the problem of the authenticity of the
four discourses has become the main, if not the only topic discussed by modern and contem-
porary scholars, who, with varying arguments and evidence, have reached different, and at
times opposite results. Driven by the sole purpose of using these texts for historical investiga-
tion, no scholar has seriously questioned the quality of the text provided by Montfaucon, nor
addressed the textual tradition of the sermons, with the single, significant exception of J.N.D.

Kelly, who in his book Golden Mouth stated about these homilies that ‘the Greek seems oc-

1 See GEERARD 1974, 512-513, GEERARD-NORET 1998, 274, and P.G. 52:427*-448. Migne’s
text is a faithful reproduction of Montfaucon’s edition, with the exception of the Greek
text of Sermo post reditum a priore exsilio 1, which, as has often been pointed out (most
recently also by S. Voicu; see Voicu 2006), is missing by mistake.
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casionally hardly to make sense’.” In addition to the Greek tradition (direct and indirect),
these sermons benefit from a complex indirect tradition in other ancient languages, some in
Latin, some in Armenian, and one in Syriac.

The aim of this thesis is to offer an investigation of the textual transmission of two of the
four aforementioned texts, specifically of the sermons pronounced before Chrysostom’s ex-
ile. In addition to the study of the textual tradition, a provisional, yet updated and improved
edition of the Greek texts will be offered, followed by a philological commentary. The main
goal of the commentary is to justify the choices of the readings printed in the text of the new
editions. Moreover, this research seeks to answer questions such as which text might have
been preached where, for what purposes, and to which audience; how these texts might have
been transmitted, and what their reception was in the ancient world. In order to achieve this,
the Greek manuscript tradition will be investigated in the light of the relationships (and inter-
relationship) of the ancient versions. Ultimately, the aspiration and ambition of this thesis is
to rectify scholars’ understanding of this group of texts by providing a solid ground for a fu-
ture, definitive critical edition.

The limits of this investigation have been dictated by the intrinsic nature of this research,
that is the necessity of using manuscript sources. First of all, concerning the Greek texts, not
all manuscripts could be examined, due to unforeseen, material difficulty encountered in
gaining access to the sources within the available time. As far as the oriental versions are
concerned, even greater difficulties have arisen, not only from some unresponsive librarians,
but also from unsatisfactory, at times misleading catalogues. Confronted with such impedi-

ments, it was decided to base the current investigation of the Armenian and Syriac material

2  See KeLLY 1995, 230.



exclusively on the available, printed sources. Since only part of the tradition could be satis-
factorily analyzed, and because it is my firm belief that the support of a sound, reliable text is
the sole bedrock for any serious historical and linguistic investigation of a given text, any
conclusion on such matters as the authenticity of the sermons examined must be considered
provisional. Satisfactory treatment of the question will be possible only when reliable critical
editions of the ancient translations will be available. Despite these limitations, this thesis
presents a range of positive results — such as, for instance, the discovery of lost texts and of
different recensions, as well as a fundamental methodological discussion of the study of the
pseudo-Chrysostomica — which represents an advance in our knowledge of the sermons relat-
ing to Chrysostom’s first exile, and, more generally, will prove useful in widening discussion
of the Chrysostomian Corpus, by addressing the question of the transmission of this exceptio-

nal collection of texts from a new perspective.

STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

The thesis is arranged into five chapters. The length of the chapters varies considerably, ac-
cording to the nature of the matter dealt with. The core of the dissertation is chapter three, in

which a critical edition of two Greek texts is presented. The outline of the thesis is as follows.

Chapter One: The Historical Context and the Problem of Authenticity
This chapter offers a general introduction to the historical context in which the homilies on
Chrysostom’s first exile have to be placed. Following a short narrative of the events leading

to Chrysostom’s expulsion from Constantinople as reconstructed by Chrysostomian scholars,
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the secondary literature and studies dealing with the homilies CPG 4396-9 are outlined and
discussed in a concise survey. The problem of the authenticity is then briefly examined and
an overview of the ancient historical sources together with a synopsis of the content of the

homilies on the exile is presented.

Chapter Two: The History of the Texts

This chapter deals with the history of the text of the two Greek homilies before the exile. For
each text, an updated list of the Greek witnesses and their description is provided. For the
first time since Montfaucon’s edition, attention is paid to the indirect tradition, which is pre-
served not only in Greek, but also in oriental languages — namely in Armenian and Syriac —
and in Latin. A discussion of such matters as the discovery of different, hitherto unknown re-
censions is offered, and the relations among the manuscripts and the translations are outlined.
In analyzing the relations between the sources attention will be paid to the question of the

doxologies, and the way the translators dealt with the Biblical quotations.

Chapter Three: The Critical Edition of Sermo antequam iret in exsilium (recensio o) and
of Sermo cum iret in exsilium

At the beginning of this chapter the principles of the editions and the limitations of the inves-
tigation of the manuscript tradition are outlined. This prefatory material is followed by the
new critical editions of recensio o of Sermo antequam iret in exsilium and of Sermo cum iret
in exsilium. A translation, and indexes (of the names and of the scriptural quotations) follow
the editions. For the Sermo antequam iret in exsilium a provisional edition of the Latin ver-

sion is also presented.



Chapter Four: The Philological Commentary

This chapter contains two commentaries, one on Sermo antequam iret in exsilium and the
other one on Sermo cum iret in exsilium. The nature of these commentaries is almost exclu-
sively philological, viz. they analyse all most important readings present in the apparatus and
give justifications of the readings printed in the main text. Such matters as biblical quota-
tions, literary themes, historical notes, and the analysis of translation technique are also dis-
cussed, but the extent of these notes is dictated by their relevance as an aid for the establish-

ment of the text, or for the comprehensibility of a given passage.

Chapter Five: Conclusion

Chapter five presents a conclusion which summarizes and evaluates the results obtained
through the textual evidence of the new Greek texts. On the basis of the new findings, the va-
lidity of the criteria used by other scholars to discern the genuineness of these sermons is dis-
cussed and assessed anew. Finally, a prospect for future paths of research is offered. The the-

sis is completed by a bibliography.



CHAPTER ONE:
THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT
AND THE PROBLEM
OF AUTHENTICITY

1.1. Chrysostomian Scholarship and Ancient Sources

The ensemble of writings attributed to John Chrysostom (349-407) represents the largest sur-
viving literary corpus written in Greek. The corpus Chrysostomicum consists of thousands of
texts which have been preserved by approximately two thousand Greek manuscripts, span-
ning from the 6™ to the 18™ century. John’s writings include homilies, treatises and letters,
which nowadays are rightly regarded by Late Antique scholars as a goldmine of information
for several phenomena concerning the 4™ and early 5" century, such as the Antiochene and
Constantinopolitan liturgical praxis, the literary development of the homiletic genre and Bib-
lical exegesis, every-day life in urban and countryside contexts, as well as less visible, yet ir-
reversible events that in the 4" century changed the Roman empire at a political and social
level, such as for instance the competition of Christianity with the pagan religions and Ju-
daism, the rise of monasticism and the cult of the martyrs, the permanent division of the
Roman empire, the rise of the Constantinopolitan ecclesiastical see, etc.

After the pioneering first editions of the Chrysostomian corpus prepared by the Jesuit

Fronton du Duc (Paris, 1609-1624), the Warden of Merton College and Provost of Eton Hen-



ry Savile (Eton, 1610-1613), and that by the Benedictine Bernard de Montfaucon (Paris,
1718-1738), which until our days remains the most well known and complete one, the last
fifty years have seen a new interest in the publication of new critical editions of Chrysostomi-
an works by scholars of different countries, whose works have been published almost exclu-
sively in the French collection of the Sources Chrétiennes.! Although much progress has been
made especially in the field of the Chrysostomian treatises, as far as the largest commentaries
and other minor speeches, J.P. Migne’s Patrologia Graeca still remains the only access to the
largest part of the corpus Chrysostomicum.’

In the volume 52 of the Patrologia Graeca, at columns 427*-448, Migne reprinted four
texts from Montfaucon’s monumental edition of the Opera Omnia of John Chrysostom,
which deal with the first exile and whose titles are Sermo antequam iret in exsilium [hence-
forth ANTEQUAM IRET], Sermo cum iret in exsilium [henceforth cum IRET], Sermo post reditum a
priore exsilio (1) [henceforth posT REDITUM 1], Sermo post reditum a priore exsilio (2) [hence-
forth post rREDITUM 2].° The titles printed by Montfaucon probably reproduce what he found in
the manuscripts, although we have no precise information on which ones were used for his
editions. As it is self-evident from the Latin titles, the first two homilies are to be considered
as delivered before John’s departure from Constantinople, while the last two should have

been preached at his return in the imperial capital.

1 One important exception is F. Barone’s edition of John Chrysostom’s De Davide et Saule,
published in 2008 in the Series Graeca of the Corpus Christianorum (n. 70).

2 See Mayer 2005.

3 ANTEQUAM IRET occupies columns 427*-432, cuMm IRET 435%*-438, POST REDITUM 1 439-442,
POST REDITUM 2 443-448. In the Clavis Patrum Graecorum [henceforth CPG] they are
classified as n. 4396-9.
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John’s first exile occurred in the year 403, some time in between the months of Septem-
ber and October. The narrative of the historical events with this period of John’s life has been
narrated in great detail in many biographical works. While C. Baur’s Johannes Chrysostomus
und seine Zeit (Miinchen, 1929-1930)* still remains the first modern biography of John
Chrysostom conceived on a large scale and based on a fresh reading of the actual Chrysosto-
mian works, in the last fifteen years important new books have corrected, updated, and some-
times substantially changed the general picture provided by Baur in his monumental work.
These are: J.N.D. Kelly’s Golden Mouth. The Story of John Chrysostom (London, 1995), R.
Bréindle’s Johannes Chrysostomus (Stuttgart-Berlin-Kdéln, 1999), C. Tiersch’s Johannes
Chrysostomus in Konstantinopel (Tiibingen, 2002), and J.H.W.G. Liebeschuetz’s Ambrose
and John Chrysostom (Oxford, 2011).> The historical narrative which follows in the next
paragraph is drawn from these works, without always acknowledging the source. On the con-
trary, I shall refer to the above mentioned works in greater detail when particularly dealing
with the different interpretations of the homilies on the exile.’

As far as the ancient sources are concerned, in addition to the works of John Chrysostom
himself (that is his own treatises, homilies, and letters), which, however, present only rela-
tively scanty biographical information, scholars have been able to reconstruct John’s life
through the testimony of some contemporaries of John and through the chronicles of some
historians of the following generation. What follows is not an exhaustive list of all sources,

but only a short outline of the major 5™ century witnesses.

4 Iread this work in English translation. See BAur 1959-1960.

For the full titles of these works, see the bibliography.

6 In addition to these major monographs, there are a number of short journal articles which
deal with specific aspects of John’s life. Reference to these latter will be given in the
appropriate place and in the bibliography.

9}
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The most ancient source is the Epitaph of Saint John Chrysostom (i.e. Oratio funebris in
laudem sancti lohannis Chrysostomi), which, according to M. Wallraff, was written immedi-
ately after the news of the death of John, that is in September 407. This work was composed
by one of John’s followers and supporters, whose identity still remains obscure and therefore
usually referred to as pseudo-Martyrios.” This eulogy is characterized by a highly rhetorical
style of writing, and its full potential as historical evidence has just begun to be appreciated
by scholars. Another eyewitness and member of John’s closer entourage is Palladios from
Helenopolis, who wrote in 408 a biographical work on his hero and friend, the Dialogue on
the Life of Chrysostom.® Both Palladios and pseudo-Martyrios write their story with a highly
apologetic inclination, thus presenting their information from the point of view of John’s
closest allies. The next major sources are the ecclesiastical histories written by Socrates,
Sozomen, Theodoret of Cyrus, and Philostorgius, all written in the first half of the 5" centu-
ry.” While Theodoret’s account is rather succinct, both Socrates and Sozomen offer a large
section of their works entirely devoted to the life of John Chrysostom. Although fragmentary,
the remnants of Philostorgius’ work provide useful information on particular events and on
John’s network of friends and enemies. These stories complement each other and altogether
often present unique particulars on various aspects of John’s life. Although strictly speaking
outside the boundaries of the 5" century, another historical narrative which deserves to be

mentioned is Zosimos’ secular history (better known as The New History), whose non reli-

7 See WALLRAFF 2005 and 2007, where it is proposed to identify the author of the Epitaph
as Philip of Side.

See MALINGREY-LECLERCQ 1988.

9 See Hansen1995, BipEz-HaNseN 1960, and PARMANTIER-HANSEN 1998, Bipez 1913.

(o¢]
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gious point of view often reports events from a perspective radically different from that of the

church historians.'

1.2. Historical Context

In order to understand the combination of circumstances and actors which caused John
Chrysostom to be sent into exile at the beginning of Autumn 403, it is necessary — even if
only broadly — to follow the lines of a story which started five years earlier. For John arrived
in Constantinople, which at that time was the capital of the Eastern part of the Roman Em-
pire, to be consecrated bishop of Constantinople on the 26" of February 398. In fact, when in
September 397 bishop Nectarius, that is John’s predecessor on the Constantinopolitan see,
unexpectedly died, the eunuch Eutropius, who at that time was the most influential officer of
the Emperor Arcadius and the holder of the post of praepositus sacri cubiculi (that is the em-
peror’s superintendent of the bedchamber), suggested to the Emperor that he should have
John summoned from Antioch in order to fill the vacancy. At the time of his election to epis-
copal rank, John was 48 years old and had already spent twelve years as a priest in his home-
town Antioch.'" By that time John’s reputation and popularity in preaching and helping the
poor was already widely known and acknowledged in the East. After been unwillingly conse-
crated by Theophilus, Patriarch of Alexandria, who on the contrary had in mind a candidate
of his own, John indeed enjoyed great popularity among the clerics, and the populace, as well

as in the sphere of the imperial court, at least at the beginning of his stay in Constantinople.

10 See Pascuoup 1971-1989.
11 The year of birth of John Chrysostom is not undisputed. I prefer to follow what is stated
by Kelly. See KeELLy 1995, 296-8.
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After an initial period of success, however, John began to experience tensions and diffi-
culties both at an ecclesiastical and a secular level. As a result of a series of actions undertak-
en by John involving a number of reforms which were not welcomed by the local clerics and
monks, and as a consequence of John’s involvement in the policy of the Constantinopolitan
court with the Gothic community, John’s popularity slowly begun to decline.'? Without enter-
ing into the details, it may be enough to say that after a few years of episcopate during which
John enjoyed a steady and growing popularity among the populace of Constantinople, he had
also already begun to acquire a substantial number of enemies. First of all, within the imper-
ial palace, John’s relationship with Empress Eudoxia was constantly unstable.”” At an ecclesi-
astical level, John was criticized for his strictness in the administration of the wealth of the
Church, for his interference in the affairs of neighboring dioceses, for his general habit of be-
having independently and with a firm hand. Outside Constantinople his most dangerous and
active enemy proved to be Theophilus of Alexandria, whose main concern was the detriment
caused to the patriarchate of Alexandria by the rise of prestige of the Constantinopolitan see.

Troubles in John’s life started when Theophilus of Alexandria was summoned to the cap-
ital in order to answer the accusations of some Nitrian monks (the so called ‘Tall Brothers’)
who complained about the bishop’s abuse of authority in their own territory (401). The affair

of the Nitrian monks, who had come to Constantinople to seek help from John Chrysostom

12 See KeLLy 1995, 115-162 and BrANDLE 2004, 64-70, 78-81. A very good survey on the
intricate and difficult relations between John Chrysostom and the Constantinopolitan
community is in Corsaro 2005. Concerning the different point of views of the ancient
historians in discussing the conflict between John Chrysostom and the Imperial court, see
WALLRAFF 2001.

13 On this aspect particularly useful are OMMESLAEGHE 1979 and, more recently LIEBESCHUETZ
2011, 224-247, which present an updated survey of the interrelationship between John
Chrysostom and the court.
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and who were staying there under this latter’s protection, was the fatal beginning of the ruin
of Chrysostom." While he was dealing with delicate issue of the monks, John had in the
meantime traveled to Ephesus, in order to clarify an internal crisis of that local church. It was
during this trip that John entrusted Severian of Gabala with the task of preaching on his be-
half during the whole duration of his absence. Within a few months, this bishop was destined
to became one of the major opponents of John Chrysostom.

When John finally came back from his travels in Asia, he found that his position in the
clerical milieu and at court had already noticeably deteriorated, especially thanks to the
movements and intrigues brought about by Theophilus and Severianus. Events eventually
came to a head and, to cut a long story short, at the end of September 403 John himself was
called to answer to a series of (more or less) made-up accusations gathered against him at the
instigation of Theophilus."” According to the most recent researches, the turning point which
brought Emperor Arcadius, who until then had constantly admired and supported the policy
of John, to the point of having John face trial, was the fact that the latter had for a long time
refused to try Theophilus, as had been requested by the Emperor himself.'®

Seeing that John did not want to judge Theophilus for his behavior and interference in the
affair of the Tall Brothers, another synod was organized by Theophilus himself, who on his
way to Constantinople had taken his time in gathering as many clergymen as he could, from
Egypt, from the Eastern part of the Roman Empire, and even in Constantinople itself, among

those priests, bishops, and monks who criticized the politics John Chrysostom and were

14 See KeLLy 1995, 191-202, BRANDLE 2004, 95-100, and especially LieBescHUETZ 2011,
238-240.

15 The acts of the synod are transmitted in Photius’ Bibliotheca, cod. 59. See MALINGRAY
1988, 11, 97-115.

16 See TierscH 2000, 345-6 and LieBescHUETZ 2011, 239-240.
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seeking a suitable occasion to eliminate their bishop. The fate of John was thus decided at the
famous ‘Synod of the Oak’, which was held not too far away from Chalcedon, in Bithynia,
and gathered thirty-six bishops. The majority of the latter had purposely come from Egypt to
support Theophilus’ plan. The precise period during which the Synod took place is unknown,
although midtime September could be an acceptable date. As a matter of fact, Liebeschuetz
points out that Theophilus must have arrived in Constantinople in late August, which was the
time when the Egyptian grain fleet usually arrived in the capital."’

The number of accusations brought forward against John was originally twenty-nine. Al-
though it is difficult to say whether these accusations actually corresponded to real crimes or
not, especially considering that the ancient historians do not report them, pseudo-Martyrios
and Palladios cannot be trusted entirely since they were among the supporters of John, and
because the sole synodal document left is an incomplete list transmitted by Photius,'® it seems
certain that the main point that the synod was able to exploit in order to depose John was the
fact that he never presented himself to Chalcedon in order to clear himself. According to
John, in fact, that Synod was invalid by law and only a larger, less partial council should have
considered his case.

Once the synodal decision was taken, an official report was sent to the emperor, with a fi-
nal accusation of high treason. This accusation derived from the fact that in one of his homi-
lies, John supposedly offended the empress Eudoxia by comparing her to Jezebel."” Accord-

ing to Liebeschuetz, the sentence was immediately confirmed by Arcadios, and although the

17 See LieBEscHUETZ 2011, 237.

18 See MaLINGRAY 1988, 11, 97-115.

19 Kerry 1995, 228, thinks that Palladios’ account on this point is realistic. Also, see
LieBescHuUETZ 2011, 236.
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official banishment was ordered, nothing happened for the following three days, the reason
being the reaction of the populace of Constantinople.

After the imperial verdict became generally known in the city, crowds of friends and sup-
porters of John took shelter in Hagia Sophia, the cathedral of the city, and there remained
until their bishop, on the morning of the third day after the proclamation of his banishment,
supposedly pronounced his last homilies.”” These are the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cUM IRET.
Whether John pronounced two homilies, or only one, or even none, will be discussed in the
next paragraph as well as in the next chapter.

Following Socrates (VI, 15) and Sozomenos (VIII, 18), Kelly suggests that John left the
church at noon on the third day, that is at the moment when the streets were deserted due to
the heat,” while departure from the harbour must have taken place some time during the
evening of that day. The final destination of John’s exile was probably not yet known nor de-
cided. After leaving Constantinople, John was thus made to disembark in Bithynia, at
Praenetos (which today corresponds to the Turkish Karamiirsel), a location between the cities
of Nicomedia (modern izmit) and Helenopolis (modern Hersek). The Asian stopover of John
must have been very brief, for many incidents occurred in the imperial capital. The populace,
in fact, never stopped rioting and protesting against the removal of John, and other bloody
events occurred inside the Great Church, which happened to be temporarily occupied by
monks.” In addition to these facts, an accident occurred in the imperial palace, which has

been interpreted as a miscarriage of the Empress,” in conjunction with an earthquake,* and

20 According to Tiersch and Liebeschuetz ANTEQUAM IRET was probably pronounced on the
second day after the verdict. See TierscH 2000, 351-2 and LieBescHUETZ 2011, 241.

21 See KeLLy 1995, 231.

22 On these events the account of Kelly still remains the best and most detailed. See KeLLy
1995, 233.
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convinced the reluctant John to accept the imperial order to return to Constantinople. During
his stay in Praenetos the Empress had in fact sent a message begging to be pardoned and de-
claring her innocence and ignorance in the machinations of the Synod of the Oak by means of
her eunuch Briso.

After much pressure from the court and long vacillation from John’s side, the bishop fi-
nally consented to return in the capital. John’s triumphal return probably occurred in early
October 403. It is at this point that John delivered the homily post REDITUM 1 in the church of
the Holy Apostles, while the sermon posT REDITUM 2 might have been preached on the follow-
ing Sunday, in the church of Haghia Sophia.

This is the historical frame within which the homilies on the first exile must be placed.
Whether these texts can be considered authentic and actually preached during the above men-

tioned events, will be investigated in the next paragraphs.

1.3. Content of the Homilies on the First Exile

This paragraph offers a succinct synopsis of the content of the homilies on John’s first exile.
For practical reasons, the division of the paragraphs of all homilies follows the same structure
as is provided by Migne in the Patrologia Graeca, even if the new critical editions which are
presented in chapter three of this thesis show an arrangement of the texts according to a new
system. The subdivision of the homilies as provided by Migne has — for this chapter — to be
maintained, because whenever scholars refer to and discuss these homilies, they consistently

make reference to the paragraph system of the Patrologia.

23 To this episode Palladios and pseudo-Martyrios make a vague allusion.
24 The episode of the earthquake is narrated by Theodoret of Cyrus in his Historia
Ecclesiastica, V, 34.
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1.3.1. Sermo antequam iret in exsilium

The homily ANTEQUAM IRET is structured in five paragraphs.

§§ 1-3. In the first three paragraphs the homilist (allegedly John Chrysostom) addresses
his community like an affectionate father who is speaking to his children. The purpose of his
speech is to prepare the audience for the news of his departure. By means of different
metaphors, John compares his present condition to that of a man who, although in the middle
of a tempest, cannot have any fear, because he is sitting on a solid rock: the stone of faith.
John declares himself to be on the side of Christ, meaning that he who stays inside the
Church can consider himself safe from any assault. The material goods of this world count
for nothing and the relationship between a bishop and his flock can not be separated, not even
through death. John’s community too has nothing to fear, for the relationship with a bishop
can be compared to the marriage of man and woman: nobody can separate them, because
‘what God has joined together, let no one separate’.” John asks his audience to maintain its
calm and to pray for him. History shows that although in the past many people tried to defeat
the Church, nobody actually ever succeeded, for the mere reason that the Church is
invincible. John’s only care and preoccupation is thus the moral progress of his flock. For the
sake of it, in fact, he is ready to die thousands of times. His flock represents everything to
him and, as Jesus said to the apostles, he can promise that they will stay all together until the
end of the world.”

§§ 4-5. In the second part of the discourse John’s tone changes. The homilist is now

wondering why he has been deposed and tries to answer this question. The explanation he

25 Mt 19:6.
26 Mt 28:20.

-17 -



offers is that he has been condemned because he has always refused a life based on moral
slackness and opulence. If in the first part of the discourse John was speaking in a quite
emotional way, in these paragraphs he now becomes more aggressive and polemical. Without
directly mentioning any name, the homilist makes many allusions to his enemies. Theophilus
is thus introduced under the figure of Potiphar's wife. In the same way as this Egyptian
woman had seduced Joseph,” it is now another Egyptian (i.e. Theophilus) who is trying to
separate John from his community. Allusion to the Emperor Arcadius is made through the
mask of King David, who is introduced in the discourse in order to present a character
symbolizing the loyal and perfect king. In sharp contrast to her husband, Empress Eudoxia
enters the scene in order to be demonized by comparison first to Jezebel,™ the queen who
turned her husband away from the God of the Israelites, and secondly to the figure of

Herodias, the wicked woman who asked for the head of John the Baptist.”
1.3.2. Sermo cum iret in exsilium

The sermon cuM IRET is structured in two paragraphs.
§1. The main theme dealt with in the first part of the homily is the preparation of the

congregation — who are always addressed as ‘brothers’ (adeA¢ot), except once as ‘children’
(texvia) — for the departure of its bishop. Despite the turmoil of the events (1) CaAn TGV
AVEPWV ... TTOAMA KUPATA ... XAAETIOV TO KAUdWVIOV ... dOpata TTapeokevaopéva), the

preacher has no fear of what is to come, for his faith in the Scriptures (kaBéCopar i Thv

27 Gn 39.
28 Kings 1 and 2, passim.
29 Mk 6:17-29.
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[MTaAaiav kai Néav AtaBnxnv) and obedience to God’s commands (AeoTrdTng KeAeUet, kat
doUAog otepavoitat) protect him from any assault. As a matter of fact, nothing that belongs
to the earthly world can harm those who believe in Christ, neither death (6 Bavatoc), nor

exile (1) €Eopia), nor the confiscation of property (1) T®v xpnpdtwv dnpevoig). The central
section of this paragraph polemically addresses reasons that are causing his deposition

(peMovuoti pe kabeleiv). According to the homilist these are two: the first — probably
addressed to the court — is his condemnation of a luxurious life-style (€meidn TdmnTag ovy
NTA®OQ, Kai ONpika pATIA 0UK €veduadpnv...); the second — which is, most probably,

addressing a clerical milieu — is an alleged accusation of sacrilege in a liturgical context, i.e.

the administration of baptism after having eaten and drunk (Aéyouot &€ pot, 6Tt Epayeg kol
emieg, kal epamtioag). The final part of the paragraph consists of a both consolatory and

paraenetic address to the congregation, which is exhorted to face any difficulty by relying on

three virtues: faith (1) TioTig), endurance in temptation (O Treipaopog), and continence (1
owepoauvn). To this latter, a digression on the example of Joseph, the son of Jacob, is

appended.

§2. The second paragraph mostly consists of a tripartite tirade against the Empress

Eudoxia (Bouldpeba epamAdoar v yYAdTTav Tpog thv PactAida), who is never called
by her name, but rather described as a lawless (1) TTapavopog) woman enslaved to her body
(N oeowpatwpévn) — and therefore addicted to corporeal objects such as baths (1& Aoutpd),
unguents (ta pupiopata), and sexual intercourse (1) pet’ Avdpog TreptrAekopévn). Eudoxia

is depicted as somebody trying to fight her who is freed from her body (1 dowpatog) so as
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to bereave (ynpevoat) the pure and stainless Church (1) kaBopa kai domihog "ExkAnoia)
of its guide (that is, of John Chrysostom). The folly of the empress (BopuPeioBat,

euppaiveaBar, yeudeoBar) is highlighted by comparing her behaviour to that of several

Biblical women, who exercised their influence to damage the lives of those who criticized
them (Jezebel and Elijah,” Herodias and John the Baptist,”' Potiphar’s wife and Joseph, the
son of Jacob).”® In opposition to the Empress’s representation, the preacher depicts himself as
a virtuous man who is unjustly persecuted, but able to resist to any assaults (¢av éEopiowot
pe [...] éav eic BSpPopov Bahwot [...] av eig Odhartav [...] éav eig Ndkkov [...] éav
MBdowot pe [...] éav dmokepohiowat [...] éav padicwot [...] éav mpiowot) thanks to a
strength similar to that shown by many Biblical prophets and Christian martyrs (who, in order
of reference in the text, are: Elijah, Jeremiah, Jonah, Daniel, Stephen, John the Baptist, Paul,
and Isaiah). A long digression dealing with the example of Job’s endurance and his wife’s
divergent advice to reject God follows. A final address to the congregation ends the homily

with the image of the crown of justice (0 tflg Sikatoouvng oTépavog), which is
prophetically foreseen to descend on the head of those who keep their faith (tnv TricTiv

TeTApNKa), in spite of the fact that they are continuously tested.

1.3.3. Sermo post reditum a priore exsilio 1

The sermon posT REDITUM 1 is structured in two paragraphs.

§1. In the first paragraph the homilist shows surprise for his quick return from the exile,

30 Kings 1 and 2, passim.
31 Mk 6:17-29.
32 Gn 39:7-20.
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by stating that he has nothing more to say than ‘Blessed be God!’. He pronounced these
words while leaving Constantinople, he now does not stop repeating them while entering the
city. God, in fact, has to be blessed in any circumstance of life, and be thanked for anything
we receive in life. The homilist reminds the audience of the last words with which he
addressed it before leaving, that is the example of Job, who thus becomes the centre of a new
digression. What has happened to the Church of Constantinople has been decided by divine
Providence, which governs everything. As a matter of fact, nothing was able to divide the
bishop from his flock, and the envy of the enemies not only did not damage John, but even
helped him in gaining new supporters, not only among the Christians, but even among the
Jews. The news of John’s return is so extraordinary that the entire populace seems to have
come to greet him, even if on that day there is a horse-race in the hippodrome.

§2. John is preaching in the Church of the Apostles and states that he has summoned his
audience to that church because he who was persecuted came to those (i.e. the Apostles) who
were persecuted. There is no reason to fear persecution, for this is the only means to gain the
eternal glory. The rest of the discourse is a sort of celebration of the unity of John’s
supporters, who remained steady during his absence and continue to flourish. If John’s
enemies fled, this is thanks to John’s supporters, who fought for him while he was absent.
The homily ends with a joyful blessing of the people, after stating that also the persons in

charge (probably an allusion to the court) are on John’s side.

1.3.4. Sermo post reditum a priore exsilio 2

The sermon posT REDITUM 2 is structured in five paragraphs.
§1. The first paragraph begins with the Biblical episode of the Egyptian pharaoh, who

tried to take Sara, the wife of Abraham. Without explicitly mentioning any name, the homilist
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makes a precise parallel between the pharaoh and the other Egyptian who made an attempt to
his life (that is Theophilus of Alexandria) and Sarah, whose character represents the virtuous
Church of Constantinople. It goes without saying that John implicitly compares himself to
Abraham. Both in the case of the Biblical story, and in the personal case of John, the evil
attempts of wicked men had the sole result of shedding light on the virtues of those who
suffered persecution. More specifically, the patience of the righteous one, the chastity of
Sarah/Church, the incontinence of the enemy, the good will of God. Although the new
Egyptian had gathered a number of friends to helping him chase John, divine Providence
disposed otherwise.

§2. The main theme of the second paragraph is the celebration of the Constantinopolitan
community, which is praised for its faithfulness to John and for its virtue. In this community
the homilist includes not only the Christians, but also the Jews. As a matter of fact — says the
homilist — the troubles which John and his community have experienced are only a means of
God to test their faith and to strengthen them, exactly in the same way as Job was tested. At
this point the homilist alludes to the violent riots which took place in the cathedral during his
absence, and uses this topic to compare the weapons of the two parties: the canes on one side,
the prayers on the other.

§3. This paragraph continues and develops the themes of the previous one, that is the
praise of the people of Constantinople and of the entire city, as well as the fact that its
inhabitants fought the enemy with the weapon of prayer. When John was coming back to the
city, everybody came to the harbour to welcome him back. Among these people, the Empress
is also present. Thanks to all of them, the exile lasted one day only.

§4. In this paragraph John tells his audience about the circumstances that made possible
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his return to Constantinople. After he left alone the city, during the night a message was
brought to him, written by the Empress. In this message she declared her innocence and
ignorance of the decisions taken for his expulsion. She assures John that she remembers he
had baptized her own children. She continues by saying that she does not know where John
has been escorted to, and that because of that she has been sending messages everywhere, in
order to save him from the evil hands of his enemies.

§5. The final section of the homily continues the former praise of the communities and
comments on the hasty departure of the enemies of John. The sermon ends with an

exhortation to pray and thank God.

1.4. Studies on the Homilies on the First Exile: the Problem of Authenticity

At the time of the great edition of the corpus Chrysostomicum prepared by Bernard de
Montfaucon (1718-1738), the ensemble of writings which in the manuscripts were attributed
to John was distinguished into three broad categories of works: genuine, spurious, and
dubious. This neat and comfortable scheme has been challenged since 1902, when for the
first time Sebastian Haidacher showed that the text of the spurious Eclogae was actually
made up also of a large amount of authentic materials.” Important studies by Frans van de
Paverd, Pauline Allen, and Wendy Mayer have demonstrated that even the so called authentic
corpus is affected by unexpected problems, such as the fact that many of the homiletic series
which form Chrysostom’s Pauline commentaries actually present homilies preached at
different times and places (386-397, Antioch; 398-403, Constantinople). In the last 15 years

Sever Voicu has produced the most significant studies on the spuria. In one of his most recent

33 See HAIDACHER 1902.
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articles, Voicu divided the Chrysostomian corpus into 14 groups, classifying the spuria into
nine subgroups. Although in the field of pseudo-Chrysostomica much progress has been
made and, in the last twenty years, various articles have appeared, no serious and
comprehensive work on the problem of the validity of the criteria used for identification of
the spuria has been produced.

As far as the Homilies on the Exile are concerned, scholars have often stressed the
importance of these four sermons for two opposite reasons. For those who are convinced that
these texts are authentic, these homilies can then be upheld as historical documents
presenting evidence about a precise moment of John’s life. For those other scholars who
reckon these (or part of these) homilies to be, on the contrary, forgeries, these texts would
represent the first records of the large file of Chrysostomian spurious texts, which are
supposed to have been produced and circulated very early after John’s death, starting to be
disseminated side by side with the authentic Chrysostomian corpus at the same time when the
tradition of the whole corpus began.

Concerning the authenticity of the ANTEQUAM IRET, at least paragraphs 4 and 5 have been
suspected of manipulation from the time of Savile’s edition® up to contemporary scholars.

Montfaucon says that the first part of this oratio until the words &GA\’ 6p&d TOig €pavtol
Soypaot tvag (that is, the beginning of the fourth paragraph) ‘non indigna Chrysostomo

videtur: et talis a viris doctis habetur, paucioribus aliis reclamantibus’”® As for the second

part, on the contrary, the Benedictine states ‘salebris plenam, intricatam, quae saepe vix, ac

34 1 was unable to check the place where Savile examines the ANTEQUAM IRET, thus on this
point I trust what is reported in KeLry 1995, 230 n. 11.
35 See P.G. 52,427*-428%*.
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ne vix quidem intelligi potest,* [...] Chrysostomo abiudicandam censemus’.”” The reason for
rejecting the attribution to Chrysostom is, consequently, a matter of style, which in the two
sections is clearly different and, as far as the second part of the homily is concerned, not
entirely Chrysostomian. Montfaucon grounds his hypothesis of inauthenticity of the last two
paragraphs also on the evidence that an ancient Latin translation of this sermon ends at
paragraph three, thus omitting the suspected paragraphs.

The two most recent biographers of John Chrysostom, Kelly and Brindle, both agree that
even if the authenticity of the last two paragraphs of the homily can be reasonably
questioned, at least the first three paragraphs must be considered authentic.”® Of the two,
Kelly is by far the more precise in his thoughts. While Briandle in fact does not even mention
the existence of the cum IRET — although he quotes, paraphrasing, a passage from it —° Kelly
speculates that paragraphs 4 and 5 of ANTEQUAM IRET represent only a different redaction of
the cum IRET.* According to Kelly, paragraphs 1-3 of the ANTEQUAM IRET are clearly an
abbreviation of an original, which — I infer — he must have considered to be lost. In 2006
Inmaculada Delgado Jara, a Spanish sister, published a monograph on the Homilies on the
Exile in which she offers an overview on the historical events of John’s life and a translation
in Spanish of all the four homilies. As far as the problem of the authenticity is concerned, she

ignores the problems of paragraphs 4 and 5 of the ANTEQUAM IRET and affirms that the cum

36 Of the same opinion is KeLLy 1995, 230, who wrote ‘the text of both [that is of the last
two paragraphs of ANTEQUAM IRET and the homily cum 1RET] is confused, even chaotic, and
the Greek seems occasionally hardly to make sense’.

37 P.G. 52,427%-428%*.

38 Bréndle does not actually say much about the problem of the authenticity, but simply
states ‘in a second part [of the homily], the authenticity of which is often questioned...’,
see BRANDLE 2004, 114.

39 See BrRANDLE 2004, 230.

40 See Kelly 1995, 230.
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IRET actually represents the second part of ANTEQUAM IRET.*" The opinion of Liebeschuetz is
that the ANTEQUAM IRET has come down to us in a very corrupted state.* However, like Kelly,
he believes that the authenticity of paragraphs 1-3 should be accepted, while the second part
of the homily is nothing more than a different recension of the cum IRET.

The cum IRET has been considered spurious since the edition of Montfaucon, who states
‘aliam edimus oratiunculam [...] in qua praeter initium [...] caetera perplexa, infimaeque
notae videntur esse, quaedam etiam ex posteriore primae orationis parte [that is §§ 4-5 of the
ANTEQUAM IRET] excerpta’.¥ Montfaucon continues by saying that the only reason which
could lead one to consider the homily as authentic is the fact that in the post REDITUM 1 John
says to his audience that he will start his discourse with the words of Job, in the same way as
he ended his last discourse with Job before departing from Constantinople. In Kelly’s view,
as shown above, this homily is only a different recension of the last paragraphs of ANTEQUAM
IRET, which according to him can be accepted as genuine as well. One of Kelly’s arguments
coincides with that of Montfaucon concerning the recurrence of the figure of Job, the other
one is that in fact clear thematic links such as ‘the resemblance between a bishop’s
relationship with his flock and that of husband and wife’ occur in all parts of the two
homilies.* As for Liebeschuetz, although the cum IRET as it can be read nowadays may be the
result of a corrupted text, it ‘is at least in part based upon what Chrysostom had said’.*

As far as the two homilies after the exile are concerned, that is posT REDITUM 1 and POST

REDITUM 2, no scholars have doubted of their authenticity. One notable exception to the above

41 See DeLcADO 2006, 213-216.
42 See LieBESCHUETZ 2011, 241.
43 P.G. 52,435*%-436*.

44 See KELLY 1995, 231.

45 See LiEBESCHUETZ 2011, 242.
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picture is the position of Sever Voicu, who in an article published in 2004, claimed that all
the four Homilies on the Exile are in fact spurious.

Concerning the ANTEQUAM IRET, Voicu exploited and expanded Kelly’s argument that
paragraphs 4 and 5 represent a reworking of the cum IReT.* First of all Voicu observes that
ANTEQUAM IRET contains several passages in common not only with cum IRET, but also with
another text of the Chrysostomian corpus, the In Pentecosten Sermo, which is usually
considered spurious.”” According to Voicu these two texts are the sources from which
ANTEQUAM IRET was created. Among other arguments which Voicu brings forward to uphold
his idea of the inauthenticity of the antequam iret, he lists the presence of a doxology which

is apparently characteristic only of spurious texts,” as well as the, according to him, bizarre

use of some words, which either are used only once in Chrysostom (atrovooupevog), or

appear to be hapax (aipdooeig and dBavaoiag UtdBeoig)”. In addition, Voicu considers

the mention of Herodias seeking the head of the Baptist as another indication that the homily
is not authentic. This theme, in fact, is already present in the cum IRET, and would apparently
derive from yet another text considered spurious, the homily /n decollationem S. Iohannis.>
Voicu’s final verdict is thus that the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cuM IRET are two spurious
homilies, which are part of a much larger group of texts probably created in Constantinople
immediately after the death of John Chrysostom (407).”" To explain this situation, Voicu

claims that the famous contrast between John Chrysostom and Empress Eudoxia is in reality

46 It should be noted that Voicu never credits the paternity of this idea to Kelly.
47 For the list of the passages see Voicu 2005, 102-104.

48 On this point see later Chapter 2.

49 Respectively at lines 22, 95/96 and 115.

50 Voicu 2004, 706.

51 Voicu 2004, 707.
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only a legend created ad hoc in order to find a defined enemy responsible for the expulsion of
the bishop. In 403 a silver statue of the empress standing on a column of porphyry had been
erected in Constantinople. According to Socrates and Sozomen, on that occasion John
criticized the luxury of this statue comparing Eudoxia to Herodias in his famous homily /n
decollationem S. lohannis. The problem arises from the fact that In decollationem is spurious
and therefore this episode of Chrysostom’s life may have actually never happened. Had this
in fact really occurred, John would have seriously risked a capital sentence.’> The homily In
Pentecosten sermo 1, on the contrary, shows that the relationship between John and Eudoxia
was one of good terms.” In Voicu’s view, the legend of the contrast between Chrysostom and
the empress started because in the eyes of the community of John’s supporters (the

Twavvitor mentioned by Socrates in his Historia Ecclesiastica),”® Eudoxia could easily

become the scapegoat for justifying Chrysotom’s exile (Eudoxia, in fact, had died few
months after Chrysostom’s definitive banishment in 404, and her death must have seemed
like a divine punishment). For this reason, John’s supporters later reused the material of this
legend in the other two texts which deal with John’s exile, the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cum
IRET.

Whatever different scholars’ opinions may be, one significant problem remains. This
issue is that, to date, the anTEQUAM IRET and the cum IRET are still lacking a new critical
edition. In the next two chapters the history of the text and a provisional critical edition of

paragraphs 1-3 of the ANTEQuUAM IRET and the full text of the cum IRET will be presented. The

52 Voicu 2004, passim.
53 P.G. 52, 803-808.
54 Concerning this community see Voicu 2004, 706-707.
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question of the authenticity and the validity of the criteria hitherto used will then be discussed

in the conclusion of the thesis, that is in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER TWO:
THE HISTORY OF THE TEXT

The first part of this chapter deals with the history of the text of ANTEQUAM IRET, While the

second part offers a shorter study on the transmission of the cum IRET.

2.1. The History of the Text of the Sermo antequam iret in exsilium

2.1.1. Introduction

The Sermo antequam iret in exsilium is transmitted both by direct and indirect tradition. The
direct tradition is represented by one mediaeval manuscript only, while a rich indirect
tradition is witnessed by an old Latin translation dating back to the 5" century, and by a

Byzantine biography of John Chrysostom written in the 7™ century.

2.1.2. Description of the Manuscript

As far as it is currently known, the direct tradition of the Sermo antequam iret in exsilium is
represented by a codex unicus preserved in Paris, at the Bibliothéque nationale de France. To
date, no editor has ever made use of this manuscript. The printed edition commonly used for
the homily,' in fact, relies on an indirect source, which will be analysed later.

The AnTEQUAM IRET is contained in folios 195%-197" of the manuscript Bibliotheque

1 Thatis P.G. 52:427*-432.
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nationale de France, Graecus 700 (olim Colbertinus 365, Regius 1829, 3). According to
Omont’s catalogue,’ the manuscript, which has 350 folios, was written in the 10™ century on
a parchment support. With the exception of a very succinct summary of the content, Omont
does not give other data. Hence, the following information relies on an inspection of the
manuscript conducted in situ.’

The manuscript measures mm. 357 x 243, has two columns, each one containing 38 lines.
The ruling system is Leroy D 22D2a. In the first part of the manuscript the decoration is not
very interesting, because it is limited to some drawings and initials traced with dark brown
ink. The second part has more interesting initials (i.e. f. 87"), painted in red, green and yellow.
Generally speaking, however, the decoration of the manuscript is rather sober.

The manuscript is constituted by 41 quires (originally all quaternions), but some folios
have been lost, namely in the quires 1 (5 ff), 2 (6 ff.), 7 (4 ff.), 19 (6 ft.), 29 (7 ft.), 33 (6 ft.),
45 (6 ft.), 46 (5 ff.); quires 8 and 12 are missing.

The content of the manuscript is (with the exception of the piece n.2) entirely occupied

by Chrysostomian texts. The following table shows a list of the pieces.

1. ff. 1-8Y, 17-24", 9-16", 25-43", In Matthaeum homiliarum 4-6, 65-88 epitome (CPG
4424)

P ff. 43-45", Eusebii Caesariensis Epitome selecta ex libro ad Marinum quaestionum
euangelicarum (CPG 3470)

3. ff. 87-163, Commentarii in S. Euangelium secundum lohannem (ex Chrysostomi

homiliis in Iohannem 4-22, 32-70, 72-88 confectus)

. ff. 163-166", Homilia in illud, Apparuit gratia Dei omnibus hominibus (CPG 4456)
5. ff. 166"-170", Homilia 3. Ad neophytos (CPG 4467)

6. ff. 170%-172%, In illud, Quid ex uobis uolens turrim aedificare (ineditum)

2 Owmont 1888, 116. Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliotheque
Nationale. See OmonT 2000.

3 For certain details of the description, I am indebted to the kind advice of Mr Pierre
Augustin (IRHT).
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7. ff. 172"-174", De paenitentia (CPG 4631)
8. ff. 174%-179, De remissione peccatorum (CPG 4629)
9. ff. 179-189", In diuitem et Lazarum (ineditum)
10. (deperditus)
11. ff. 190-195", Ad illuminandos catechesis 1 (CPG 4460)
12. ff. 195"-197", Sermo antequam iret in exsilium (CPG 4396)
13.-14. ff. 198-201", In lohannem homiliae 1-2 (CPG 4425)
15. ff. 208-212, In Genesim homilia 1 (CPG 4409)
16. ff. 212-216", De paenitentia homilia 5 (CPG 4333)
17. ff. 218-219, De ieiunio et eleemosyna (CPG 4502)
18. ff. 219-227", Peccata fratrum non euulganda (CPG 4389)
19.-20. ff. 227%-239, In illud, Vidi Dominum (Is. 6, 1) homiliae 5, 4 (CPG 4417)
21. ff. 239-243", Quomodo animam acceperit Adamus (CPG 4195)
22.-23. ff. 243¥-256", De Anna sermones 2-3 (CPG 4411)
24, ff. 256"-264", De Chananaea (CPG 4529)
25. ff. 264%-274", In illud, Si qua in Christo noua creatura (2 Cor. 5, 17) (CPG 4701)
26.-27. ff. 274"-300", In principium Actorum, homiliae 3-4, 2 (CPG 4371)
28. f. 301, De mutatione nominum, homilia 1 (CPG 4372)
29. 301-305Y, De ss. martyribus (CPG 4365)
30. ff. 305%-309, De loseph et de castitate (CPG 4566)
31. ff. 309-312", De Susanna sermo (CPG 4567)
32. ff. 312"-328, De creatione mundi et quod Deus sit (i.e. Ad Stagirium a daemone
uexatum (CPG 4310)
33. ff. 328-339, In paralyticum demissum per tectum (CPG 4370)
34. ff. 339-341", [Anonymi Ariani] Sermo in psalmum undecimum, cum lacuna (CPG
2083)
35. ff. 341¥-350", In sanctum Pascha sermo 7, cum lacunis (CPG 4612)
36. f. 350", De Spiritu Sancto (CPG 4188)

2.1.3. The indirect tradition

2.1.3.1. George of Alexandria’s Life of John Chrysostom

The ANTEQUAM IRET has been transmitted indirectly in a hagiographical work written by

George of Alexandria, the so called Life of John Chrysostom. In his edition of the corpus
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Chrysostomicum Montfaucon states that he saw the ANTEQUAM IRET ‘in postrema Morelli
Editione ad calcem Tomi quarti [...] ex Vita Chrysostomi per Georgium Alexandrinum
excerpta’.* The Morellian edition to which Montfaucon refers was published by Fronton du
Duc between the years 1609-1624.

Information concerning George of Alexandria’s life and works is rather scanty.” All we
know is that he lived in the first half of the 7" century in Alexandria, where he was bishop.
His episcopate is placed between the years 619 and 630. It is possible that just before his
death, which is assumed to have occurred in 630, George escaped to Constantinople in
consequence of the Arab invasion.

George’s Life of John Chrysostom is based on the Chrysostomian biographies and
histories written in the fifth century by Palladius and Socrates. Savile printed George’s work
for the first time in 1612, in his edition of the Opera Omnia of John Chrysostom.’ His text
was based on two manuscripts (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat.
Palatinus graecus 80 and Miinchen, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek 155)’. After Savile, a new
edition was prepared by Halkin in 1977.° Halkin openly states that his work is not a
remarkable new step in the knowledge of George’s text, because of twenty existing
manuscripts known to him,” he only used two more than Savile’s edition, the Wien,
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, hist. gr. 5 and Hagion Oros, Mon& Ib&ron 263. What is

relevant here is that in Halkin’s edition of George’s Life the homily ANTEQUAM IRET cannot be

P.G. 52:427*%-428*.

See AUBERT 1984, 583-584; Loutn 2000, 407.

SaviLE 1612-1613, VIII, 157-265.

See HaLkin 1977, 69-70.

See HaLkiN 1977, 70-285.

For the list of the manuscript see MALINGRAY 1988, 11, 15-16.

NelioBEN Bo) WV, [N N
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found anywhere. This is due to the fact that George’s Life of John Chrysostom is actually

transmitted in many different recensions.'’

2.1.3.2. The Ancient Latin Translation

In addition to George of Alexandria’s testimony, an old Latin translation has been transmitted
by a large number of manuscripts. This Latin translation is printed in P.G. 52:431-434. The
author of the translation is unknown, although some scholars have suggested the name of
Anianus Celedensis, a supporter of Pelagius."'

All that is known about Anianus’ activity, life and works derives from the data given by
Jerome and Orosius, as well as from some autobiographical information present in Anianus’
own works."? His place of origin and the chronology of his life are unkown, but scholars
agree in placing his activity between the end of the 4" and the beginning of the 5" century, in
Palestine, at the time of the Pelagian controversy. Anianus might have helped Pelagius as
interpreter during the councils of Jerusalem and Diospolis (415) thanks to his knowledge of
both Greek and Latin.

Anianus’ literary activity is concentrated in the two substantial translations of John
Chrysostoms’ In Matthaeum homiliae and De laudibus sancti Pauli apostoli homiliae.
Plausibly one may say that Anianus produced these translations in 419/420 (In Matthaeum)

and in 421 (De laudibus Pauli)."”

10 For a full list of the recensions see HALKIN 1984, 101-103.

11 This is, for example, the opinion of GEERARD. See CPG 1974, n. 4396, 512.

12 For an overview of Anianus’ activity see BonrigLio 2009, 77-104; Voicu 1993, 397-415;
PriMMER 1972, 278-289; SkaLITzKY 1971, 208-233; MusuriLLo 1970, 452-460; BouHoT
1989, 31-39.

13 See especially PRiMMER, 1972.
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Alongside the above-mentioned translations, Anianus is also supposed to have translated

many other Chrysostomian (both authentic and spurious) works, among which there is also

the anTEQUAM IRET. Concerning Anianus’ paternity of the translations, scholarly consensus is

not unanimous. Other Chrysostomian translations attributed to Anianus are the following:

* In Eutropium",

* Deregressu";

* De recipiendo Severiano'’;

* Sermo antequam iret in exsilium'’;

* Sermo post reditum a priore exsilio 1'%;
*  Quod nemo laeditur nisi a se ipso"’;

o Sermo ad neophytos®;

*  Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum®.

Some of the above-listed works are found in a collection of homilies, which contains, in

addition to other authors’ homilies, several authentic and spurious Chrysostomian texts.”

This collection of texts is generally known under the name of Collection of the 38 Latin

homilies.

It has been demonstrated that the collection exists in different forms.”> What is

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

CPG 4392; P.G. 52:391-396.

CPG 4394; P.G. 52:421-242.

CPG 4395; P.G. 52:423-426.

CPG 4396; P.G. 52:431-436.

CPG 4398; P.G. 52:439-442.

CPG 4400.

CPG 4467. See WENGER, 1970.

See SCHLATTER, 1988, 364-375.

For an overview on this collection see Voicu 1993, 402-406; WiLMART 1918, 305-327;
WEeNK 1988.

See WIiLMART 1918 and Bounor 1971.
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remarkable is that some of the texts contained in the collection are quoted for the first time in
a passage of Augustine’s Contra Iulianum opus imperfectum.** This indication is significant
indeed, because since the Contra lulianum is dated to the year 421, it makes it possible, as
Voicu states,” to date the collection containing the ANTEQUAM IRET at the beginning of the 5"
century; at latest, prior to 421 as terminus ante quem.

Wenk prepared the critical edition of some of the texts contained in the collection,*® and
in doing so he also provided a provisional list of the manuscripts containing at least one piece

of the collection. The following list of witnesses is based on Wenk’s own researches.”’

City Library Shelfmark Cent.
Admont Stifisbibliothek 242 e
Angers Bibl. municipale 147 (139) 9"
Arras Bibl. municipale 133 (128) 10™
Berlin Staatsbibl. zu Berlin Phillipps 1673 (Rose 44) 9
Berlin Staatsbibl. zu Berlin Theol. fol. 122 (=Cod. elect. 297) 15"
Berlin Staatsbibl. zu Berlin Theol. fol. 484 (=Cod. elect. 331) 14"
Berlin Staatsbibl. zu Berlin | Theol. fol. 592 (=Phillipps 22183) 120-13®
Bologna Bibl. Universitaria |476 (832 olim Aula I1.A.39) 15®
Bruxelles Bibl. royale Albert I 1203 (11 989) 10™
Bruxelles Bibl. royale Albert I 1204 15®
Bruxelles Bibl. royale Albert I 1205 15"
Douai Bibl. municipale 212 12
El Escorial Bibl. del real monasterio de San Lorenzo  |b.111.2 1112
El Escorial Bibl. del real monasterio de San Lorenzo  |L.11.8 15"
Firenze Bib. Medicea Laurenziana Ashburnham 57 9
Karlsruhe Badische Landesbibliothek Augiensis Perg. 52 9
Klosterneuburg  |Stifishibliothek 200 14"
Laon Bibl. municipale 302 12
Milano Bibl. Ambrosiana C.250. Inf 15"

24 P.L. 44:685-686.

25 Voicu 2004, passim.

26 Wenk edited the n. 6, 8, 27, 32 and 33 of the collection. See WENK 1988.
27 WENK 1988, 33-92.
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Montecassino Biblioteca della Badia 12 1"
Montecassino Biblioteca della Badia 117 1112
Montecassino Biblioteca della Badia 288 1112
Miinchen Bayerische Staatsbibl. Lat. 8109 (Mag. 9) 1®
Miinchen Bayerische Staatsbibl. Lat. 14423 9t
Miinchen Bayerische Staatsbibl. Lat. 3586 (Aug. civ. 86) | 15"
Miinchen Bayerische Staatsbibl. Lat. 10895 (Pal. 895) 1505
Oxford Bodleian Library Laud. Misc. 452 9"
Paris Bibl. de I'Arsenal 175 120
Paris Bibl. de I’Arsenal 245 15"
Paris Bibl. nationale de France Lat. 12140 10"
Paris Bibl. nationale de France Lat. 1769 14"
Paris Bibl. nationale de France Lat. 1771 gh-gh
Paris Bibl. nationale de France Lat. 1891 15®
Paris Bibl. nationale de France Lat. 2651 1112
Poitiers Bibl. municipale 62 (252) 15®
Rouen Bibl. municipale 440 (A. 198) 12"
Sankt Gallen Stifisbibliothek 103 9"
Sankt Gallen Stifisbibliothek 434 ot
Saint Omer Bibl. municipale 97 9
Vaticano Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana Reg. Lat. 252 10™-11™
Vaticano Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana lat. 399 15®
Wien Osterreichische Nationalbibl. |Lat. 4147 (Rec. 499) 15"
Wien Osterreichische Nationalbibl. |Lat. 4433 (Univ. 166) 15"

2.1.4. The Analysis of the Sources and the Stemma Codicum

2.1.4.1. Two Recensions

When one analyses the three sources available for the ANTEQUAM IRET — i.e. the Greek
manuscript (= P), the Latin version (= Lat),”® and the Greek printed text as found in the

Patrologia Graeca (= Montf) — one key fact is immediately apparent. This fact is that of the

28 With Lat 1 refer to the Latin translation as a source in itself, without taking into

consideration the technical details of its critical edition, manuscripts, editions, etc.
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ANTEQUAM IRET there exist two recensions. I will call the first recensio a, the second recensio
At first sight the difference between the two recensions can be explained in that the
recensio o coincides with the text of recensio P in the first three paragraphs.” The following

chart gives details on the portion of text relevant to each of the two recensions.

recensio o = P + Lat recensio 3 = Montf
§1 |inc. TlToMa ta kUpata §1 |inc.. [ToMa 10 kUpota
expl. ol kaTioyUooUoLY aUTig expl. o0 kaTioyUooUoLY AUTHg
§2 |inc. Ei &mioteig 1)) MOy §2 |inc.. Ei amioteig 1)) Moy
expl. elapioT®d expl. elXaploT®d
§3 |inc. Mnbeig upag BopuPeitw §3 |inc. Mndeig Updg BopuPeitw
expl. TaUta dBavaoiag Utobeoic + expl. TaUta dBavaoiag UTToOeotc
doxology
§4 |inc. AN\ 6p&
expl. 10U adehpol cou
8§85 |inc. AN\a i elTto
expl. 6 Tiig Sikatoouvng otépavog + doxology

Recensio B is essentially the text of the discourse as it can be found in Montfaucon’s
edition reprinted by Migne in the P.G.

Recensio o can be read through the text of recensio (3, with the sole exception of its
doxology. In spite of this, recensio a should not be considered as a shortened version of
recensio P, for it is an independent text which is complete in itself. As such, to my
knowledge it is found only in the Parisian Greek manuscript (P). The Latin version represents

a translation of the Greek text of recensio a, and not of that one of recensio [5

29 The content of these two paragraphs has been already discussed in chapter one.
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On the ground that the Latin translation presents a ‘shorter’ text than the Greek of
recensio P, and for other reasons which concern the style of the discourse, the authenticity of

this sermon was first challenged by Henry Savile, already at the beginning of the 17" century.
As a matter of fact, Chrysostomian paternity has always been questioned — as it has been
discussed in Chapter one — sometimes with regard to the entire discourse, more often at least
its last two paragraphs. These latter have been often believed to be part of a different text, or
to have been written by a different writer. To many scholars, the fact that the Latin translation
concludes at the end of paragraph three without any sense of an abrupt interruption
represented enough evidence to confirm that originally the discourse could have ended at that
point. What I want to stress here is that to date no scholar has been able to benefit from a
critical edition of this Sermo. As a result, there was no evidence that the direct Greek
tradition (P) actually bears witness to another recensio, which in fact represents the source on

which the Latin translation was conducted.®

2.1.4.2. The Doxology

The difference between recensio o and recensio 3 is not only in terms of amount of the text.

As shown in the chart below, in fact, the two recensions show also two different doxologies.

recensio a = P recensio p = Migne/Montf
Ymep <6&> toUtwv Gmdviwv eUyapioTh- ou oTepdvou KataElwoel UPAg O TGV
~ ~ v , \ < , . , N ~
owpev 1§ Oed, @ 1N 86Ea kol 10 kpdTog OAwV AECTIOTNG €1 TOUC ALVAC.
Kal 1) TIPM KAl 1) HEYQAOTIPETIELD EIC TOUG Apfv.”!
a1&VAS TOV ALOV®V. Apnv.

30 About the discussion concerning the authenticity see Chapter one.
31 P.G. 52:432".
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Versio Latina

pro his gratias agamus Deo, cui gloria in
saecula saeculorum. Amen.

The doxology reported by recensio B is very unusual. With the exception of this
discourse, to my knowledge this doxology is non-existent in the entire Chrysostomian corpus.
A variation of it can be found only in another homily, which has been labelled spurious by
Aldama® — CPG 4633 De caritate™ — whose doxology is: €ig oUg kai fpdg O TAvVIWV
AeoTréTng AE100ELE, £l TOUS Aidvag TOV aiwvev. Apfv.™

In 1970 A. Wenger pointed out that almost the entire corpus of the authentic
Chrysostomian homilies has an ending and doxology, which are distinctive to their writer.”

This is the following.

(Baotheia, 86Ea / ayaba, oknvai) Nc/dv Yévorto TAvtag NpAg ETITUYELV YAPLTL
xkai prhavBpoia [oixTippoic] Toll Kupiou fipév ool Xpiotol, §t” ou kai ped’
ou ¢ Matpi &pa 16 ayie Mvedpar, S6Ea, kpdrog, Tipm, viv kai del kal eig Toug
al&VAg TGOV AlOVMV. Apfv.

According to Wenger, the presence of the above-mentioned Chrysostomian doxology
functions as a law when one is seeking to make a distinction between authentic and spurious

homilies.*

The doxology transmitted by recensio a has been fairly recently questioned by S.

Voicu.” The latter states that in Chrysostom’s corpus the formula “Ymep O¢ toutwv

32 ALbama 1965, 87, n. 241.

33 P.G. 60:773-776.

34 P.G. 60:776.

35 WENGER 1970, 57-59.

36 WENGER, 1970, 58: ‘cette loi [...] est appelée a rendre de grands services dans le

traitement des innombrables faux’.
37 Voicu 2004, passim.
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ATAVIWV eUXAPIOTAOWHEY TG O appears almost exclusively in spurious or dubious

texts. Whenever this formula is found in authentic texts, in fact, it always takes a more
elegant form.”

Voicu locates the inauthentic doxology in a large number of early spurious works,”
among which he places also the ANTEQuAM IRET. Concerning this latter, since he did not read P
he could only ground his hypothesis on the evidence of the Latin translation. As a matter of

fact it is only the collation of P which can show that recensio a has indeed the postulated

formula, and that the doxology of the Latin version has been shaped on it, although it appears

in a more succinct form.

2.1.4.3. Contrasting Readings and Mistakes

The collation of the Greek manuscript (= P) with the text printed in the Patrologia Graeca (=
Montf) and the analysis of the Latin translation (= Laf) reveal that in the majority of cases
recensio a and recensio P present contrasting readings. This picture comes to confirm the
presence of two separate branches in the tradition of our text.

The contrasting variants sometimes are in terms that only one of the two can be accepted
on the strength of the grammar, sense or context. At times, on the contrary, the readings of

the two recensions are both acceptable. In that case only a comparison with the loci similes of

38 For example, see Voicu 2005, 102, where he refers to the doxology of CPG 4417 In illud:
Vidi dominum, hom. 5: ‘Ymep Ot toUtwv OMAVIWV EUXOPLOTNOWHEY TQ Oed,
SoEdompev v dgatov altot ghavBpwriov: fig yévoito kai fuds AdEioug
pavijoat, yaprrt kai gprdavBpwtrig Kupiou npdv Incol Xpiotol, ped’ ou ¢ [otpl
S0Ea, apa ¢ ayiw IMvelpott, €l TOUg aidvVag TOV atdvwy. Apnv. The quoted text
has been edited by DumorTIER 1981, 200.

39 A list and analysis of them can be found is in Voicu 2005.
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the Chrysostomian corpus (both the authentic and the spurious) and research on the wusus
scribendi and the vocabulary turned out helpful in the choice of the text to edit.

In the following list I will display some of the most interesting readings which oppose
recensio o to recensio 3. The reason why Lat is not always included in the list is due to the
fact that the Latin translation proves to be useful only when it translates the Greek verbum de
verbo. Hence, I ignore the Latin witness whenever it does not add anything relevant to the
context. In the list, the number standing on the left side of the page refers to the line of the

Greek text presented in my edition.

List of the readings which contrast recensio a to recensio 3.*

3 Sracalevoar P Sta\liocar Montf
commovere Lat

9 xpuoia P xpnota Montf

13 Npag upddv P npag Montf
nos a vobis Lat

13 ov P 0 Montf
quem Lat

13 Xpiot6g P 0 ©ed¢ Montf
Christus Lat

18 xwpioat ou Suvarar P pn ywpilétw Montf

19-20 | Trohepeic GAN oUSEv pe PAG- AAAQ TToAepeig autnv oU duvdpevog PAdyar

e P Montf

21 oautou P €autou Montf

21 €l ... payn P TG ... pAYNG Montf

24 SralveTar P Sta\vovtar Montf

29 Ti emyelpeig P Tig emiyelpel Montf
quod ... conaris Lat

31 edpaletar P ndpateto Montf
solidatur Lat

40 The list is not complete, for it takes into account only the most interesting readings. The

numbering on the left column refers to the lines of my edition (see Chapter three).
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31 avéotnoe P €otnoe Montf
32 duvnoetar P Suvartonr Montf
poterit Lat
41 gvdeka P OAlyor Montf
undecim Lat
42 émAnoOn P ETANpOn Montf
repletus est Lat
47 YLVOpév@vV P Yevopévwv Montf
48 e15ec P 1dete Montf
50 dotatov P ataktov Montf
50 pupnv P oppnv Montf
56-57 | éxkAnoiog ... mepryevéoBar P éxkAnoiay ... coletoar Montf
60 Tpaypara P Tpavpata Montf
62 o1dnpou P métpag Montf
ferro Lat
64 armeudoknoev P amnyopeube Montf
64 édarrdva P édarravato Montf
76 SieyepOfy P Sieyeipnror Montf
81 ToUTO P outoc Montf
82 a ... Tavta P €l ... Touto Montf
83 ou P omou Montf
non Lat
86 gupopev ko1 Beppotépoug P ka1 Beppotépoug euprikapev Montf
87 va P ) Montf
et ubi Lat
92 Tatépeg P matpic Montf
92 duvijoopat P Suvapor Montf
93 pntnp P Tatépes Montf
mater Lat
95 €TOlpWG EXw P groipog Montf
99 1 émiPouln aUtn P ai émiBoulad attan Montf
117 AAeippara P Aherppo Montf
unguenta Lat

Readings of P contrasting with recensio 3 and Lat:
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12 |ouv Upag ayarnroi Bappeiv P v Upetépav Bappeiv aydmnv Montf
caritatem vestram ut aequo animo sitis Lat
18 |[-]P ou Montf
non Lat
49  |émi 1&V kUpdTOVY P €1l TV VdATWwV Montf
super aquas Lat
65 |Bucia P ovaia Montf / substantia Lat
75/76 |tiva Exw goPndijvar P Tiva poPnOnoopar Montf
quem timebo Lat

2.1.4.4. Omissions (and Minor Expansions)

In the study of the history of the text of the ANTEQuUAM IRET the presence of omissions in the
three sources has proved to be of crucial importance for the understanding of the relationship
between P, Lat and Montf.

Before showing the results obtained through the analysis of the most important of them, I
first need to make clear that three different kinds of omissions must be isolated. The
omissions of the ANTEQUAM IRET, in fact, have originated in three different ways. Some
omissions are accidental (e.g. due to saut du méme au méme), others are due to mistakes of a
scribe’s thought, some others are more complex to explain, since they concern the more

delicate point of the biblical quotations.

2.1.4.4. A. First Category of Omissions/Expansions

In the first category I collect all those omissions that may have occurred because of scribe’s
distraction or thought. In the same group, though, I consider also another phenomenon, which
takes place because of an opposite process. Sometimes, in fact, because of scribe’s

understanding of the text, instead of a lack of word(s), what can be found is a more or less
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small addition of one or more words, i.e. an expansion of text. This kind of omissions and/or
expansions often has the following results: either they produce a text less correct because one
or more words are missing (or added) in a way that the usus scribendi or the grammar is
negatively affected, or they try to make the text easier, trivialising it with the addition of

more explicit grammatical elements or of treacherous glosses.

The following table shows some of the omissions/expansions that come under this

category.
5 [-]P 16V Montf
6 ¢Eopiav P eEopiav eitté po1 Montf
13 Npag upddv P npag Montf
nos a vobis Lat
19 éxkAnotav P éxkAnoiav Oeol Montf
ecclesia Lat
23 m6dAg AlpACOELS TOUG GOUS P m6dag aipdooeig Montf
24 AN’ € P AN alta i Montf
24 Aioov P avBpwte Aioov Montf
39 ol TToAepNoavTES TNV EKKAnoiav P ol ToAepnoavreg Montf
48 ITétpov P tov Iétpov Montf
51 N\Oopev P fABopev Tva poPnBdpev pn Beol Montf
59 -] P GG TrioTEL E0rypévor Montf
sed fide vincti Lat
59 fi@oc P 1Af00g TTUpOS oPodpiTepov Montf
ecclesia Lat
61 Kopn P Kopn atohn Montf
puella aetate tenera Lat
61 [-1P/[-] Lat Knpou v amolwtépa Montf
62-63 | ECeeg kai 1O oipa eEéyeag P EEeec ka1 Montf
63 tioTv P TrioTiv authic Montf
fidem [...] eius Lat
66 pidg P P8¢ KGpng atreLpoydpou Montf
76/77 | «xav BSpuPor P [-] Montf
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77 €poi yap P épot Montf

77178 | apdyvn kai apayvng P apayvng Montf
araneae [...] et araneis Lat
82 TaUta yvéoBw P Tavta yevéoBar yivéoBw Montf
86/87 | [-]1P ei¢c Mitaveiov Montf
ad orationes Lat
89 et kai SietpySpeba P Sietpyopeba Montf
90 EHE UPGOV 0UdE P oUd€ Montf
ego a vobis Lat
94 [-] P Cwn Montf
98 [-] P O{NJ'rog Montf
103 i Yap ouk P i yap Montf
quid enim non Lat
106 10U WOTOG P p&¢ paAov 8¢ kol ol pwtés Montf
lux immo et ista luce Lat
111 émoinoev P Updg émoinoev Montf
114 Biwtik®dv P Brwtik®dV Tpaypdtwv Montf

17118  ¢poi Lot [...] épot dBavaoiog P Cof [...] dBavaoioc Montf

2.1.4.4. B. Second Category of Omissions

The second category concerns the omissions affecting biblical quotations. This kind of
omission is very problematic to assess, both when one has to choose the right reading to edit
and when one seeks hints to establish the relationship between the available sources. The
reason is due to the fact that whenever a scribe encounters a biblical quotation, very often this
latter could be recognised immediately. Since a biblical quotation sounds familiar, the text
written down in the scribe’s copy often tends to follow more the biblical knowledge of the
scribe, rather than the original reading lying on the folium of his exemplar.

The same logic applies to the Latin translator, who has the choice to translate verbum de

verbo the Greek quotation, to substitute this latter with the text of the Latin Vulgata, or to
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combine the two procedures.

Concerning the printed edition of the P.G. the method must be not too much dissimilar:
either the editor maintains the biblical quotation found in his sources, or he can update the
quotation according to the most recent knowledge of the biblical text.

In any case, one fact must be borne in mind: whatever the direct and indirect tradition (or
even the editors) might have changed or manipulated in the biblical text, it still remains hard
to know whether John Chrysostom himself (or whoever is the author of the ANTEQUAM IRET, if
the discourse is to be considered spurious) is quoting the Scriptures literally or with freedom.
And if literally, what kind of biblical text is he reading?

The following list shows some of the omissions occurring among the biblical quotations.

16 pntépa avtol P pntépa Montf/ matrem Lat

22 TTpOG KEVIpO P TTpOg KEVIpa OEa Montf

35 TOQUTY) i) TETPY P TOUTI) pov Tij TETpq Montf

68 ouvnypévor P ouvnypévot eig 10 Svopd pou Montf
in nomine meo Lat

74 1d0U ey P/ ecce [...] ego Lat eyw Montf

2.1.4.4. C. Third Category of Omissions

The last category of omissions is the most interesting. It concerns omissions of greater extent,
which reveal themselves to be particularly useful in order to assess and confirm the
relationships between the sources, to build a stemma codicum, and to hypothesise the nature
of some of the intermediate exemplars of the stemma.

The first couple of omissions that will be examined are those at lines 10-12 and 114-118

of the ANTEQUAM IRET. Both the omitted passages (which are underlined) are present in Montf,
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but missing in P and Lat.

10-12

oU Bavartov goPolpat, ol Cijoar elyopat, i piy 1 Thv Upetépav TTpokoTnv. A0 Kol 1A
VUV UTTOpIPVAOK® KOl TIapokaA® Ty Upetépav Bappeiv aydmny.

114-118
ATIMAYNTE 1OV OUVOECP®Y TOU OWHATOG, TIPOG TNV pakapiov ékeiviv optAAdoDe
pthooopiav. Talta épol oTépavol, Taita mapdkAnoig, talta mapapubia, taita €pot
Aelppata, Tatta gpol Lwi, Taita épot dbavaoiog Uébeotg.

Starting with the omission at line 114-118 — oTépavor Tadta TapdkAnoig taita —, I

first wondered whether this portion of text could be considered not as an omission but rather
as an addition made by a scribe, as a consequence of a process of accumulatio. However, a
research on the /oci similes and the vocabulary of the Chrysostomian corpus revealed that the

words addressed to the audience in the above-mentioned passage are found quite often. In
particular, the couple of words TtapdkAnoig + mapapubia occurs nine times in the authentic
homilies, one of which even in conjunction with the word L.

Since the missing portion of text could have been in the original (preserved by Montf), it
appears that the text witnessed by P and Lat should derive from a common exemplar, which

already contained the omission. Given that the Latin version is dated at the beginning of the
5™ century, this exemplar must have been written in uncial. The omission of OTEPAVOL TAUTA
TapakAnoig Taita certainly originated from a problem of saut du méme au méme, although

when one converts the minuscule into an uncial script, an interesting picture appears. As it

will be shown with the analysis of the next omission, it could be inferred that the portion of

41 For example Ad populum Antiochenum, P.G. 49:93, 1. 51; De sanctis martyribus P.G.
50:650, 1. 37
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text containing oTépavol Taita TapdkAnoig Taita was lost not only for reasons of saut du

méme au méme, but also because it corresponded to a line of the exemplar.*

AITHA
AATHTE. TON.ZYNAEZMON.TOY.XOMA
TOZ.ITPOX. THN.MAKAPIAN.EKEINHN.A
MIAAAYXGE.PINOZOPIAN.TAYTA.EMOL.
2TEPANOILTAYTA.JTTIAPAKAHYIYE. TAYTA.
[TAPAMYOIA.TAYTA.EMOLAAEIMMATA.
TAYTA.EMOIL.ZOQH. TAYTA.EMOILA©GANA
YIAX.YITO®EXZIZ.

As is self-evident, the text oTépavor Taita TapakAnoig Taita matches the length of a

line of the manuscript and the loss of it could have happened without heavily affecting the
sense of the entire sentence.

The same kind of phenomenon — I reckon — may have happened in the omission
concerning lines 10-12. As a matter of fact, if one converts again the text from minuscule into
an uncial script, the missing passage happens to have roughly an identical line-length of the
text at lines 114-118. The following case cannot be considered as due to saut du méme au

méme.

OY.©ANA
TON.POBOYMAI.OY.ZHZALEYXOMAL
ELMH.AIA.THN.YMETEPAN.ITPOKOITHN.
AIO.KALTANYN.YITTOMIMNHY>KQ.KALI
[TAPAKAAQ. THN.YMETEPAN.©APPEIN.
AT AITHN.

42 In my examples I use standard capital letters and I add dots between the words to make
clear their limits.
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If one accepts that the explanation formulated for the omission of lines 10-12 and
114-118 is correct, it follows that one has also to hypothesise that the branch of the tradition
from which Montf depends may, at times, offer a more ‘complete’ text. An early
subarchetype (I suppose of the early 5" century), therefore, must have been the origin of the
Latin tradition branch and of the tradition branch leading to P.

Another significant omission affects P alone. In this case, in fact, Montf and Lat agree
and maintain the text lost in the direct Greek tradition. This omission is quite problematic,
because at least at first sight it seems to contradict the hypothesis just expounded.

At line 101-102 P misses the following underlined part of text.

101-102

A1 1OV EpwTa TOV TEpL UpdG: Ere1dn) TAVIA 01, MOTE UPAS £V ATPANEIY peivat

By transposing the passage into capital script, it appears again that the length of the

omission corresponds to one line of the above-mentioned exemplar.

AIA.TON.EPOQTA. TON.ITEPL.YMAX.
EIMNEIAH.ITANTA.ITOIQ.QYTE.YMAY.
EN.AXPAAEIA.MEINAI

Because Lat and Montf maintain the omitted text, I feel in a position to hypothesise that
the passage later omitted was initially present in the subarchetype from which P and Lat
derive. Then the omission originated independently in the branch of the tradition concerning
only P, but only at a later stage. Whether the omission originated before the first Byzantine
transliterated manuscript, or in the passage from an uncial to a minuscule copy, I am not able
to say. In fact, it would not be impossible even that the omission originated in a process of

copying between two manuscripts both minuscule.
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Two last omissions are also of interest. As with the latter just analysed, also in this case
the following omissions concern only P and can be explained as originating independently in
the tradition. Both cases are clear examples of saut du méme au méme. In these two passages,
however, the portion of missing text does not seem to fit perfectly in the length of one (or
more) line of the reconstructed subarchetype/exemplar. The passages to which I am referring

are at the lines 57-58 and 70-72.

57-58

Mn yap év Toiyoig 1) "ExkAnoia; ‘Ev 16 mABer 1dv miotdv 1) ExkAnoia.

70-72
Ypappateiov aUtol karéyw. "Exeivo por Baktnpia, Ekeivo por dogdeia, EKEIVO pot Apny
axupavtog. Kav 1) oikoupévn Topdtintat, 10 ypappareiov karéyw:

2.1.4.5. C. The Stemma Codicum

The data analysed in the previous paragraph enable us to establish the relationship between
the sources with a certain degree of probability or plausibility. In constructing the Stemma
Codicum, in fact, some points of it can be considered fixed, whilst others can be resolved by
conjecture.

Beginning from the Greek text printed in the P.G. (= Montf), it has already been said that

this one represents the recensio B of the aANTEQuAaM IRET. Montfaucon says that Fronton du

Duc found the text in the Chrysostomian biography of George of Alexandria.” The latter
must have written Chrysostom’s life in the first quarter of the 7™ century, as already said

above. As a matter of fact, either George or the exemplar from which he derived his text of

43 See P.G. 52:427*-428%*.
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the discourse should go back recta via to the original. This conclusion can be inferred from
two facts. The first is that George’s version of the discourse is the only one to maintain some
passages™ which on the contrary have been lost in the other branch of the tradition. The
second is that I was unable to find common mistakes that could lead to postulate a
subarchetype of Montf, P and Lat.

In the Contra Iulianum Augustine quotes some passages from a Latin collection of texts
which the aNTEQuUAM IRET is part of. Since the Contra Iulianum is generally dated 421, it
follows that the Latin translation of the discourse (= Laf) must have been made some time
before that date. Concerning the mediaeval history of the Latin translation I am not able to
give details. Wenk conjectures that all the witnesses of this text derive from a Carolingian
archetype dated to the 8"-9™ century. To date, however, there is no critical edition, and the
text can be read only by means of an old edition printed in the P.G. Having listed the earliest
manuscripts of the Latin version I decided, for the moment, to inspect one of the earliest
manuscripts, namely Oxford, Bodleian Library, Laudianus Miscellaneus 452, dating back to
the 9™ century (= 1).

In the previous paragraphs I showed that P and Lat are closely correlated. They are both
witnesses of the same recensio and they agree on a large number of readings and common

omissions. As a consequence, a common subarchetype (= o) from which both Lat and P

derived their texts has to be conjectured. In addition to that, the passages omitted by P at lines
57-58, 70-72 and 101-102, show that at least another link in the chain of the Greek direct

tradition could be reconstructed. Since P dates back to the 10" century, it is not entirely

44 See above about the omissions at lines 10-12 and 114-118.
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implausible to conjecture the existance of at least one intermediate manuscript written in
minuscule, possibly at the time of the 8"-9" century Byzantine transliteration.

The picture which emerges through the information discussed up to now is the following.

Georg. Alex.

arch. carol. 7.620

exempl. byz saec. VIII/IX

saec. VIII/IX]

I

saec. IX!

saec. X

ed. Mor.
1614

Montf.
1718/38

M(igne)
1860 ca.
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2.2. The History of the Text of the Sermo cum iret in exsilium

2.2.1. Introduction

The Sermo cum iret in exsilium is transmitted in direct tradition only, although for the
establishment of the text of the new edition I greatly benefited from the textual evidence of
two ancient oriental texts. These latter, as I will show below, are two translations based on a
lost Greek text from which the cum IRET most probably derives.

Concerning the direct tradition, the discourse is preserved — to the best of my
knowledge — only by three manuscripts, which all present the text of the homily in its
entirety. Both the chronological distribution and the actual number of the witnesses are rather
limited, in comparison with any average known manuscript tradition of a given work of the
authentic Chrysostomian corpus.

The manuscripts transmitting the cum IRET are the following:
11" century:

A Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Apost. Vat., Vat. gr. 450, tf. 332'-334".
13" century:

B Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Apost. Vat., Vat. gr. 497, ff. 210"-211".
17" century:

Roma, Bibl. Vallicelliana, 214 (Allacci CXXXIX), ff. 230"-238".*

45 The manuscript has no siglum because, as I will explain later, it is of no value for the
establishment of the text.
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2.2.2. Description of the Manuscripts*

A Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Apost. Vat., Vat. gr. 450

10™-11™ century,” parchment, mm. 276 x 210, ff. I + 406, 28 lines. The codex is
carefully written and consists of two codicological units put together to form one book
(ff. 4-34 and ff. 35-406). The majority of the manuscript consists of 25 works
attributed to John Chrysostom; the homily cum IRET is inserted into a cluster of texts
all dealing with John’s exile (ff. 329%-332" Quando erat in exsilio, ex epistulis ad
Olympiadem [CPG 4405]; ft. 332'-334" cum reT; ff. 334"-335" Sermo post reditum a
priore exsilio 1 [CPG 4398]). The rest of the manuscript contains texts of Gregory of
Nyssa (4), Isidore of Pelusium (1), Gregory Thaumaturgus (1), Severian of Gabala
(1), and an anonymous writer (4).

Bibliography: Voicu 1999, 34-35; DevReesse 1937, 201-203; CaNART-PERI 1970,
432; BuoNocore 1986, 828; Ceresa 1991, 343; DEevrReesSE 1965, 211, 298, 433;

DuMoRTIER 1981, 24; MALINGRAY 1965, 430; NikoLorouLos 1973, 52-53.
Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Apost. Vat., Vat. gr. 497

13™ century, paper, mm. 255 x 170, ff. I + 327 (+312a), 26-28 lines. The codex,

which suffered from damp and insects, was written by several different hands and

46 The description of each manuscript, whenever possible, takes into account the following

47

data: century, writing material, size of the folium (in mm), number of folia, number of
columns per page (if any), number of lines; a few general considerations follow. The
description of the two Vatican manuscripts relies on printed catalogues, for the renovation
works that affected the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana for the last three years prevented
me from inspecting the manuscripts myself.

The section containing the cum IRET is considered by Voicu to have been written in the
11™ century.
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consists of three codicological units put together to form two volumes (ff. 1-153 and
ff. 154-327). The homily cum IRET is the only Chrysostomian text present in the
manuscript, in which are also found works by John of Damascus (2), Theophylact of
Bulgaria (1), Leo Achridensis (1), Ephraem Graecus (1), Cyril of Alexandria (1),
Theophylact Simocatta (1), Basil of Caesarea (1), and Gregory of Nazianzus (1).
Bibliography: Voicu 1999, 41; DevREEsSE 1937, 323-330; CaNarT-PERI 1970, 439;
Buonocore 1986, 831; Ceresa 1991, 345; DEVREESSE 1965, 30, 69, 346, 455; RGK 3,

A, 96, n. 248;* VOGEL-GARDTHAUSEN 1909, 159.%
Roma, Bibl. Vallicelliana, 214 (Allacci CXXXIX), ff. 230-238".>°

17" century, paper. The codex presents several texts with different subjects,
authors, hands. The size of the folia varies for each text and codicological unit. In the
entire manuscript only the recto of each folium is used, while the verso is always left
blank.

Bibliography: to my knowledge, there is no printed catalogue.

2.2.3. Classification of the Witnesses

The collation of the three manuscripts has enabled me to establish at least two firm points.”’

48 Gamillscheg, E.,-Harlfinger, D.,-Eleuteri, P., Repertorium der griechischen Kopisten
800-1600. 3. Teil: Handschriften aus Bibliotheken Roms mit dem Vatikan. A. Verzeichnis
der Kopisten, C. Tafeln (Verdffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Byzantinistik 3/3),
Wien, 1997.

49 Vogel, M.-Gardthausen, V., Die griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und der
Renaissance (Beihefte zum Zentralblatt fiir Bibliothekswesen 33), Leipzig, 1909.

50 The manuscript has no siglum because, as it will be clarified later, it is of no value for the
establishment of the text.

51 At present, the collation of the two Vatican manuscripts has been conducted only on
photocopy and cannot be considered entirely satisfactorily, because in a few points the
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The first is that the manuscript preserved in the Bibl. Vallicelliana is of no value for the
establishment of a new critical text. In fact, the Vallicellianus is a codex descriptus, whose
exemplar is manuscript 4. In no point do the readings of Bibl. Vallicelliana 214 differ from
those of 4. The copist of the Vallicellianus reproduced — as one expects from a codex
descriptus — all the omissions present in its exemplar, but also all its mistakes, without any

attempt to correct them by conjecture. For instance, at P.G. 52:436, lines 37, A4 and the
Vallicellianus turn okevog into the meaningless okelyog.

The second point is that a thorough analysis of the readings of the two Vatican
manuscripts clearly shows that Montfaucon printed his text of the cum IRET by using B as its
exemplar. As a matter of fact, Montfaucon himself states, without unfortunately mentioning
the shelfmark, ‘aliam edimus oratiunculam [...] quam ex Vaticano quodam Codice
eruimus’>.>

The following selection of readings shows Montfaucon’s exclusive use of manuscript B
in the preparation of his text.”* Despite the fact that the text of the cuM IRET is transmitted in a
fairly homogeneous way and the two manuscripts do not present serious divergences, with

the exception of few cases (especially in case of omissions in the text of 4), the text of 4 is,

very often, superior to that of B.”

text is unreadible and needs to be inspected in situ.

52 P.G. 52:435*%-436*.

53 Devreesse also states that B is the exemplar of the text printed in P.G., although he gives
neither references nor evidence to support such statement. See Devreesse 1937, 325.

54 The numbers of the left column of the table refer to the line numbers of my edition. NB:
inevitably, if one of the two reading is printed in the main text, the other one will be
found in the apparatus. For reasons of space, I limited myself to report only some of the
most interesting readings. For details, see the apparatus of the critical edition in Chapter
3.

55 The most significant readings will be the object of a thorough commentary in Chapter 4
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P.G.=B A
Tit. |Ote amjer ev 1i) eEopia eig TNV Eopiav
2 [gpmemAnopévn EPTTETANOpEVT VGOV
5 autog e0epedimoey aUtnv autog €0epedimoev aUtnV 6 UyioTog
7  |maparmépyouot om.
8 €oTOl pot om.
10 |&dehgot TeKVia
11/12 |évebuodpny évéduoa
14/15 |peta 1dV EMOKSTIOV €lg PILAG ETLOKOTIWV
24  |beomoTou TV LaAnv 600u 10 Lakddeg
28 el Aéyete el O¢ OéNete
30 |Aéyere Belete
31 |pipeioBe pipoaobe
33  |Umopéverv Utropeivat
36 |mapekabnro mtapekabéleto
37 |¢Bouleto eUAaPel 6 Aoy Tov Sikatov efouleto
39 |Gyov Aiyvttiov
39 |toUtov T0UTOV EGUNOY DY NOEV
41 |Epyetan ELOEPYETOL
43  |mopvog TTOVNPOG
45 |Bouldpeba Boulopat
49/50 |mpogntnV TOV 0UVOOUAGV pou Kai TTpoprThV
57/58 |'louda mpooeite ‘Toudav TpoéPalev
58/59 [XOec per’ eNeubepiog ouvekdOnTd pot,| XOég por EAeyev maTep elvoioTate, Kol
Kol ofjpepov g Onpiov pot ememndnoe. |oNpepdv pou dyvwaiav mpoePdeto.
X0¢eg peta ti)g EAeuBEépag [sic] ékabnro,
Kai onpepov g Onpiov ememndnoev
64/65 |Eimov i pijpa wpog Kuprov kai tedevta |om.
65 |“Iva 1l og¢ pia TV agpovmv Yuvaik®dv  [‘Q¢ depwv yuvh
69 |Oepameiav OTOMV
70 |Eleyeg poag
81 |Ocomeoiog mtpoBéopiiog
of the thesis.
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82 |fydviopar NY®VIoApunV

The text of both 4 and B descends from the same ancestor (but not the same exemplar),

as can be inferred from a number of common mistakes (for instance, at line 15 both 4 and B
have yévopau instead of the correct aorist subjunctive yévwpat). The archetype probably

already presented a disturbed text, as it is evident from lines 101-104, where Montfaucon

printed his text with cruces. P.G. 52:438, lines 22-25 (which correspond to lines 76-78 of my
edition): T1 8¢ kal 1) TTapAvopog kai oTuyepd, aUtn 1 véa, enpl, TeCaPBel ov Pod kai

Aéyet gk... kai Sromepa.... aodp... AMNA drooTéNAEL pot UTtdToug Kai Tptfouvoug, kai

povov amethel. In all probability the correct reading is “ExPnbr kai Siamepdoog
am6dpabi, but both manuscripts present a partially corrupted text: 4 = ékPa kai Tepdoag
am6dpabd, B = exPiibr kot Srarrepag amddpabh.

Despite the fact that the text of 4 presents a few minor omissions, as stated before its text

seems to be superior to that of B and some of the readings find a clear correspondence in the

Armenian version of a text from which the cum IreT derives. For instance, at line 5 6 UyioTtog
is also found in the Armenian pwpdpbwy¥; at line 28 A4 Oéhete is rendered with the

equivalent Armenian fwd'hghp et cetera.

2.2.4. The Ancient Oriental Versions

In 2002 the Maronite Father Charbel Chahine published an article in which he presented the

editio princeps and a French translation of a Syriac text hitherto unknown.*® According to

56 CHaHINE 2002, 85-102.
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Chahine, this text is ‘un arrangement en syriaque d’un original grec [...] [’équivalent grec
n’est que le Sermo cum iret in Exsilium, qui correspond en grande partie au texte syriaque’.
This text seems to have been transmitted by a codex unicus — Chahine explains — which is the
Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Apost. Vat., Vat. sir. 368, ff. 126"'-129"', dated to the 8™-9"
century.”’

Next to this Syriac text, there is a neglected Armenian version of the same text that was
published as early as in the 19" century, by the Mechitarist Fathers of San Lazzaro degli
Armeni.”® From Chahine’s study it is clear that the Maronite Father was unaware of the
existence of the Armenian version, and because of that many of his assumptions need to
undergo a careful revision.

First of all these two translations do not represent en enlargement of the Greek cum IRET,
but they actually witness a Greek text which has now been lost. The evidence of this
argument can be inferred first of all by the fact that some of the Biblical quotations of the
Armenian version do not follow the standard text of the Armenian Bible, but clearly follow
the Greek.”

Despite the existence of minor divergences, the two translations transmit an almost
identical text concerning structure and length of the homily. By contrast, a comparison with
the Greek text of the cum IRET shows that the two oriental versions radically differ from this
one. As Chahine has pointed out, the Syriac version (and, thus, the Armenian too) is based on
a different exemplar than that from which the cum IRET derives.

The first difference between the text of the translations and the Greek cum IRET is that

57 A description of the manuscript is in SAUGET 1961, 387-424.
58 MECHITARISTAE 1861, 360-365.
59 See the synopsis of the Armenian and Syriac versions.
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both translations present a text two thirds longer than the Greek version of the cum IRET as it
was printed by Montfaucon. The different length is not due to a particular translation
technique. The translations, in fact, are not expansions of the Greek, but include a large
amount of new content which is absent in the Greek.

The new material present in the translations is distributed in between fragments of the
actual redaction of the cum IRET. The result is that the text of the Armenian and Syriac
versions actually presents a radically different arrangement of the paragraph order, in
comparison to that of the Greek cum IRET. The Armenian and the Syriac translations follow
the same order of paragraphs, with the sole exception of § 8 of the Syriac, which in the
Armenian text is placed between the §§ 11 and 12 (hence the paragraphs’ sequence in the
Armenian is: 1-7, 9—11, 8, 12-77). The following table shows the correspondences between

the Syriac and the Greek versions of the cum IRET.”

60 The table is modelled on that created by Chahine. See CHAHINE 2002, 100.
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Syriac

Greek

§§ 1-2
§3
§§ 4-5
§§ 6-11
§§ 12-13
§ 14
§§ 15-16
§17
§§ 18-24
§§ 25-28
§§ 29-40
§§ 41-42
§§ 43-49
§ 50

§ 51

§ 52
§§ 53-64
§ 65

§ 66

§ 67

§ 68
§§ 69-77

1. 1-7a

1. 26b-33a

11. 37b-55

11. 56-60

1. 77-79

11. 61-63a; 65b-68; 70b-71
1. 72-76

11. 33b-37a

11. 103b-105a
11. 82b-84a
11. 63b-64a

1. 88a

11. 84b-86a

11. 91b-96a; 99b-101a

The most important material offered by the oriental versions deals with allusions to an
anti-Chrysostomian conspiracy led by some bishops present at the Synod of the Oak, the
defeat of Theophilus of Alexandria, and, especially, a long tirade against the empress
Eudoxia. The text is filled with Biblical comparisons and allusions, and the general tone of
the speech is highly explicit and aggressive (for instance, the empress’s behavior is twice
compared to that of a prostitute, by means of comparisons and allusions).”'

A thorough synoptic reading of the two oriental versions and the Greek cum IRET shows

that not only — as noted by Chahine, although he was only referring to the Syriac — the

61 A French translation of the Syriac text can be found in CuaniNE 2002, 94-99.
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Armenian and the Syriac texts are based on a lost Greek text, but most importantly that the
Greek text of the cum IRET actually derives from the text witnessed by the oriental versions. In
other words, the text of the cum IRET as it can be read in the Patrologia Graeca is a
rearrangement of a text lost until now, but which can be read in Armenian and Syriac
translation.

Even though technically speaking the Armenian and Syriac versions cannot be
considered as traditio indirecta of the Greek cum IRET, because they do not derive from this
latter but actually are the ancestors of it, nevertheless the evidence of their text proved
invaluable for the establishment of the Greek text, as the notes of the commentary to my
edition of the cum IRET will show.

Although this thesis is not concerned with the intrinsic nature of the oriental versions,
because they represent a textual identity in themselves which is de facto independent from
the aANTEQuUAM IRET and the cuMm IRET, there are at least two points which are worthy to be
mentioned. The first is that a number of small omissions and expansions present in the two
oriental texts show that neither of the two translations was based on the other, but that the
translators independently rendered a Greek exemplar. The second point concerns the dating
of these translations, which until now has never been addressed. Although a final verdict can

be reached only when new reliable editions of these two texts are available,” it is still

62 The contribution of Chahine unfortunately shows a number of shortcomings which affect
not only the quality of the Syriac text, but also its French translation. Assumptions and
misconceptions also abound in the general introduction to the text. The following
examples may suffice: 1) Chahine states that the homily does not reflect a pure Syriac
style because there would be many words from Greek origin (among which he,
surprisingly, lists also such words as IpASL gy iy --); 2) Chahine considers the text
printed in the P.G. as edited by Migne, rather than by Montfaucon; 3) that the
Chrysostomian homily Sermo post reditum a priore exsilio 1 [CPG 4398] is preserved
only in Latin translations, and not in Greek (but this is a well known mistake of Migne,
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possible to suggest that both the Armenian and the Syriac translation may have been
produced in the 5™ century. Both translations, in fact, rendered the Greek text faithfully, but
without showing any example of over-literality which usually appears in the translation
technique of those translators who were active ca. from the end of the 5" till the 8" century.
In particular, the Syriac text shows that its translator rendered the Biblical quotations not by
translating the words he found in the Greek exemplar (that is by rendering verbum de verbo

the Greek text), but by replacing them with the text of the Peshitta.

who only accidentally forgot to print the Greek text edited by Montfaucon).
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CHAPTER THREE:
THE EDITIONS

Notes on the constitution of the text and the interpretation of the apparatus

For the constitution of the text of the the Sermo antequam iret in exsilium 1 used all the
available sources:

a) the manuscript P, i.e. the only witness of the direct tradition;

b) the Latin translation (Laf), for which I provide a temporary ‘study’ edition based on

the collation of the Latin text printed in the P.G. with the Oxonian manuscript /.

¢) the text indirectly transmitted by George of Alexandria’s Life of John Chrysostom as

printed in the P.G. (Montf)

The Stemma Codicum proved very useful every time I had to choose between two
equally acceptable readings. As a matter of fact, whenever one of the two readings appeared
to be transmitted by both Montf and Lat in opposition to P, the evidence of the Stemma
represented a guarantee that the reading may have been present also in the original (provided,
however, that grammar, usus scribendi and sense are compatible).

P often presented a better text than Montf. The latter, however, was of great help
whenever the direct tradition was damaged, especially whenever it presented large omissions.

The role played by Lat was in most cases decisive. Even if the Latin translation renders

the Greek sometimes verbum de verbo, sometimes with extreme freedom, its testimony
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always allows to formulate conjectures on the kind of text the translator was reading in his
exemplar.
Concerning the graphic structure of the edition, I placed the main text at the top level of

the page, the apparatus in the middle, and the scriptural apparatus at the bottom.

The same principles were adopted for the Sermo cum iret in exsilium. Although for the
latter a stemma was not necessary, because there is no indirect tradition and only two
manuscripts survive, the textual evidence of the Armenian and the Syriac translations of the

text from which the cum IReT derives proved crucial.

In both editions, the translations appear in the apparatus only when their testimony is of
real help. The fact that, for instance, for a given reading of 4 the readings of the Armenian or
the Syriac (or the Latin, in case of the ANTEQUAM IRET) are not quoted, does not imply
agreement with manuscript 4 or B. For a comparative approach to the text, the reader is

referred to the synoptic texts.

The numbering of the Psalms follows the LXX.
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SERMO ANTEQUAM

IRET

IN EXSILIUM
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

Montf

Sav

Lat

parisinus graecus 700, saec. x-xi

B. de Montfaucon, S. P. N. loannis Chrysostomi opera omnia

quae exstant uel eius nomine circumferuntur, Parisiis, 1718 —

1738, ut in textu Migneio citatus, P.G. 52:427*-432.

H. Savile, ToU év ayioig Ttatpog Np&dv Todvvou tol Xpi-

000TOpOU TOV eUpLokopévev Topog (1-8), Etonae,

1612-1613, ut in apparatu textus Mignei passim citatus, P.G.

52:427%-432.

translatio latina (fort. saec. v)

add.
conj.
COIT.
om.
praep.
suppl.

transp.
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eius ageretur Lat
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17 6 Montf: om. P

5/6 Phil. 1:221 || 6Ps.23:1 || 7/81Tim.6:7 | 15/17 Gen.2:24 || 17/18 Matt. 19:6
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22 Acts 26:14 || 28/291Cor.10:22 || 30Ps. 103:32 | 33/34 Matt. 24:35 | 34/36
Matt. 16:18
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[OF THE SAME, WHEN
THE CONFLICT OCCURRED IN
THE TIME OF SEVERIANUS
OF GABALA, BISHOP IN THE
GREAT CHURCH]

1. Many are the waves and difficult is the tempest. However, we do not fear being thrown
into the sea, for we stand firm on the rock. Let the sea rage: it cannot dissolve the rock. Let
the waves rise: they do not have the power to submerge the ship of Jesus. Tell me, what do I
fear? Death? ‘To me, living is Christ and dying is gain.’* Exile? ‘The earth is the Lord’s and
all that is in it.”* Then the confiscation of property? ‘For we brought nothing into the world,
so that we can take nothing out of it.’* To me what is frightening in the world is easy to
despise, and its benefits are laughable. I do not fear poverty, I do not desire wealth, I am not
scared by death, and I do not wish to live unless for your moral improvement. Therefore I
recall the current events, and I invite your love to be confident.

2. Nobody in fact will be able to separate us from you, because man cannot separate

1 The translation of the Sermo antequam iret in exsilium is based on the Greek text of my
edition. In general I have tried to keep my translation as close as possible to the Greek
syntax, whenever it was possible. Few points have presented difficulties; of these the
reader will find an explanation in the commentary of chapter four. The Scriptural text
follows the English Bible text of the NRSV 2007, London.

2 Philippians 1:21.

Psalm 23:1.

4 1 Timothy 6:7.

W
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whom God united. In fact, if concerning man and woman it is written:’ ‘therefore a man
leaves his father and his mother and clings to his wife, and they become one flesh;®
‘therefore what God has joined together, let no one separate;”’ if you cannot separate a
union, even more you have no power to destroy the Church.

3. However, you attack it because you are unable to harm the object of your attack.

Actually you make me stronger, and if you fight against me you destroy your own power: ‘it
hurts you to kick against the goads.”® You do not weaken your goads, but you shed blood on
your feet, for the waves cannot destroy the rock, but they break into foam. Nothing is
mightier than the Church! Cease your attack, so that it does not destroy your power. Do not
make war against the heavens. If you fight a man, either you defeat or you are defeated. But
if you fight the Church, it is impossible for you to be victorious. God, in fact, is the mightiest
of all. ‘Or are we provoking the Lord to jealousy? Are we stronger than he?”’ God
established [all]: are you trying to unbalance [it]? Do you not know his power? ‘He looks on
the earth and it trembles.”"’ He orders, and what is agitated becomes firmly established. If he
made the city, which was agitated, stand firm, even more he will be able to make the Church
stand firm. The Church is mightier than the heavens: ‘Heaven and earth will pass away, but
my words will never pass away.”"' Which words? ‘You are Peter, and on this rock I will build

my church, and the gates of Hades will not prevail against it.’"?

The Greek text literally says ‘[the Scriptures] say’.
Genesis 2:24.

Matthew 19:6.

Acts 26:14.

1 Corinthians 10:22.

10 Psalm 103:32

11 Matthew 24:35.

12 Matthew 16:18.
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4. If you refuse to believe in the word, believe in the facts. How many tyrants wanted to
prevail over the Church? How many tortures, torments," teeth of wild beasts, sharp swords?
But they did not overcome. Where are those who attacked the Church? They are hidden and
consigned to oblivion. And where is the Church? Shining above the sun! What concerns
those [who attacked the Church] has perished, what concerns this one [the Church] is

immortal. If when there were only eleven [Christians] they were not overcome,'* now that the

world is full of religion, how could you ever win? ‘Heaven and earth will pass away, but my
words will not pass away.”"

5. Certainly it is like it should have been expected. To God, in fact, the Church is dearer
than the heavens. He did not take the body of the heavens, but he took the flesh of the
Church; the heavens exist because of the Church, but the Church does not exist because of
the heavens.

6. Do not be distressed by anything which is currently happening. Grant me this favour:
your immutable faith. Do you not see how Peter, who walking on water, when he doubts
little, is on the point of sinking, not because of the excessive violence of the waters, but for
the lack of faith? Do we come here with men’s opinions? Did a man bring [us] here so that a
man could depose [us]? I do not say these things because I lost my mind — this could not
happen — or because I am vain, but because I want to fix what is unstable among you.

7. The devil wanted to destabilize the Church because the city stood firm. Wicked,

iniquitous devil! You could not prevail over the walls, and you expect to prevail over the

13 Literally ‘pans and ovens’, which refer to martyrs’ old systems of persecution.
14 That is, the Apostles.
15 Matthew 24:35.
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Church? Is the Church inside the walls? The Church is in the crowds of believers! Here there
are such stable columns, not bound with iron, but firmly united together by faith. I do not
[necessarily] mean such a crowd, but you would not have prevailed even if there were only
one person.

8. Do you not see what damage the martyrs caused to you? Often a tender and
inexperienced young girl came. She was tenderer than wax, but was more solid than rock.
You skinned her flanks and spread the blood, but you did not take her faith. The nature of the
flesh was weakened, but the power of the faith did not falter. The body was worn out, and the
spirit reacted in a youthful way. The substance was consumed, and the devotion remained.

9. You did not prevail over a woman, and you expect to prevail over such a community?
Do you not hear God saying that ‘where two or three are gathered in my name, I am there
among them?’'® [Do you think] it is impossible [for such a thing to happen] because this
people is bound by love? I am the guarantee of this.

10. Do I have confidence in my own strength? I firmly rely on the Scripture. That is my
staff, that is my safety, that is my quiet harbour. I would firmly rely on the Scripture even if
the world were shaken. I identify with it. The Scriptures are my walls and my safety. Which
ones? ‘I am with you always, to the end of the age.”"’

11. Christ is with me: whom shall T fear? Even if against me are roused the waves, the
sea, riots, the hearts of the mighty, yet for me these things count as little as a spider, less
valuable than a spider. And were it not for your love, not even today would I pray to leave.

12. In fact I always say: ‘your will be done;’'® not what this one or that one wants, but

16 Matthew 18:20.
17 Matthew 28:20.
18 Matthew 6:10.
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what You want. This is my tower, this is my inmovable rock: this is my immutable staff. Let
that which God wants happen. He wants me to stay here? I give thanks. He does not want? I
give thanks.

13. Let nobody distress you: turn to your prayers. The devil made these things in order to
cut off your zeal for supplications. However, he has no success: in fact we found you more
zealous and serious.

14. Tomorrow I will go out together with you to pray.” Wherever I will be, you will be
there too, and wherever you will be, I will be there too. We are one body: the body is not
separated from its head nor is the head from its body. Even if we were separated physically,
we would be one through love. Even death will not be able to separate me from you. In fact,
even if my body died, the soul would live, and it remembers its community.

15. You are my fathers, how could I ever forget you? You are my mother, my life, my
reputation. If you progress, I am honoured, because my richness lies in your treasure. For you
I am ready to be immolated thousands of times — and I am not giving any charity, but I am
paying what is due: ‘the good shepherd lays down his life for the sheep’ —* to be immolated
thousands of times and to have thousands of heads cut off.

16. For me this death is a source of immortality, for me these machinations are the origin
of safety. Do I suffer because I am undermined for tangible assets? Do I sorrow because of
mistakes? It is because of my love for you! Because everything I do is so that you remain
safe, so that nobody furtively enters the flock, so that the flock stays unpolluted. For me these

fights are worth the recompense.

19 This point is probably corrupted. See my commentary in Chapter four.
20 John 10:11.
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17. For which reason should I not suffer for you? You are my compatriots; you are my
fathers; you are my brothers; you are my children; you are my limbs; you are my body; you
are my light, even sweeter than this light.

18. The sunshine offers me the same thing that your love does. Why not? The sunshine is
useful in present life, but your love plaits me a garland for future life. I say these things for
the ears of those who are listening. And what is more eager to hear than your ears? You
stayed awake during all these days, and nothing bent you; neither did the long time make you
weaker, nor fears, nor threats. You have been courageous under any circumstance. Why do I
say that? You have been what I have always wished, i.e. that you despised worldly things,
that you bade farewell to the earth and moved to the heavens. You detached yourself from the
confines of the body; you fought for the blessed philosophy.”’ These are my recompenses;
these are my consolation; these are my comfort; these are my balms; these are my life; these
are my source of immortality. Because of these things, let us thank God, to whom is the

glory, the kingdom, the honour, the grandeur, for ever and ever. Amen.

21 That is, the Christian life.
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

I Oxford, Bodleian Library, Laud. misc. 452, saec. IX"

Montf Bernard de Montfaucon, S. P. N. loannis Chrysostomi opera
omnia quae exstant uel eius nomine circumferuntur, Parisiis,

1718-1738, ut in textu Migneio citatus, P.G. 52:431-436.

I Ioannis Chrysostomi, Sermo antequam iret in exsilium graece
%
% %
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Eiusdem cum de expulsione eius ageretur

1. Multi quidem fluctus et undae immanes, sed submergi non vereor quia
supra petram sto. Insaniat licet mare, petram non potest commovere. Insurgant
quantumlibet fluctus, navis Iesu obrui non potest. Sed quid putant ne mortem
verear, cui vivere Christus est et mori lucrum? Ne exsilium pertimescam, qui
noverim Domini esse terram et plenitudinem eius? Sed bonorum
proscriptionem metuam, qui sciam quod nihil intulerim in hunc mundum sed
neque auferre quid possim? Quidquid terroris habet mundus contemno,
quidquid delectabile habet rideo. Divitias non cupio, paupertatem non
horresco, mortem non timeo. Vita enim mihi ad vestrum profectum
tantummodo ducitur. Sed precor caritatem vestram ut aequo animo sitis.
2. Nemo enim nos a vobis poterit divellere. Quem enim Christus coniunxit,
homo non separabit. Quod si de muliere et viro dicitur: Propter hoc
relinquet homo patrem suum et matrem, et adhaerebit uxori suae, et
erunt duo in carne una, et si huiusmodi nuptiarum coniunctio ab homine non
potest separari, multo magis ecclesia non potest a pastore divelli. 3. Sed
impugnas me. Quid mihi nocebit impugnatio tua nisi quia me quidem
clariorem impugnationibus tuis reddes? Tuas vero conteres vires: Durum
enim tibi erit adversum stimulum calcitrare. Quia non stimulos retundes
sed pedes calcitrans vulnerabis. Neque fluctus, qui saxo illiduntur, amplius
aliquid proficient quam ut in semetipsos fracti dissolvantur et in spumas

extenuati depereant. Christi ecclesia nihil fortius. Si quis eam impugnare

21
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proponit, vires atterat necesse est. Tale est enim velut si caelo bellum
meditetur inferre. Homini si bellum inferas, fortasse vinces aut forte vinceris.
Ecclesiam vincere nulla vis poterit. Dei est ecclesia, qui est omnium fortior.
Aut aemulamur Dominum? Numquid fortiores illo sumus? Deus fundavit
hoc, quod labefactare conaris? Aut experiri vis potentiam Domini? Ipse est
Qui respicit super terram, et facit eam tremere. Et iterum qui iubet et
tremor eius solidatur. Aut non vidisti trementem civitatem tuam quotiens stare
fecit? Multo magis ecclesiam suam trementem poterit confirmare, fortior enim
ecclesia multo quam terra, immo et fortior caelo. Caelum et terra
transibunt, verba autem mea non transibunt. Quae verba? Tu es Petrus, et
super hanc petram aedificabo ecclesiam meam, et portae inferi non
praevalebunt in eam. 4 Quod si non credis verbo, rebus ipsis et operibus
crede. Quanti tyranni aggressi sunt impugnare ecclesiam Dei? Quanta
tormenta, quantas cruces adhibuerunt, ignes, fornaces, feras, bestias, gladios
intendentes, et nihil agere potuerunt? Ubi nunc sunt illi qui haec fecerunt? Et
ubi illi qui haec fortiter pertulerunt? Nonne illi aeternis poenis premuntur, et
isti aeternis gaudiis eriguntur? Fulget enim ecclesia super splendorem solis et
persequtores eius perpetuis tenebris conteguntur. Non legis scriptum quia
undecim soli erant et vinci non potuerunt? Nunc, ubi orbis terrarum repletus
est piorum multitudine, quomodo poterunt vinci? Caelum et terra
transibunt, verba autem mea non transibunt. 5 Et merito! Carior enim
ecclesia Deo quam caelum. Non enim ecclesia propter caelum, sed propter
ecclesiam caelum. 6 Nihil enim, quaeso, perturbet vos eorum quae agi videtis.
Ponamus ante oculos nostros Petrum super aquas incedentem et parum quid
haesitantem atque ob hoc paululum periclitantem, non propter potentiam
fluctuum, sed propter infirmitatem fidei. Numquid humana voluntate huc
venimus aut propter hominem huc producti sumus? Et haec non arroganter
48
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loquor neque iactantiae vitio agitatus, sed animos vestros, qui forte turbantur,
cupio confirmare. Intuemini ergo quomodo Commota est et contremuit
terra, et tamen non corruit civitas. 7 Quomodo, impurissime diabole?
Ecclesiam te putas posse deiicere, qui trementes parietes deiicere minime
valuisti? Non est in parietibus ecclesia, sed in multitudine piorum. Ecce quam
fortes, quam immobiles statis, non ferro sed fide vincti. Et quid de tanta
multitudine loquor? Unum fidelem vincere non potes. 8 O diabole, nescis
quae tibi fecerint martyres? Quomodo frequenter ingressa est puella actate
tenera, annis immatura, et inventa est ferro fortior, cum latera eius scinderes,
fidem tamen eius movere non potuisti? Defecit frequenter caro in tormentis et
robur fidei non defecit. Consumptum est corpus et mens non potuit inclinari.
Interiit substantia et perstitit patientia. 9 Si ergo frequenter ab una puella
victus es, quomodo speras tantae huius et tam fidelis multitudinis fidem te
posse evincere? Non audis Domini vocem dicentis: Quia, ubi duo aut tres
sunt congregati in nomine meo, ibi sum et ego in medio eorum? Quid ubi
tanta fidelium multitudo est caritatis nexibus vincta? 10 Non ego propria
virtute confido, habeo scripturam Domini mei. Manum ipsius teneo, illa mihi
cautio satis tuta est, illa me securum reddet et intrepidum. Etiamsi orbis terrae
commoveatur, ego cautionem Domini mei teneo. Lego manum eius, ipsa mihi
murus est inexpugnabilis. Vultis vobis recitem Domini cautionem? Ecce,
inquit, ego vobiscum sum omnibus diebus usque ad consummationem
saeculi. 11 Christus mecum est, quem timebo? Etiamsi fluctus insurgat,
etiamsi totum pelagus adversum me conturbetur, etiamsi principum furor,
omnia mihi ista araneae erunt, et araneis fragiliora. Et nisi propter fragilitatem
vestram, hodie iam non dubitarem ire quo vellent. 12 Semper enim dico:
Domine, tua voluntas fiat, non quod ille vult vel ille, sed quod tu vis. Tua

voluntas mihi turris fortissima et petra stabilis et baculus fidus. Si tu vis
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permanere me hic, habeo gratiam. Si non vis, similem refero gratiam. 13.
Nemo vos conturbet, fratres, orate tantum. Haec enim diabolus movet non
aliam ob causam quam ut religiosa studia vestra disrumpat et exercitia vestra,
quae in orationibus et vigiliis gerebatis, exstinguat. Sed non obtinebit, nec
eripiet a vobis studia religiosa, nisi quia sollicitiores vos inveniet et
fervidiores efficiet. 14. Crastina vobiscum exibo ad orationes. Et ubi ego sum,
ibi et vos eritis, et ubi vos estis, ibi ero et ego. Unum corpus sumus, neque
caput a corpore, neque corpus a capite separabitur. Etiamsi loco dividamur,
sed caritate coniungimur. Ego a vobis nec morte divellar. Nam etsi corpus
meum moriatur, anima mea vivit, et memoriam vestri tenebit. 15. Vos enim
mihi estis patres, vos mihi mater, vos mihi vita, vos mihi gratia. Si vos
proficitis, ego placebo. Vos estis corona mea, et divitiae meae, vos estis
thesaurus meus. Ego milies pro vobis immmolari paratus sum — et nec gratia
mihi in hoc est, sed debitum reddo: Bonus enim pastor debet animam suam
pro ovibus ponere —, huiusmodi enim mors immortalitatem parit. 16. Non
enim propter divitias mundi insidias patior, quod si esset, utique contristari
deberem, nec propter aliquid peccatum, sed propter caritatem, quam habeo
erga vos. Quia omnia ago? Ut vos proficiatis, et ne subintroeat conturbare
gregem bene institutum, sed ut permaneatis in simplicitate fidei. Haec est
causa periculorum meorum, et haec sufficiant mihi ad coronam. 17. Quid
enim non patiar pro vobis? Vos mihi cives, vos mihi fratres, vos mihi filii, vos
mihi membra, vos mihi corpus, vos mihi lux, immo et ista luce dulciores.
18. Quid enim mihi tantum praestant radii solis, quantum caritatis vestrae
splendor acquirit? Ecce pro caritate vestra corona mihi paratur in futuro
saeculo, hoc mihi solis huius splendor praestare non poterit. Haec autem dico
100

76 me [ : mecum Montf || 79 et Montf: in post et add. I || 80 inveniet Montf: inveniat I ||
81 exibo Montf : exeam [ : éEehevoopar I || 82 ubi Monif: ibietI: &mou I || ero Montf

ergo I || 84 aMontf:om. I || 85enim[:om. Montf | 86 mihi estis pater ] : estis
mihi patres Monsf || 87 ego placebo I : mihi placebit Monif : &y evbokipd I || 90
ovibus I : suis post ovibus add. Montf || 91 contristari Montf : contristare I | 92

aliquid 7 : aliquod Montf || 92/93 habeo erga vos I : e. v. h. transp. Montf || vos* Montf
om. I || 94 simplicitate Montf: simplicitatem I“ || 95 sufficiant mihi Montf: mihi sufficiat
I || 96 patiar [ : patior Montf || 100 poterit Montf : potuit /

89/90 John 10:11

86



105

110

in auribus audientium. Et quid ita ad audiendum sollicitum et paratum, quam
aures vestrae? Ecce quot dies sunt quod vigilatis et nullum vestrum somnus
inclinavit, nec temporis spatium frangit; nullum timor, nullum minae
deterrent, sed terror eorum fortiores vos reddet. Video in vobis quod semper
optavi, ideo quod contempsistis mundi negotia, renuntiastis omnibus, nihil
iam de terra, neque de terrenis actibus cogitatis. Ad caelestia vos migrasse iam
cerno, absoluti estis vinculis corporis, ad beatam illam et caelestem
contenditis philosophiam. Hoc mihi sufficit vidisse de vobis. Haec mea
consolatio, ista me in agonibus meis velut unguenta quaedam corroborant et
fortiorem me agonibus reddunt et ad gaudia immortalia atque aeterna
transmittunt. Pro his gratias agamus Deo, cui gloria in saecula saeculorum.

Amen.

112
101 audientium Montf": audiendum /¢ || 102 somnus / : somnium Montf | 119/111 et
ad... ...transmittunt / : om. Montf
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SYNOPSIS

Tit.
~ 9 ~ es e 7’ b ’ b N
ToU altol Ot 1) OTA0IS EyéveTo €T
Zeunpravol 1ol TaPaléwg eémioko-
IOV €V Ti) peY&An EKKANOix

§1

[ToMa 1a kUpata kai YoAEmov TO
KAuddviov: GAN ou dedoikapev pn kota-
movTioBdpev, em yop tig TéTpOg €O0TA-
KApeV.

MawéoBw 1 Bdhacoa, mEtpav diaoa-
Aeoar ou duvarat. Eyeipéobw 10 kupa-
1a, ToU 'INool TTAoloV KATATIOVTIoAL OUK
Loy VeL.

Ti dedoikapev, eimé poi; Tov Bavarov;
"Epot 10 Cijv Xpiotog kai 10 dmoBaveiv
képdog. ANN eEopiav; Tol Kupiou 1} yi)
Kal TO TAMpwpa autiig. AAG XpnpaTev
Sfpevotv; OUdEV €elonVEYKOPEV €L TOV
koopov, Ofjlov 611 oUde €Eeveykelv Ti
Suvapeba.

Kai ta ¢oPepa toU kdopou Epoi elkoTa-
PpovVNTO. Kal T YPNOTA Katayéhaota.
OV meviav &¢doika, o mAovtov £mibu-
pé, o Bavarov goPolpat, ou oot -
YOHOL, €1 pn) S10 TV UPETEPAV TTPOKOTIT V.

A6 kol TA VUV UTTOpLPVAOK® KAl TTopa-
KaA® TV Upetépav Boppeiv aydnv.

Tit.

Eiusdem cum de expulsione eius ageretur

§1
Multi quidem fluctus et undae immanes,
sed submergi non vereor quia supra pe-
tram sto.

Insaniat licet mare, petram non potest
commovere. Insurgant quantumlibet fluc-
tus, navis Iesu obrui non potest.

Sed quid putant ne mortem verear, cui vi-
vere Christus est et mori lucrum? Ne
exsilium pertimescam, qui noverim Do-
mini esse terram et plenitudinem eius?
Sed bonorum proscriptionem metuam,
qui sciam quod nihil intulerim in hunc
mundum sed neque auferre quid possim?

Quidquid terroris habet mundus con-
temno, quidquid delectabile habet rideo.
Divitias non cupio, paupertatem non hor-
resco, mortem non timeo. Vita enim mihi
ad vestrum profectum tantummodo
ducitur.

Sed precor caritatem vestram ut aequo
animo sitis.

1 The text of the Greek and of the Latin versions of the homily is identical to that of the
new edition presented in this thesis.
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§2

Oudeig yap npdg Updv amootijoot duvi-
oetarr Ov yap Xpiotog ouveCeuBev, Av-
Bpwtog ywpioar ou Suvara.

Ei yap mepl yuvaikog kol avOpog Aéyet
Avti toutou Katoheiyer GvBpwrtog TOV
Tarépa aUToU kol TRV pnTépa Kal
mpookoMnBOnoetar T yuvaiki avtod,
kai €oovtat oi &Uo ei¢ adpka piav: & ouv
0 ©cog ECeuEev AvBpwTIog PN Ywpilétw,
€l YQpov oU draomdoatl Suvaoat, TTOMG
pdMov  ekkAnoiov
Loy VELG.

KATAAUCOL  OUK

§3

AN mohepeic aUtiv ou  SuvAapevog
PAayar TOV TOAEpoUpEvov. ANN €pe
p&Mov epyatn Aaptpotepov, oautol Ot
TV 10UV KAToAUELS €l TIPOG EpE pay)-
kAnpov oot TTpog kévipa Aaktiletv. OUk
apPAiverg ta kévipa dAAG Toug TrOdag
Olp&ooELg.

Emel kol 1@ KUpQTa TV TETpAV  OU
Srahver G\ eig appov droAveta.

Oudev ekkAnoiag Suvatwepov.

AUoov 1ov TOAepov, iva pfj cou Kata-
Non v Suvaptv. Mn eloaye méhepov
€1G OUPAVOV.

"AvBpwtov €av Tolepiis, 1) éviknoag f
eviknOne. "ExxAnoiav &¢ éav Tolepilg,
ViKfjoo1 o€ Apnyavov.

Oe0g Yap £0TLV O TTAVIWV 10YUPSTEPOS.
Mn mtapalnloipev Tov Kupiov; Mn ioyu-
potepoL aUToU €opev; Oeog ETnEe, Ti ETTi-
xelpeic ooheverv; OUk oloBa aUtol Thv
Suvaptv; "EmiPAémer émi v yilv, kai
motel aUtnv tpépetv. Kelever, kol 1a
oet6peva edpaterat.

§2
Nemo enim nos a vobis poterit divellere.
Quem enim Christus coniunxit, homo
non separabit.
Quod si de muliere et viro dicitur:
Propter hoc relinquet homo patrem suum
et matrem, et adhaerebit uxori suae, et
erunt duo in carne una, et si huiusmodi
nuptiarum coniunctio ab homine non
potest separari, multo magis ecclesia non
potest a pastore divelli.

§3

Sed impugnas me. Quid mihi nocebit im-
pugnatio tua nisi quia me quidem clari-
orem impugnationibus tuis reddes? Tuas
vero conteres vires: Durum enim tibi erit
adversum stimulum calcitrare. Quia non
stimulos retundes sed pedes calcitrans
vulnerabis.

Neque fluctus, qui saxo illiduntur, am-
plius aliquid proficient quam ut in
semetipsos fracti dissolvantur et in
spumas extenuati depereant.

Christi ecclesia nihil fortius.

Si quis eam impugnare proponit, vires at-
terat necesse est. Tale est enim velut si
caelo bellum meditetur inferre.

Homini si bellum inferas, fortasse vinces
aut forte vinceris. Ecclesiam vincere nul-
la vis poterit.

Dei est ecclesia, qui est omnium fortior.
Aut aemulamur Dominum? Numquid
fortiores illo sumus? Deus fundavit hoc,
quod labefactare conaris? Aut experiri
vis potentiam Domini? Ipse est Qui
respicit super terram, et facit eam
tremere. Et iterum qui iubet et tremor
eius solidatur.
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Ei v moMv oalevopévnv  AvEOTNOE,
moA-AG pdAov v ‘ExkAnoiav otfjoat
Suvnoetat. ‘H ékkAnoia oUpavol toyupo-
Epar

‘O oUpavog kai 1 Yfj Tapeleyoovrat, ot
8¢ Aoyor pou ou pn mapéABwot. IToiot
Aoyou; Zu et [Mérpog, kai €mi TaUTy) Ti)
TETpQ oikodopow TNV €kkAnoiav, kai
Aot Gdou oU KaTLoYUoOUoLY QUTHG.

§4
Ei amoteis 1§ Aoy, mioteve TOLg
TPAYHAOTL.
[TI6oot tUpavvor NBéNnoav TepryevéoBar
i exkAnoiag; [Téoa tyava, TéooL KA-
pwot, Onpiwv 0ddvreg, Eipn frovnpéva,
KOl OV TLEPLEYEVOVTO;

IToU ot Tolepfioavteg v ékkAnoiav; Ze-
otynvrat kai A0y mopadédovrar. ITot S¢
1 ékkAnoio; Yrep tov fidov Adpter. Ta
ekelvwv EoPeotat, ta O¢ Tavtng abdvara.

s e o 3 5 ) , [%
Ei 61e évbexa noav, ouk éviknOnoav, Ote
N oikoupévn emAnpwBn edoefelag, Tidg
vikfloat duvaoat;

‘O oUpavog kai 1 Yfj Tapelevoovrat, ot
&€ Adyot pou ou pn tapéAbwot.

§5

Kai pdha eikotog.

’ N e b ’ ~ ~ ~
[oBewvotépa yap 1 ekkAnoia 16 Oed T

b ~ 9 ~ ~ 9 b ’

oUpavol. OUpavol odpa oUk avélaPev,
ekkAnolag odpka avéhaPe S v k-
KAnoiov 0 oUpavdg, ou Si1d TOV OUPAVOV 1)
éKKAnoia.

Aut non vidisti trementem civitatem
tuam quotiens stare fecit? Multo magis
ecclesiam suam trementem poterit confir-
mare, fortior enim ecclesia multo quam
terra, immo et fortior caclo.

Caelum et terra transibunt, verba autem
mea non transibunt. Quae verba? Tu es
Petrus, et super hanc petram aedificabo
ecclesiam meam, et portae inferi non
praevalebunt in eam.

§4
Quod si non credis verbo, rebus ipsis et
operibus crede.
Quanti tyranni aggressi sunt impugnare
ecclesiam Dei? Quanta tormenta, quantas
cruces adhibuerunt, ignes, fornaces, fe-
ras, bestias, gladios intendentes, et nihil
agere potuerunt?
Ubi nunc sunt illi qui haec fecerunt? Et
ubi illi qui haec fortiter pertulerunt?
Nonne illi aeternis poenis premuntur, et
isti aeternis gaudiis eriguntur? Fulget e-
nim ecclesia super splendorem solis et
persequtores eius perpetuis tenebris
conteguntur.
Non legis scriptum quia undecim soli er-
ant et vinci non potuerunt? Nunc, ubi
orbis terrarum repletus est piorum multi-
tudine, quomodo poterunt vinci?
Caelum et terra transibunt, verba autem
mea non transibunt.

§5
Et merito!
Carior enim ecclesia Deo quam caelum.
Non enim ecclesia propter caelum, sed
propter ecclesiam caelum.
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§6

Mndev Updg BopuBeitw OV yivopévwv.

ToUt6 por yapicaobe, miotiv amepitper-
Tov. OUK €10eC [Tétpov mepratoivia €l
TGV UOAT®V Kai OAlyov SioTdoavia Kol
péMovta kartarmovriCeoBal, ol S v
draktov TV UdAT®V pupny, dMa Sia
Vv dobéveiav Tii¢ TOTEWC;

Mn yap avBpwtmivaig yigois eviaibo
fABopev; M yop avBpwtog fiyayev, iva
avBpwtog katahior);

Taita AMéyw oUKk ATTOVOOUPEVOG, pry Yé-
voito, oude AAaCoveudpevog, AMA TO
UpGdV oeoadeupévov otnpibar Bouldpe-
vog.

§7
"Ererdn) €01 1) TOALG, TNV €KkkAnoiav H0E-
Moev 6 SidBolog coleloau.
Miape xai appiape SiaBole. Toiywv ou
Tepleyévou  Kai ékkAnoiag Tpoodokds
mepryevéaBa;

\ \ b ’ € b ’ ~
Mn yap év toiyoig 1 ékkAnoia; 'Ev 16
A0l TOV TIOTOV 1) EKKANCia.

, N , ~ ¢ ~ ) ,
180U 16001 oTUAoL €dpaior ou o1dipw
Sedepévot, AN TTioTEL ETPLypévOL.

OU Aéyw 611 ToooUtov TAfBog, AAN oudE
€1 €1G NV TrEPIEYEVOU.

§6

Nihil enim, quaeso, perturbet vos eorum
quae agi videtis.

Ponamus ante oculos nostros Petrum su-
per aquas incedentem et parum quid hae-
sitantem atque ob hoc paululum pericli-
tantem, non propter potentiam fluctuum,
sed propter infirmitatem fidei.

Numgquid humana voluntate huc venimus
aut propter hominem huc producti
sumus?

Et haec non arroganter loquor neque iac-
tantiae vitio agitatus, sed animos vestros,
qui forte turbantur, cupio confirmare.
Intuemini ergo quomodo Commota est et
contremuit terra, et tamen non corruit
civitas.

§7

Quomodo, impurissime diabole?
Ecclesiam te putas posse deiicere, qui
trementes parietes deiicere minime
valuisti?

Non est in parietibus ecclesia, sed in
multitudine piorum.

Ecce quam fortes, quam immobiles sta-
tis, non ferro sed fide vincti.

Et quid de tanta multitudine loquor?
Unum fidelem vincere non potes.
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§8
OUK 016ag old 0ol TPAVHATA TIAPETYOV
ol paprupeg;
EiofiABe moANdxkig kSpn OmroAn arelpo-
yapog. Knpot v ATTOA®TEPA KAl TEETPAG
éyéveto oteppwtépa. Tag mheupag avrtiig
€Eeeg KOl TO aipa eEéyeag, Kal THY THOTLY
auTig oUk EAae.
"Hrtévnoe tijg 0apkog 1) ¢UOLg Kai oUk a-
Tnyopeudn tiig TrioTewS 1) SUvopig.
"Edamavato 10 oOpa KOl EVEAVIEUETO TO
ppovnpa. Avnhiokero 1) oUoia KOl EpEVEV
1 eUAGPera.

§9

Tuvaikog ol Tepteyévou pidg, Kai Tooou-
Tou TrepryevéoBar Snpou poodokdg;

Ouk akoveig ToU Kupiou Aéyovrog 6t
“OTtou U0 1) TPELS €101 CUVIYHEVOL ELG TO
Ovopd pou, kel elpt €V pEO® QUTOV:
“Ottou 1000UTOG Sjpog AY AT EoPLypé-
vog, ou TtapeoTiv; “Exm atol évéyupov.
§10
Mn  yap oikeia  Suvdper  Bappd,
Ypappateiov autol katéyw. 'Ekeivo pot
Baktnpia, keive pot doeddeia, Ekeivo
pot AMtpnv AKUpAVTOG.
Kav 1 oikoupévn TapATITOL, TO YPOppa-
TElOV KATEYW® QUTH AVOylYVOokm. T
YPAppaTa EKelva ol TeTXOo¢ Kal AoPA-
\ela.
[oia taUta; ‘160U éyw ped Updv eipt
TAoag 1A NpEPAS Ewg THS Ouviehelag
10U aikVoc.

§8
O diabole, nescis quae tibi fecerint
martyres?
Quomodo frequenter ingressa est puella
aetate tenera, annis immatura, et inventa
est ferro fortior, cum latera eius
scinderes, fidem tamen eius movere non
potuisti?
Defecit frequenter caro in tormentis et
robur fidei non defecit.
Consumptum est corpus et mens non po-
tuit inclinari. Interiit substantia et perstitit
patientia.

§9
Si ergo frequenter ab una puella victus
es, quomodo speras tantae huius et tam
fidelis multitudinis fidem te posse
evincere?

Non audis Domini vocem dicentis: Quia,
ubi duo aut tres sunt congregati in
nomine meo, ibi sum et ego in medio eo-
rum? Quid ubi tanta fidelium multitudo
est caritatis nexibus vincta?

§10

Non ego propria virtute confido, habeo
scripturam Domini mei. Manum ipsius
teneo, illa mihi cautio satis tuta est, illa
me securum reddet et intrepidum.
Etiamsi orbis terrae commoveatur, ego
cautionem Domini mei teneo. Lego
manum eius, ipsa mihi murus est
inexpugnabilis.

Vultis vobis recitem Domini cautionem?
Ecce, inquit, ego vobiscum sum omnibus

diebus usque ad consummationem saecu-
li.
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§11
Xp1oTog per’ €pol, kai tiva goPndnoo-
pat;
Kav kipota kat’ pol dieyepbi, kav Té-
Aoy, kav B6puPot, kav apyoviwv Bupot,
€pol yap talta TAvVIA Apdyvn, Kol a-
PAYVNG EUTEAEOTEPQ.
Kai el pn 61 v Upetépav aydmny, oUde
onfpepov av mopnTnodpny areAdeiv.

§12
Aet yap Aeyw: Kupie, 10 oov Béhnpa
yevéoBw, pn 6 11 0 Oeiva, kal O Oeiva,
AAG 1L 0U Boulet.
ToUto €poi TrUpYOG, TOUTO EpOL TETPA
akivntog, ToUTOo €pol Paktnpia Arepi-
TPETITOC.
‘A Pouletar 6 Oeog, TaUTa yivéoHw.
Bouketad pe évradma elvad; Xdpv Exo.
OU Bouketar; Evyapiotd.

§13
Mndeig Updg BopuPeitw: Taig evyaig
TIPOTEYETE.

Talta émoinoev 6 S1dfolog, Tvar ek
TV oTroudNV TV Trepl TAG MTAVEIDS.

ANN’ 00 Trpoywpel aUTd: M otroudai-
OTEpOUG UpAG eUpopev kal Beppotépous.

§11

Christus mecum est, quem timebo?

Etiamsi fluctus insurgat, etiamsi totum
pelagus adversum me conturbetur, etiam-
si principum furor, omnia mihi ista ara-
neae erunt, et araneis fragiliora.

Et nisi propter fragilitatem vestram,
hodie iam non dubitarem ire quo vellent.

§12

Semper enim dico: Domine, tua voluntas
fiat, non quod ille vult vel ille, sed quod
tu vis.

Tua voluntas mihi turris fortissima et pe-
tra stabilis et baculus fidus.

Si tu vis permanere me hic, habeo gra-
tiam. Si non vis, similem refero gratiam.

§13

Nemo vos conturbet, fratres, orate

tantum.

Haec enim diabolus movet non aliam ob
causam quam ut religiosa studia vestra
disrumpat et exercitia vestra, quae in ora-
tionibus et vigiliis gerebatis, exstinguat.
Sed non obtinebit, nec eripiet a vobis stu-
dia religiosa, nisi quia sollicitiores vos
inveniet et fervidiores efficiet.
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§ 14

Alpiov eig Mrtaveiov éEehevoopor ped’
UpGV.
“Iva 010U €Y®, €Kel KAl UHEIG: KOl GTTOU
UHETG, EKel KAY .
“Ev 0®pd €opev: oU 0OpPA KEPAATG, oU
KEQOAT) OWOPATOG YWPILETAL.
Ei xai Owepyopeba 1@ 1M, AN
L L

€ 4 ~ ) ’
nvopeda i) ayd.
‘Epe  updv  oude  Bdvatog  Srokdyor

’ " \ 9 ’ N
Suvioetar. Kav yap amobavy pou 10

~ ~ e \ N 7’ ~
obpa, T 1 yuyn, kol pépvnror ToU
Sfpou.
§15

e ) N , ~ N ¢~
Yyeig épot matépeg, TAS yap Upddv Su-
vijoopat emAabéoBar; “Ypeig pot pinp,
UpELg €pot T, UHELS Epoi eUSOKipNoig.
'Eqv  Upeig TpokOynte, £y® eUSOKIPG,
WOTE O E€uOG TANOUTOG €V TQ UHETEPQ
kettar Onooupd.
‘EY® pupiakig UTEp UPGOV  opayfival
ETOIPWG EXW

N b 7’ 7’ ’ 9 N N
— kol oUdepiav Xaptv Tapéyw, A kai
) \ ) ’ e N \ ¢
opethv amodidwprr ‘O yap Topnv o6
KaAog TV Yuynv avtol tifnotv Utep tdV
TpoPdTwy —
Kol ogayfjvar  puplakig, Kol pHupiag
kepaag arotpndijva.

§16
"Epot 6 Bavarog outo¢ dBavaoioc UTTé0e-
016, &uoi ai &mPoulai avtar dopoheiag
agoppn. Mn yap S ypnpara émiou-
Aevopat, Tva AutnBé&; Mn yap & apap-
THpATA, VO GAYNOW; Ald TOV EpWTA TOV
TEpL UPAG.

"Emeidn mavra moid, dote Updg €v ao-
pakeia peival, Gote pndéva apeloebeiv
Tfj TIOtpvVI), (OOTE peival AKEPALOV TO
TTOLpIVIOV.

‘H Um6Beoig 1OV Aydvwv apkel pot eig
OTEPAVOV.

§14

Crastina vobiscum exibo ad orationes.

Et ubi ego sum, ibi et vos eritis, et ubi
vos estis, ibi ero et ego.

Unum corpus sumus, neque caput a cor-
pore, neque corpus a capite separabitur.
Etiamsi loco dividamur, sed caritate
coniungimur.

Ego a vobis nec morte divellar. Nam etsi
corpus meum moriatur, anima mea Vvivit,
et memoriam vestri tenebit.

§ 15

Vos enim mihi estis patres, vos mihi
mater, vos mihi vita, vos mihi gratia.

Si vos proficitis, ego placebo. Vos estis
corona mea, et divitiae meae, vos estis
thesaurus meus.

Ego milies pro vobis immmolari paratus
sum

— et nec gratia mihi in hoc est, sed debi-
tum reddo: Bonus enim pastor debet ani-
mam suam pro ovibus ponere —,

huiusmodi enim mors immortalitatem
parit.

§16

Non enim propter divitias mundi insidias
patior, quod si esset, utique contristari
deberem, nec propter aliquid peccatum,
sed propter caritatem, quam habeo erga
VOs.

Quia omnia ago? Ut vos proficiatis, et ne
subintroeat conturbare gregem bene insti-
tutum, sed ut permaneatis in simplicitate
fidei.

Haec est causa periculorum meorum, et
haec sufficiant mihi ad coronam.
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§17
Tiyap ouk av aBotpt UTtep UpGV;
“Ypeig €pol molitat, Upeig €pol TTATEpES,
Upelg épol adehgol, Upelg €poi Tékva,
UpETG €pol péNN, UPELS €pol OMPQ, UELS
Epoi pddg, pdMov & kal ToU PWTOC
TOUTOU YAUKUTEpOL.

§18
T1 yap pot TTapEXEL TOLOUTOV T} AKTIG OLOV
1 Upetépa ayarn; ‘H akrig év 16 rapovTt
Biw cpelei, 1 8¢ Upetépa aydmn otépa-
VOV pOL TIAEKEL €V TG HEANOVTL.

Tatta 6t Myw el¢ wTa dkoudvtwv. Ti S¢
IOV OTOV UPDOV AKOUOTIKWTEPOV;

TooaUtag Npépag NYpUTVAOATE, KOl
oUdev Updg Ekapyev, o0 YXpovou pijkog
palokwTépoug Etroinoev, oU ¢ofot, oUk
amethat. [Tpog mavia eyéveobe yevvaior.

Kai 1i Méyw 1oUt0; 'EYyéveoDe Omep eme-
Bupouv a&el, kateppovioate TV Prwti-
KQv, ametdEaobe Tij yi), €ig TOV oUpavov
HETEOTNTE.

ATMAynTE TOV ouvdETpwY TOU oWpa-
TOG, TIPOS TV pHAKAPLAV EKELVIV ApIAAG-
oBe prhoocogpiav.

Talta €pol otépavol, ToUta TTApAKAN-
o1g, ToUta Ttapapubia, Talta époi Aleip-
pato, Tavta €poi Cwi), Talta épol abo-
vaoiag UtroBeoic.

Yep <6¢> ToUtmwV ATAVIOV eUXapLoTh-
cwpev 1§ O, ¢ 1) SGEa kai 10 KpdTog
KOl 1) TLPN KOl 1) peYAAOTIPETIELA EIG TOUG
a1&VAS TOV ALOV®V. Apnv.

§17

Quid enim non patiar pro vobis?

Vos mihi cives, vos mihi fratres, vos
mihi filii, vos mihi membra, vos mihi
corpus, vos mihi lux, immo et ista luce
dulciores.

§18

Quid enim mihi tantum praestant radii
solis, quantum caritatis vestrae splendor
acquirit? Ecce pro caritate vestra corona
mihi paratur in futuro saeculo, hoc mihi
solis huius splendor praestare non poterit.
Haec autem dico in auribus audientium.
Et quid ita ad audiendum sollicitum et
paratum, quam aures vestrae?

Ecce quot dies sunt quod vigilatis et nul-
lum vestrum somnus inclinavit, nec tem-
poris spatium frangit; nullum timor, nul-
lum minae deterrent, sed terror eorum
fortiores vos reddet.

Video in vobis quod semper optavi, ideo
quod contempsistis mundi negotia, re-
nuntiastis omnibus, nihil iam de terra,
neque de terrenis actibus cogitatis.

Ad caelestia vos migrasse iam cerno, ab-
soluti estis vinculis corporis, ad beatam
illam et caelestem contenditis philoso-
phiam.

Hoc mihi sufficit vidisse de vobis. Haec
mea consolatio, ista me in agonibus meis
velut unguenta quaedam corroborant et
fortiorem me agonibus reddunt et ad gau-
dia immortalia atque aeterna transmit-
tunt.

Pro his gratias agamus Deo, cui gloria in
saecula saeculorum. Amen.
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INDEX

NOMINUM GRAECORUM

Taofaleug Tit.: 2

'Incoug 1: 4

ITétpog 3:34; 6: 48
ZEeunpLavog Tit.: 2

Xp1otog 1:5;2:13;11: 75

INDEX

NOMINUM LATINORUM:

Christus 1:4;2:11;3:21; 11: 70
Iesus 1:3
Petrus 3:31;6:45

1 This index does not include the nouns which are present in the apparatus. Furthermore,
the nouns ©ed¢ and Kuprog have also been excluded, although in the text of the homily
they appear capitalized.

2 This index does not include the nouns which are present in the apparatus, nor the nouns
Dominus and Deus, although in the text of the homily they appear capitalized.
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INDEX

LOCORUM SACRAE SCRIPTURAE

Genesis
2:24 Gr. 2: 15/17 Lat. 2: 12/14
Psalmi
23:1 Gr.1:6 -
17:8 e Lat. 6: 50/51
103:32 Gr. 3: 30 Lat. 3: 32
Matthaeus
6:10 Gr. 12: 79/80 Lat. 12: 74
16:18 Gr. 3: 34/36 Lat. 3: 31/33
18:20 Gr. 9: 67/69 Lat. 9: 62/63
19:6 Gr.2:1718 -
24:35 Gr. 3: 33/34; 4: 43/44 Lat. 3: 30/31; 4: 41/42
28:20 Gr. 10: 74/75 Lat. 10: 68/70
Ioannes
10:11 Gr. 15: 96/97 Lat. 15: 89/90

Actus Apostolorum

26:14 Gr. 3: 22 Lat. 3: 17/18
Ad Corinthios I
10:22 Gr. 3: 28/29 Lat. 3: 25

3 This index covers the quotations present in the Greek original of ANTEQUAM IRET and in its
Latin version. The siglum Gr. refers to the Greek text of the homily, while Lat. relates to
the quotations occurring in the Latin text. Biblical allusions are omitted (for these, see
passim the history of the text, the translation, and the commntary).
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1:21 Gr.1:5/6 e
Ad Timotheum I
6:7 Gr.1:78 e
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

Montf

Rahlfs
Arm

Syr

add.
conj.
emend.
om.

transp.

uaticanus graecus 450, saec. X-xi1

uaticanus graecus 497, saec. xiii

consensus omnium codicum

B. de Montfaucon, S. P. N. loannis Chrysostomi opera omnia
quae exstant uel eius nomine circumferuntur, Parisiis, 1718 —
1738, ut in textu Migneio citatus, P.G. 52, coll. 435-438.
Septuaginta, Stuttgart, 1935.

translatio armeniaca homiliae graecae amissae (fort. saec. v)
translatio syriaca homiliae graecae amissae (fort. saec. v)

consensus translationum antiquarum

addidit / -diderunt
conieci / -it
emendaui / -it
omisit / -serunt

transposui / -suerunt
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[OF JOHN CHRYSOSTOM,
FATHER AMONG THE SAINTS,
HOMILY WHEN HE WAS
GOING INTO EXILE]

1. Cheerful is our discourse — brothers — and magnificent the assembly; the wide sea is
full of clouds, but not troubled by the storm of winds. For the windstorm-quenching mother
of peace came: ‘And of Sion it shall be said, This and that man was born in her: and the
highest himself shall establish her (Ps 87:5).” Children, are they are about to condemn me?
And what do I fear, death? ‘For to me to live is Christ, and to die is gain. (Phil 1:21).” Exile?
‘The earth is the LORD'S, and the fullness thereof; the world, and they that dwell therein (Ps
24:1).” Confiscation of property? ‘For we brought nothing into this world, and it is certain we
can carry nothing out (1 Tim 6:7).’

2. But you know — brothers — for which reason they are about to put me down. Because |
did not unfold carpets, nor I put on silken clothes, because I did not encourage their gluttony,
nor offered gold and silver. In fact they say to me: ‘you ate and drank, and performed
baptisms.” If I did this, curse on me: may I not be counted within the order of the bishops, not
be in the company of the angels, not please God. But, of these things, if I [only] ate and

performed baptisms, I did not do anything wrong. They should also condemn Paul the

1 The translation of the Sermo cum iret in exsilium has been prepared according to the same
principles adopted for the translation of the Sermo antequam iret in exsilium.
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apostle, for after the meal he granted baptism to the gaoler; and they should also condemn the
Lord himself, for after the meal he granted Communion to the disciples.

3. I see many waves and difficult is the tempest, and the planks [of the ship are] prepared;
but, like a pilot in a great tempest, | sit on the two sterns of the ship — the Old and New
Testament —, and | push back the storm with the oars; not with wooden oars, but with the
honorable cross of the Lord I turn the storm into peace. The Lord orders, and the servant is
crowned. Because of that, [the Lord] hands him over to the devil. Do not men know one
thing, that is that the purest vessel is made known by means of the impure?

4. Brothers, I lay down for you three ways of life: faith, temptation, chastity. If you want
to patiently abide faith, imitate the blessed Abraham, who, although being past the prime
regarding his age, received ripe fruits. If you want to patiently abide temptation, imitate the
blessed Job. You know his way, and you have heard about his endurance, and his end was not
hidden from you. If you want to patiently abide chastity, imitate the blessed Joseph, who was
sold [to be brought captive] in Egypt, and released Egypt which was wasted by famine.

5. In fact, temptation was placed upon him by means of an Egyptian prostitute enslaved
to passion,” who did sit beside him and said: ‘lie with me! (Gen 39:7-12)’ With a harmful
discourse she wanted to strip the righteous one of [his] chastity. In Egypt it was an Egyptian
woman,’ here it is an Egyptian man.* Yet neither did that woman upset the saint, nor did this
man despoil that one, but at the same moment became evident the discretion of the noble one,

the nobility of the children’s birth, and the intemperance of the barbarous man.’

2 Delgado translates “enamorada de ¢é1”, DeLGgapo 2006, 257, while Joly renders the
passage with “éprise d’un condamnable amour”, JoLy 1864, 381b.

That is Potiphar’s wife.

That is Theophilos, patriarch of Alexandria.

Delgado translates “y el desenfreno de la extranjera”, DELGapo 2006, 257.
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6. Brothers, the thief does not enter where straw, or hay, or wood [are], but where gold,
or silver, or pearls lie. Thus also the devil does not enter where the fornicator, or the
unhallowed, or the rapacious, or the greedy [are], but where those who happily live an
eremitic life [are].

7. Brothers, I want to unroll my tongue against the empress. But what should I say?
Jezebel raises clamours against [the prophet] and Elijah flies; Herodias rejoices and John is
put in chains; the Egyptian woman lies and Joseph is thrown into prison.

8. Therefore, if they will banish me, I shall imitate Elijah; if they will throw [me] into the
mud, Jeremiah; if into the sea, my fellow servant and prophet Jonah; if into the [lions’] den,
Daniel; if they will stone [me], Stephen; if they will behead [me], John; if they will beat [me]
with rods, Paul; if they will saw [me], Isaiah — preferably with a wooden saw, so that I may
enjoy [my] longing for the Cross.

9. She who is corporeal fights against her [who is] incorporeal; she who [uses] bathing-
places and ointments and lies in embrace with a man, she fights the pure and stainless
Church. But that one sits as a widow, while her husband is still alive; for you are a woman,
and you want to widow the Church. Yesterday evening she was calling me the thirteenth
apostle, and today she denonced me as a Judas. Yesterday [she] was saying to me ‘most
benign Father’, and today [she] denied me. Yesterday she was sitting with me freely, and
today she assaulted me like a wild beast.

10. The sun should have been quenched before us and the moon should have not shone, it
would have only been necessary not to forget the word of Job. And in fact Job, who patiently
abode so great a blow, did not cry aloud anything other than ‘Blessed be the name of the Lord

forever (Job 1, 21).” For when his wife cried aloud and said ‘curse God and die (Job 2, 9),” he
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rebuked her and said ‘you talked as a foolish women (Job 2, 10).” Oh grace of a wife! Oh
emollient of pains! Woman, when you were unwell, did Job ever utter to you such things?
And did not he wipe away your plague with prayers and acts of kindness? When he was
living in royal courts, when [...], when he had goods, when [he had] the royal robe, you did
not cry aloud anything of these things, and now that you see him sitting in the rubbish-heaps

and enveloped in worms, then you say ‘curse God and die.’ For was not temporary

chastisement enough for him? But, through this word, you procure an eternal punishment for
him. But what [did] the blessed Job [say]? ‘You spoke like one of the foolish women. If we
accepted the good from the hand of the Lord, will not we endure the bad? (Job 2, 10)’

11. And, in fact, what [does] that lawless and abominable woman, that new — I say —
Jezebel, [do]? She does not cry aloud and say ‘go out and run away by passing through [the
crowd]!’, but sends me consuls and tribunes, and only threatens. And what should it have to
do with me? [These are] spiders sent by a spider.

12. Brothers, indeed as victory is laid up in sufferings, likewise the crown [of glory] is
laid up in the struggles [of martyrdom], as the ‘divinely-sounding’ Paul fittingly said: ‘I have
fought the good fight, I have finished the race, I have kept the faith. From now on there is
reserved for me the crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous judge, will give to
me on that day (2 Tim 4:7-8)’, because to him is the glory and the power for ever and ever.

Amen.
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passage.

It is worth noting that whereas the Syriac text says "if a reproach from the evil Empress
will occur", the Armenian version presents a different sentence, i.e. "when calamity from
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INDEX NoMINUM GRAECORUM

InDEX NOMINUM ARMENIACORUM

INDEX NOMINUM SYRIACORUM

INDEX LOCORUM SACRAE SCRIPTURAE
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INDEX

NOMINUM GRAECORUM

ABpadp 4:29 Twodvvng (0 Battiotig)  7: 47; 8: 51
Alyvtrtog 4: 34, bis; Twdvvng (0 Xpuodatopog) Tit.: 1

5:38 TP 4:31; 10: 61,
AtyvTTiog 5: 35, 38 bis; 62, 67, 74

7: 47 Toovag 8: 50
Aavinh 8:50 Twoon¢ 4:33; 7: 47
‘HAiog 7: 46; 8: 48 [MoUAog 2:17; 8: 51;
‘Hpwdidg 7: 46 12: 81
"Hoatag 8:52 Y1V 1:4
Tepepiag 8:49 ZTEQAVOG 8:51
TeCAPeN 7:46;11: 77 Xpirotog 1:7
Toudag 9: 57 XpuodaTopog Tit.: 2

1 This index does not include the nouns which are present in the apparatus. Furthermore,
the nouns ©ed¢ and Kupiog have also been excluded, although in the text of the homily
they appear capitalized.
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INDEX

NOMINUM ARMENIACORUM

Uph; 53 Uniubu 23
UppuwSwd 7 8bqupky 19; 53
Ul 65 Bpuncu 77

i mnisy 22 8np 8;40; 51; 72; 74
buhf? 2;33 BrifSwiiiku (Uhpnfrg) 52; 55
bgpuyunwgh 9;10; 11 bis Brfinwsts 20
bafuyunnu 9 Brfulips 9

bigfss / Zbigfus 19 bis; 29 Brunus 15

buwgh 24; 29 Nukt / Ngpuws 31
bpbfuu gh 21 s 34
Zbprynbu 55 Uprdfs 2
Zbpnynpuwip 32 Rpputnnu 26; 34; 77
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7

65

Tit. 3; Expl. 1
8;40;51;72; 74
19

38

19 bis; 29

23

21

24;29; 30
2;33

22

53 ter

52

55

Tit. 1; Expl. 3

INDEX

ﬁ’imm

Kipo

Liad.

9

oS ad

NOMINUM SYRIACORUM

52; 55

20

15

31

46

Expl. 3
53

11

9;11

10

24; 26; 34
31

34

m&oéol.%l%mo.o Tit. 1

oy

2

2 The vocalization of the nouns has been added for practical reasons. The name of the
Baptist has been added to the list because of its parallels in the Greek and Armenian

versions.

-129 -



INDEX

LOCORUM SACRAE SCRIPTURAE

Genesis
39:7-12 Gr. 5:36/37 Arm. 10 Syr. 10
Iob
.7 - Arm. 38 Syr. 38
1.8 - Arm. 40 Syr. 40
| e Arm. 43 Syr. 43
1:21 Gr. 10: 63 Arm. 51; 59; 72; Syr. 51; 59; 72;
73 bis; 74 ter 73 ter; 74 bis
2:9 Gr. 10: 64/65, 71/72 Arm. 66; 68 Syr. 66; 68
2:10 Gr. 10: 66/67, 74/76 Arm. 68 Syr. 68
Psalmi
23:1 Gr. 1:7/8
87:5 Gr. 1: 4/5 Arm. 2 Syr. 2
118:46 - Arm. 33 Syr. 33
Matthaeus
24:13 - Arm. 69 Syr. 69

3 This index covers the quotations present in all three versions of the cum IRET. The siglum
Gr. refers to the Greek text of the homily, while Arm. relates to the quotations occurring
in the Armenian text, and Syr. to the Syriac one. Concerning the Greek, text numbers of
both paragraph and line of the homily are provided; for the Armenian and Syriac
versions, the numeric reference is to the paragraph of the relative texts only. Biblical
allusions are omitted (for these, see passim the history of the text, the translation, and the
commntary).
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21:33 - Arm. 60 Syr. 60

23:34 - Arm. 17 Syr. 17
Ad Galatas

1:8 e Arm. 71 Syr. 71

1:10 - Arm. 34 Syr. 34
Ad Philippenses

1:21 Gr.1:6/7 e s
Ad Timotheum I

6:7 Gr.1:9/10 e e
Ad Timotheum II

4:7-8 Gr.12:82/85 e e
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CHAPTER FOUR:
PHILOLOGICAL COMMENTARY

4.0. The principles of the Commentary

The purpose of the two commentaries offered in this chapter — the first one on the Sermo
antequam iret in exsilium, the second on the Sermo cum iret in exsilium — is almost
exclusively philological, i.e. its main goal is to give justifications of the readings printed in
the main text and to explain how the readings present in the apparatus may have originated.
Such matters as biblical quotations, literary themes, historical notes, and the analysis of
translation technique are discussed almost exclusively when these are relevant for the
establishment of the text, or for the understanding of a given passage. As far as the
commentary on the cum IRET is concerned, at the beginning of each paragraph a synopsis of
the Greek, Armenian, and Syriac versions of the same text is offered. Whenever the synopsis
is not offered, it has to be inferred that in the oriental versions that particular passage of the

homily does not correspond.

4.1. Sermo antequam iret in exsilium

~ 9 ~ et/ € ’ b ’ b \ ~ ~ ’
ToU ool 61¢ 1) otdo1g £yévero emi Leunpravol tou Fafaléwg

ETTLOKOTIOU €V Tf) HEYAA) EKKANTIQ
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QOutline

1-12a

12b-19a

19b-36a

36b-44a

44b-47a

47b-54a

1. Exordium
In spite of current events, for John there is nothing to fear, neither
death, nor exile, nor the confiscation of property, because he sits on the

rock of faith.

2. The everlasting union between the bishop and his Church.
The bond between the bishop and his community cannot be destroyed

by anybody, because it was made by God himself.

3. The reasons why John is attacked: the power of the Church.
John has been attacked because his enemy was unable to destroy the

Church

4. Historical explanation of the power of the Church
The power of the Church is everlasting. Its strength was never
diminished, neither during the time of persecutions, nor even when it

consisted only of the eleven Apostles.

5. The love of God

To God the Church is dearer even than Heaven.

6. First address to the audience: the immutable faith

The only way to resist to the attacks of the enemies is to continue to
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54b-60a

60b-65

65b-70a

70b-75a

75b-79a

79b-83a

83b-86a

86b-91a

have faith.

7. The plans of the Devil
The devil planned to destabilize the city, but since this was found

steady, the devil passed to attack the Church.

8. The example of the martyrs
The example of the martyrs shows that it is impossible to harm those to

have faith.

9. The attacks of the devil are pointless

10. The power of the Scriptures
John is prepared for anything which may happen, because he relies on

in his faith, that is on the Scriptures.

11. The company of Christ

John is not alone, but benefits from the company of Christ.

12. The will of God

John is prepared to do anything which God orders him to do.

13. Second address to the audience: the importance of prayers

14. The audience is prepared for the departure of John
Nothing can separate John from his community, because they are like

one body. By means of love, their union will last forever.
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91b-98a 15. The flock of John
For the sake of his Church John is ready to suffer martyrtom

thousounds of times.

98b-104a 16. Martyrdom as source of immortality
John dedicated his life for for the improvement of his flock. For him

death can only be a source of immortality.
104b-107a 17. Final address to the audience

107b-120 18. Conclusion
The homilist thanks his community for its love and prayers, for alld the
support received. The love of the Church is the recompense of his

fight.

- Title -

Tol autol Ote ) oTdo1S Eyévero emi Zeunpiavol ToU Tafoléws émokomou év i)
peydAn éxkAnoiq. The title transmitted by the direct tradition is substantially different from
that printed by Montfaucon — i.e. 6pthia Tpo tijg €Eopiag — and from the title of the Latin

version — i.e. eiusdem cum de expulsione eius ageretur. Severianus, bishop of Gabala, was
one of the main opponents of John Chrysostom. Although information about his life is
scanty, we know that he sojourned in Constantinople between the years 398-404." Severianus

was a succesful preacher whom John entrusted to preach during his absence from

1 See Voicu 1990, 752-763.
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Constantinople, when he visited the Church of Ephesos. Severianus played an important role
at the ‘Synod of the Oak’, where he is said to have asked for the head of John. In the preface
of his edition, Montfaucon states that he found our homily attributed to Severianus of Gabala
in a Latin manuscript of Monte Cassino.” In spite of the mistake of attribution, the presence
of the name of Severianus in a Latin manuscript shows that the Greek version of the title

transmitted by P is remarkably old.

-1-

1-12a. Exordium. The sermon begins with the homilist openly telling his audience that
for him there is nothing to fear, neither death, nor exile, nor the confiscation of property.
Although John is in the middle of a tempest and the waves of the sea (i.e. his enemies) are
trying to submerge him, he declares himself steady on his rock and is preoccupied only for

the moral improvement of his church.

1.2. tfi¢ métpag. The readings of both Montf and P — i.e. Tfig Tétpag and Tij TwéTpgt — are
both acceptable in terms of grammar. However, in similar contexts in which the noun érpa
is used, the usus scribendi of John Chrysostom shows that the construction of étri + genitive
occurs much more frequently than that of émi + dative. For instance, see Adversus

oppugnatores vitae monasticae, P.G. 47, col, 333, line 48.

1.3. Sracaletoar. From the point of view of the meaning, the two verbs diacoleUw —

i.e. the reading of P — and S10\Uw — i.e. Montf — are perfectly acceptable. When it comes to

making a choice of which reading to print in the text, a research of /oci similes resulted of no

2 See P.G. 52:427*-428*.
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great help, because both verbs occur with equal frequency in the whole Chrysostomian

corpus. However, the old Latin translation — i.e. commovere — appears to be closer to the
meaning of dtacalevoat, rather than that of SiaAlicau.

1.5. Tov. The omission of the article in P does not represent a problem in itself, although
the usus scribendi of the works of Chryostom shows that in other instances the word
Bavarog is always preceded by article whenever this is placed at the beginning of a sentence.

1.6. AAN’ €Eopiav; The addition of the text used by Montf, that is the clause eité pot
after éEopiav, seems to be a trivializatin of the text caused by a scribe. The clause appears
only one line before and is therefore a redundant reduplication. In addition, in a similar
passage in the cum IReT (1.7.) the words eiTté pot are also absent.

1.8. oubk... ... 11. The text offered by manuscript P is perfectly acceptable and has the

advantage of corresponding to the same text printed in the edition of Nestle-Aland’s Novum
Testamentum (see 1 Tim. 6:7.). However, as far as the text of Montf is concerned, it could
also be said that the reading of P in fact represents a normalization of the Biblical quotation
made by a scribe who recognized the passage and changed the text in order to make it closer

to that of the Vulgate.

1.9. 1a xpnota. The reading offered by P — i.e. 1& ypuoia — means ‘gold, pieces of
gold’, while that of Montf — i.e. T& ypnota — means ‘benefits’. Although P is grammatically

acceptable, its reading probably originated from a scribe’s mistake of spelling, in other words

from the combination of a problem of iotacism and the confusion of of the ligature ot with

ot. The reading printed by Montfaucon, however, remains lectio difficilior.
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1.11-12. 610 1& ViV UTTOppvHOKe Kail. The omission of this clause in the text of P and

Lat has been treated in chapter two, where it was explained as originating from the loss of a
line in the subarchetype from which both P and Lat derive. Because of this reason the text
offered by Montf should be maintained.

1.12. v Upetépav Boppeiv aydmnv. The reconstruction of the text of this passage

presented some difficulties. The reading printed by Montfaucon seems to be the best when

one considers that the text of the Latin translation — that is caritatem vestram ut aequo animo

sitis — is relatively much closer to Montf that to the text of P — i.e. ouv Updg dyamnrol
Boappeiv. The evidence of the Stemma Codicum also shows that the clause Tv Upetépav
Bappeiv dydamnv must have been the original one, because it is present in both branches of
the tradition. In addition, although the vocative ayamnrtot is rather present in the rest of the

Chrysostomian corpus, the construction Tapakaleiv aydmnv can be found almost

everywhere in John’s homilies, and its usage is extremely common.
-2 -

12b-19a. The everlasting union between the bishop and his Church. By means of a
Biblical quotation (Matthew 19:6), the homilist states that as nobody is able to separate a man
and a woman who have been united by God, likewise nobody can separate him from his
community.

2.13. fpag UpGdv. In this passage of the homily, neither the text of Montf — that is
UpGV — nor that of P — i.e. Updg upddv — seems to be fully satisfactory. On the contrary,

thanks to the help of the Latin translator, who rendered this passage with nos a vobis, it was
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possible to emend the reading of P into fpdg upév, which makes perfect sense. This passage
was probably corrupted as a result of iotacism confusion.

ov. The reading offered by P and Lat offers a text which is less predictable than that of

Montf—1i.e. 6 — and certainly represents the lectio difficilior. The text printed by Montfaucon
is on the contrary a trivialization. See also the following point.

Xpiotog. The reading of P is mirrored in the Latin translation — i.e. Christus. The
reading printed by Montfaucon probably originated from the fact that the biblical quotation to

which this passage refers (and which appears shortly after, at line 17) mentions the name of

God, instead of Christ. This explanation brings further evidence to the point discussed above.

2.16. v pnrépa. The text offered by P presents the addition of the pronoun avuTou after

the word pntépa. Although aUtoU has not been retained because both Montfand Lat omit it,

it should be borne in mind that the reading transmitted by P could represent an old form of
the Scriptural text actually corresponding to that known by the homilist. As a matter of fact,
the reading of P is mentioned in the apparatus of the text of the Sepfuagint which contains
this passage. For reasons of Stemma Codicum, however, it seemed preferable to maintain the
text of Montfaucon.

2.18. pn) ywpilérw. The reading offered by of P could be the result of a trivialization of

the Scriptural text, in an attempt to make the text more understandable. However, it could
also be claimed that here the homilist was not quoting verbatim, and that therefore the text
printed by Montfaucon represents a normalization of the biblical text, while that of P might

offer the original diction of the homilist.

ovu. The omission of P cannot be accepted because without the negation the text would
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make no sense. In addition, the negation is also found in the Latin translation — i1.e. non. The
scribe might have omitted o0 by accident.
2.19. ékkAnoiav. The genitive ©eol, which in the text of Montfaucon appears after the

word ékkAnoiav, seems to be the result of a trivializing addition made by a later scribe.

_3-

19b-36a. The reasons why John is attacked: the power of the Church. In this
paragraph the homilist explains that he is the object of a violent attack only because his
enemy was unable to destroy the Church (of Constantinople). The result of this attack,
however, is vain, because the Church is mightier even than Heavens; it is as solid as a rock

and has been firmly established by the will of God, who rules over everything.
3.19-20. AMG TroAepeic avtiv oU duvdpevos PAdwar. The text offered by P — i.e.
moAepfioar AN oUdév pe PAATTEIS — is not convincing. It probably originates from a

mistake of transposition at the moment of transcribing this passage. The text of Montf, on the
contrary, offers a good way of switching the discourse from the church to the case of John

Chrysostom.

3.21. el Tpog epe paxn. The text of P is to be preferred, for it clarifies the sense of the
passage and represents a lectio difficilior than that of Montf, i.e. Tfjg TTpOG EpE pAYNG.
3.23. toug T6dag aipdooeig. The addition of the words Toug coug after the verb

aipdooeig in manuscript P gives the impression of being the trivializing result of a scribe

who wanted to make the text more intelligible. Although it is grammatically acceptable, it

seems unnecessary.
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3.24. &\N’. The addition of ata after the conjuction GAN’ in the text printed by Montf is
redundant, and thus superfluous.

SralUetar. Although both the reading of P — that is StoAUeTan — and that of Montf — i.e.
StolUovTar —are technically acceptable, on the evidence of the Latin translation SioAUeTon
seems preferable, because in the context of the sentence the waves appear to be the active
subject.

3.21. OUdev exkkAnoiag duvarwtepov. The vocative &GvBpwtre added after the word
Sduvatwtepov in the text of Montfaucon is unnecessary and not entirely clear in meaning. If
retained, it could better be added to the following sentence.

3.25. iva pr} oou katoAor thv SUvaptv. This passage being a final clause, the
subjunctive offered by Montf is indispensable, and the reading of P — i.e. xataAUoel cou —,

which is the result of an iotacism problem, must be rejected. In addition, the word order of

Montfis more refined.

3.29. 11 éTnxapeTg. Throughout the sermon, the homilist very often addresses his
audience with a second singular person. As a consequence, the reading of P — ie. Ti
emiyeLpeig — is preferred to that of Montf — i.e. tig émiyetpel.

3.31. oewopeva. The correct reading is clearly that printed by Montfaucon, that is
oe10peva, while the future participle of the verb ‘to be’ offered by P — i.e. é06peva — makes

no sense. The manuscript shows that a second hand corrected the passage and restored it to its
original meaning.

éSPdCETou. The reading of P can be accepted on the evidence that the old Latin
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translation also offers a present tense, i.e. solidatur. In addition, the present of P is

anticipated by the previous ke\eUet, while Montf 1dpaCeto appears less convincing.
avéotnoe. Considering the context of this passage of the homily, the verb of P seems
more appropriate than that of Montf (that is dvéotnoe vs Eotnoe). On closer inspection, it
looks as if the preposition of avéotnoe dropped out as a consequence of a phonetic confusion
with the previous word, which ends in —pévn.
3.32. duvnoetar. The readings offered by P and Montf — that is Suvrjoetonr and

SUvatat — are both acceptable. That of P, however, offers the advantage of being mirrored in

the Latin translation, where it is rendered with the verbal form poterit.

-4 -

36b-44a. Historical explanation of the power of the Church. In this section the
homilist explains that the power of the Church is eternal and that nowhere in history was it
possible to diminish it, neither during the time of persecutions (i.e. before the edict of
tolerance of Constantine), nor even before that, when the Church of Christ was actually made
up only by eleven persons, that is by the Apostles. The Church never perished and is destined
to last forever according to what Jesus has established.

4.39. tijv ékkAnaoiav. At this point of the homily P is in opposition to Montf and the

Latin version is of no help, because the translator freely adapted the Greek. The reading
offered by P, and which Montf omitted, seems preferable, because the expression ‘those who

make war against the Church’ is a concept very well attested throughout the entire

Chrysostomian corpus. However it cannot be entirely excluded that we should consider tnv
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ékkAnoiav as an addition made by a scribe who, willing to help future readers, trivialized the
text.

4.41. 8€. The omission of Montf is unjustified, while the connective particle transmitted
by P is very welcome and thus accepted for reasons of grammar.

Ei 1e £vBeka hoav. The text of Montf — that is the word OMtyot in place of the original
numeral €évOeka, which is, on the contrary, preserved in P and in the Latin translation

(undecim soli) — is a clear trivialization of a very beautiful passage of this speech. The
homilist, in fact, here is referring to the members of those who constituted the first Christian
Church after the death of Jesus, that is the eleven apostles (Judas Iscariot is excluded for
obvious reasons). A possible explanation of the corruption present in Montf is that the
numeral eleven must have been corrupted at some point of the tradition, probably by being

copied inaccurately, and thus become unintelligible. A scribe, thus, might have felt the need

to emend the passage with the word OAiyot, in order to give sense to this point of the homily.
4.42. értAnpOn. The readings of P and Montf — i.e. émAnpwdBn and €A obn — are not

too different. However, the text of P is to be preferred for the following three reasons. First of

all, from a semantic point of view émAnpwBn seems closer to the Latin repletus est.
Grammatically, the genitive evoePeiag is better constructed with émAnpcd0n. In addition, in
the Chrysostomian corpus the passive form of Anpow occurs much more frequently than

the passive of TripTTAnpL.
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44b-47a. The Love of God for his Church: the Church as the body of God. This
paragraph continues the eulogy of the Church and of its power which started in § 3 and
continued to be developed in § 4. The homilist explains that to God the Church is dearer even
than Heaven, and that God himself took the flesh of the Church (at the time of his

incarnation).
5.46. éxkAnoiog. The addition of the particle &€ after the noun ékxAnoiag, which
appears in the text of Montfaucon, is not entirely necessary. As a matter of fact, it seems that

whenever in this homily oppositions between two words or two sentences occur, they tend to

be constructed without using any adversative adverb or particle.
-6 -

47b-54a. First address to the audience: the immutable faith. In this paragraph for the
first time the homilist addresses directly his audience and gives instructions. The only way to
fight the current condition of distress is to continue to have faith. He who has faith can do
anything, even walking on water like Peter, but those who doubt will start sinking in the

waters.

6.47. ywvopévav. The difference between P and Montf'is the tense of the participle — i.e.
Yivopévwv vs yevopévwv. The reading transmitted by P is preferred because the Latin
translator constructed a periphrasis in which he also employed a present tense (see synopsis).

6.48. €16ec. The readings of both P and Monif — that is eidec and €idete — are

grammatically acceptable. As far as the Latin translation of this passage is concerned — which
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1S ponamus ante oculos nostros —, this seems to go towards the direction of the text printed by
Montfaucon. Throughout this homily, however, whenever the homilist is addressing his

‘virtual” adversary, he tends to speak to a second singular person.
ITérpov. The addition of the article Tov in front of the noun ITétpov, which is found in

Montf, is not necessary and can be rejected for two reasons. The first is that with proper
names the article is usually omitted, unless the person is already well known and has already
been introduced in the context. The second is that in this passage the homilist is alluding to

Matthew 14:29, where the name of Peter also appears without article.
6.49. UdATwV. As mentioned in the previous note, in this passage the homilist is alluding

to Matthew 14:29, where Peter is said to be walking on water. The Latin text — i.e. aquas —

agrees with that of P, whose reading is thus accepted because of its clear reference to the
Ubata of the Gospel. However, it could also be argued that here the homilist actually used
the word kupdtwv — that is the reading of Montf — in order to create an evident link with
other passages of the same speech in which the word kUpora is used. Were this the case,
then aquas and U8ATwv should be understood as trivializations of scribes who were in great
familiarity with the biblical passage and thus innovated the text.

6.50. &rakTov. At first sight the readings of both Montf and P — i.e. drokTtov and
aoTtaTtov — seem to be acceptable, but an investigation of the Chrysostomian corpus shows
that doTatov never occurrs. ATakTog, on the contrary, can be found very frequently in
similar contexts, when Chrysostom speaks of waves and the violence of waves. The reading
of Montf must therefore be accepted. dotatov probably derives from a simple

palaeographical problem. The scribe, in fact, must have confused the ligatures at the
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beginning of the word draxTov. In addition, the entire expression 1) ATakTog TOV USATWV

pUpn is very common in the works of John Chrysostom (see for instance De Lazaro, P.G.
48:1040, 1. 36; Expositiones in Psalmos, P.G. 55:51, 1. 26).

pupnv. As in the previous note, the difference of readings between P and Montf — i.e.
pupnv and Oppfv — probably originated from a scribe’s mistake in reading. Both readings,
however, are technically possible. In context of waves, Oppn occurs very often, and its use in
similar contexts is attested as early as in the Odyssey. However, in the Chrysostomian corpus
the word pupn is far more frequent and thus to be preferred to 6ppn for reasons of wusus
scribendi.

6.51. &vBpwivaug. The text of Montf is clearly correct, while the reading of P — i.e.
avBpwrrivoig — is the result of a grammatical mistake made by a scribe who reckoned the
following yn¢o1g to be a masculine noun.

6.51. fi\Bwpev. The words Tva poPnBdpev which are found in the manuscript P added

after the verb HA\Bwpev seem to be an addition made by a scribe who was aiming at making

the text easier for future readers. As a matter of fact, in order to understand the meaning of

the passage, the words of P are not necessary.

-7 -

54b-60a. The plans of the devil. The theme of this paragraph is directly connected to
what has been said at § 3. The enemy of John is the devil, whose aim was to destabilize the

city. Because he found the city steady, he tried to weaken it by attacking the Church (and thus
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its bishop). However, these attacks are vain, because — the homilist explains — the community

which forms the Church is united by the bond of faith.

7.55. 10éAnoev 6 StdPoMog. The ordo verborum of both P and Montf — i.e. nBEAnGeV 6
S1aPolog vs 6 drdPolog nBEANoeY — is grammatically acceptable, although that of P is
certainly more refined.

7.56-57. éxkAnoiag mpoadokds mepiyevéoBar; The text of both P and Montf — i.e.
ekkAnoiag poodokdg mepryevéoBa; vs ékkAnoiav poodokds oakelioar; — is clearly
in opposition and the decision to print that of P is reinforced by the fact that the text of the
Latin translation offers the same repetition of the verbs Tepieyévou... ... TrepryevéoBar
which are found in P (that is, Lat: deicere... ...deicere).

7.57-58. Ev 16 tA\A0et TV TioTdV 1) EKKAnoia. As has already been shown in chapter
two, the omission of this passage in the text of P is due to saut du méme au méme. The same
word ékkAnoia, in fact, appears just in the previous sentence: €v Toiyoig 1) ékkAnoia. The

Latin, on the contrary, correctly follows the text printed by Montfaucon: in multitudine

piorum.
7.58. ’I6ov. The Latin version clearly follows the text printed by Montfaucon, that is
'I50u and Ecce. The scribe of P misspelled the word creating an imperative — i.e. 15€ —, which

in this context is questionable. In any case, the agreement of Montf and Lat is enough for us
to accept their readings.
7.59. &M mioter €ogrypévor. The omission of this sentence in P is due to

homoeoteleuton. The scribe, in fact, caused this omission because he was confused by the
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word Sedepévor which occurs in the previous sentence. The Latin translation correctly
follows what has been transmitted by Montf, i.e. sed fide vincti.

oubt. The reading transmitted by Montf — i.e. oUte — is the result of a scribal corruption
and creates problems in terms of sense (see the Latin translation in the synopsis).

el s{g. The text transmitted by Montf has to be preferred because the ordo verborum of
P - i.e.eig €l — is not satisfactory. This is a very common case of transposition of words due

to the mistake in a scribe’s thought.
-8-

60b-65. The example of the martyrs. To destroy the faith of a believer is impossible, as
the example of the martyrs clearly demonstrates. The homilist carefully chooses the best
possible example to show the uselessness of the attacks to the Church, that of the most

harmless martyr: a young and female subject.

8.60. Ouk. The context of this passage requires the negation transmitted by P, and the
proof of this is that the Latin translation is constructed on the basis of a negative verb: nescis
quae tibi fecerint martyres.

Tpavpata. The reading offered by P — i.e. pdypata — is lectio facilior. This erroneous
reading can be easily explained as a mistake of spelling made by the scribe of P.

8.61. &rrar). The omission of P cannot be accepted, because the reading of Montf has a
precise correspondance in the text of the Latin translation — i.e. aetate tenera. The scribe of P
must have omitted the word accidentally.

Knpot v amahwtépa. The omission of this passage in the text of P and Lat probably
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originated from a reading mistake of homoeoteleuton between amalwtépa and the following
oteppwtépa. The passage needs to be retained for reason of concinnitas.

8.62. Térpag. The readings of Montf and P — that is métpag and o1dfipou — are in
principle both acceptable. However, in similar contexts, analysis of the Chrysostomian
corpus shows that the word métpa occurs much more frequently than oidnpog. The

corruption of this noun in the subarchetype from which P and Lat — which translates ferro —

derive can be explained as a consequence of the previous omission.
oteppwtépa. In the Chrysostomian corpus the spelling of the reading of P — i.e.
OTeEppWTEPQ — is by far more common than that transmitted by Montf — i.e. oTepewtépa.
8.62-63. xai TO (X'{pd éEéyeag. The expression kai 1O oipa éEéyeac occurs very
frequently throughout the entire Chrysostomian corpus, especially in contexts of martyrs. It is

peculiar that both Montf and Lat, which belong to two different branches of the tradition,

omitted this passage. It could be that at this point the transmission process was influenced by
the assonance with the preceding £Eeec.

8.63. avtiic. The omission of Montf seems unjustified and agreement between the Greek
avthic and the Latin eius seems to be a strong guarantee of the antiquity of this reading.

8.64. amnyopeudn. An investigation of the vocabulary of the Chrysostomian corpus
shows that, although both verbs transmitted by Montf and P are grammatically acceptable and
correct, the reading transmitted by P — i.e. &mreudoknoev — occurs only once, in a pseudo-
Chrysostomian homily: In publicanum et phariseum, P.G. 62:726, 1. 72. In addition, the

reading of Montf— i.e. &mnyopeubn — seems semantically closer to the meaning of the Latin:
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et robur fidei non defecit.
’ESarravato. The readings of both Montf and P are grammatically acceptable, the

problem being only a difference between active or passive form. The text offered by Montf
has been preferred, because it is possible to explain the origin of the form of P — i.e.

€datrdva — as the result of an accidental loss of the ending -to, due to the presence of the
following article T0, which must have confused the scribe.

8.65. dvnhioketo. Although the insertion of &¢ after dvn\ioketo — as transmitted by

Montf — is grammatically acceptable, yet this is not necessary, as it is inferable from the rest

of the homily, where in a similar context of oppositions the homilist did not feel the need of
adding such particles as &€.

ovoia. The text transmitted by Montf is mirrored by the Latin substantia and is,
therefore, to be considered correct. The reading of P — i.e. Buoia — probably originated by

confusion of © with o.

-9.

65a-70a. The attacks of the devil are pointless. This paragraph enlarges what has been
just said in the previous paragraph. As it is impossible to prevail over a young woman, it is
likewise absurd to think of prevailing over such a community as the Church of

Constantinople.
9.66. p1dg. The addition in P of the words kGpng amelpoydpovu after pidg does not find
any correspondance in the Latin translation. They probably represent a gloss introduced by a

scribe who was influenced by the passage k6pn araln ameitpdyaypiog that is at line 61.
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9.66-67. TrepryevéaBar dnpou poodokdg; The ordo verborum of both P and Montf —
ie. mepiyevéoBor Sfpou mpoodokds vs dipou Tpoodokds mepryevéobor — are
theoretically both acceptable, although that of P seems to be more refined.

9.67. Tot Kupiou Aéyovtog 611. The omission of Aéyovrog which is found in P cannot
be retained, because the same word is found in the Latin translator — that is dicentis. This
omisison might have occurred by accident, while copying a long unit of words from the
exemplar. In addition to that, the following &1t finds its correspondance in the Latin quia, and
its presence is better explainable if preceded by a verbum dicendi.

9.68. €i¢ TO 6v0|,1d pou. The omission of this passage in P can be explained as a simple

mistake of a scribe, who accidentally omitted a few words. As a matter of fact, the same text

of Montfis found identical in that of the Latin translation: in nomine meo.

-10 -

70b-75a. The power of the Scriptures. After finishing the eulogy of his community, the
homilist starts talking about himself, and implicitly saying that he is prepared for the worst,
because he relies on his faith, that is on the Scriptures.

10.71-72. ’Exeivé por Poktnpia, EKEIVO pot AoPAAELD, EKEIVO pot Mpfv AKUPAVTOG.
Kav 1) oikoupévn taparmntat, 10 Ypoppateiov katéyw. The origin of the omission of this
long passage in P has been already explained in chapter two. As it is evident from the
agreement of the text of Montf with that of the Latin version — i.e. Manum ipsius teneo, illa
mihi cautio satis tuta est, illa me securum reddet et intrepidum. Etiamsi orbis terrae

commoveatur, ego cautionem Domini mei teneo — the omission must have originated from a
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scribal mistake of reading due to saut du méme au méme.

10.73. époi teiyos. The ordo verborum of both P and Montf — i.e. €pol TeT0g vs TETYOG
€pol — are acceptable, although preference is given to that of P because in many other places
of this homily €pot precedes the noun.

10.74. "150u. The reading of P has a perfect correspondance in the text of the Latin

version — that is Ecce —, as well as in the corresponding Biblical passage which the homilist is

quoting (see Nestle-Aland’s edition of the Novum Testamentum, Matthew 28:20).

-11 -

75b-79a. The company of Christ. John is not alone, but benefits from the company of
Christ. The metaphor of the sea and of the waves which was introduced in the exordium is
mentioned again.

11.76. poPnOnoopar. The reading offered by P — i.e. Exw @oPnbijvar — is rejected on
the evidence of the agreement between the text of Montf and that of the Latin translation, that
is poPnOnoopot and quem timebo.

SieyepBi). The difference between the reading of P — that is dieyep6i] — and that of
Montf — i.e. Sieyeipnror — is that of a passive aorist versus a present middle-passive

subjunctive. In terms of grammar, both readings are acceptable, since the context is that of a
hypothetical clause of the second type. However, the reading offered by P represents the
lectio difficilior.

11.76-77. kav 86puPot. The omission of this passage in the text printed by Montfaucon

is a common case of reading mistake due to saut du méme au méme. As a matter of fact,
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although the Latin translator rendered this passage rather freely, it is still possible to
recognize its origin in the text of P: etiamsi totum pelagus adversum me conturbetur.

11.77. y&p. The absence of ydp in the text of Montf is unjustified and its omission
seems due to a mechanical scribal mistake.

11.77-78. kai dpayvng. The text of P is clearly followed by the Latin translator, which

rendered it with the words et araneis. Although at first sight the readings of P and Lat may
appear redundant, on closer inspection this passage actually suits very well the rhetorical
character of the rest of the homily, where the homilist seems to indulge in repetition of

concepts and of words similar to this one.

-12 -

79b-83a. The will of God. John tells his audience that he is prepared to do anything
which God orders him to do. Many scholars have interpreted this paragraph as a sign that

John Chrysostom was still hoping not to leave the city.
12.80. &\a 11 oU Boulet. The Latin translation of this passage of the homily — that is
sed quod tu vis — proved very useful in reconstructing the original text at this point, which

must have been &A\& 11 oU Bouker. The addition of €1 after the conjuction &AM printed by
Montfaucon was thus rejected, and the reading of P oot (sic) BouleUer emended.

12.81. Touto. In terms of grammar the readings of both P and Montf are acceptable —
that is ToUto vs ijrog. However, preference is given to the text found in P because of its
symmetry with the following ToUto €pol mérpa Akivnrog, TOUTO £pol Paktnpic

QTTEPITPETITOC.
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12.82. “A Bouletar 0 Oeog, TaUta yivéoBw. The text transmitted by P offers a classical
example of prolepsis of the relative pronoun. The grammar of P is perfect and therefore its
readings are preferred to that of Montf — which reads Ei Bouletar 6 ©edg, outog yevéohau.
In addition, the presence of yevéoBou in Montf'seems unnecessary and redundant.

12.82-83. pe éviaifa eivat. The difference in the ordo verborum of this passage — that
is pe évraifa eivar of P vs elvai pe évratBa of Monif — is directly connected to the text
discussed in the previous note. Since both readings are grammatically acceptable and make
sense, the decision to print the text of P follows the same principles which have been adopted
in dealing with the passage above.

12.83. OU. In this passage the reading of Montf—i.e. “OTrou — has been rejected because
of the clear correspondence between the text of P —i.e. OU — and that of the Latin translator —

1.e. non —, which represents a guarantee of its antiquity. The style of the entire final section of
this paragraph seems to reflect that of an orally delivered text, rather than that of a discourse

which was written down in advance.
-13 -

83b-86a. Second address to the audience: the importance of prayers. For the second

time the homilist speaks to his audience and exhorts it to continue to pray.

13.85. at’JT(I:). The reading offered by P — i.e. atoU — cannot be accepted for reasons of
grammar, for the verb Tpoywpéw needs a dative.

13.86. eUpopev kai Beppotépoug. The difference between the text transmitted by P — i.e.
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gupopev kol Beppotépoug — and that printed by Montfaucon — that is xai Beppotépoug

gupnkopev — concerns both the ordo verborum of the sentence and the tense of its verb.

Although both readings are technically acceptable and the evidence of the Latin version is, in
this case, of no help — i.e. nisi quia sollicitiores vos inveniet et fervidiores efficiet —,
preference has been given to the text of P because its ordo verborum represents the lectio

difficilior.

-14 -

86b-91a. The audience is prepared for the departure of John. The homilist explains
to his community that nothing can separate them, because they are like one body from whom
the head cannot be separated. Neither death nor physical distance can separate John from his
Church, because they will always be reunited through love and prayers.

14.86-87. eic Mtaveiov. The Latin translator clearly follows the same text which has
been printed by Montfaucon, that is ad orationes. The omission of the words €i¢ AMiTaveiov in
the text of P might have originated by a mistake of reading due to homoeoteleuton between
the ending of the word Aitaveiov and that of the preceding aUptov. Although agreement
between Montf and Lat guarantees that the word must have been present in the original, it is
also worth nothing that the term Aitaveiov is a hapax legomenon. A closer inspection of this
passage suggests that it was corrupted at some point of the transmission process, for good
grammar requires the verb éEeheUioopat to be constructed with a genitive, rather than with

eic + accusative.

14.87. ékel ko1 Upels. The text of P is preferred over that of Montf — i.e. ekel kai UELG
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vs kal Upeig ekel — on the evidence of the Latin translation, which represents a case of
translation verbum de verbo : ibi et vos.
14.89. Ei kai. The omission of Ei kai in the text of Montfaucon is rejected and the

reading transmitted by P preferred for reasons of sense, and also because it is clearly

followed by the Latin translator: etiamsi. This sentence is a hypothetical clause of the first
type, with both protasis and apodosis in the indicative: Ei kai dieipyopeBa 1§ 1o, GAN
nvopeba tfj dyam.

14.90. ’Epe Upédv. The omission of the words épe Upédv in the text of Montf could be

taken as lectio difficilior, although without these words the text actually becomes ambiguous.
The presence of the same words in the Latin translation (i.e. ego a vobis) is a strong

guarantee of its antiquity.

-15 -

91b-98a. The flock of John. This paragraph seems to open the last section of the homily,
because from now on the tone of the speech becomes extremely emotional, at least from a
rhetorical point of view. For the homilist addresses the audience with a series of epithets
which deal with the language of family bonds, and even declares himself to be ready to suffer

martyrdom thousands of times.

15.92. tratépes. The reading printed by Montfaucon is accepted because of its mirroring
counterpart in the Latin translation — that is: patres. The reading transmitted by P — i.e.
Tatpig — might have originated from a scribal mistake of connection of thought, that is by

influence of the preceding ToU dnpou.
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y&p. The omission of the conjunction ydp in the text printed by Montfcaucon is not

retainable, because the syntactical position and the explicative use of ydp are grammatically
correct and perfectly fit in the context.

duvijoopat. The future tense verb transmitted by P — i.e. Suvijoopou — fits very well to
the semantic context of this passage of the homily, where the homilist is making promises to
his audience. The reading of Montf—i.e. SUvapat —is, on the conrary, weaker.

15.93. pftnp. The reading transmitted by Montf in this point — i.e. Tatépeg — seems to

be corrupted, for agreement between P and Lat — i.e. pfjtnp and mater — cannot have
originated by mere chance.
15.94. 6 €pdg. The reading of Montf — i.e. époi Twi) — seems to originate from a process

of accumulatio. This word will reappear later, towards the end of the homily (line 117). The

word ‘life’ is also absent in the Latin translation.
15.95. étoipcog Exw. From the point of view of the grammar, the reading of P — i.e.
€Toipwg €xw — and that of Montf — i.e. €toipog — are both acceptable. However, close

inspection of the /oci similes and the usus scribendi of the rest of the Chrysostomian corpus

shows that the sentence ‘I am ready to die/sacrifice’ always occurs following the syntactical
construction éroipwg %’X(Jo (see for instance In Acta apostolorum, P.G. 60:315, 1. 41; In
epistulam ad Ephesios, P.G. 62:65, 1. 20). In addition, whenever Chrysostom uses the
adjective €toipog as attribute of the subject of a sentence, the verb is usually specified, even

when the verb ‘to be’ is employed (see for instance Ad populum Antiochenum, P.G. 49:41, 1.

45; De sanctis martyribus, P.G. 50:651, 1. 34).
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98b-104a. Martyrdom as a source of immortality. In this paragraph, which continues
in the same tone as the previous one, the homilist declares his love for his community, that
everything he has done was for the improvement of his flock, and that his eventual death is

only a source of immortality.

16.98. ’Epoi 6 B&varog ofnog. The omission of the article and of the demonstrative
adjective of P are not justifiable, because the following ai émiBoulai avtar offers a
symmetrical parallel. At first sight the reading of P could appear as difficilior, but the
sentence 0 Bavatoc o{Nrrog as referred to the death of a precise cathegory of people (like, for

instance, the martyrs), can be found very often in the rest of the Chrysostomian corpus (see
for instance Expositiones in Psalmos, P.G. 55:230, 1. 36; In epistulam ii ad Timotheum, P.G.

62:652, 1. 52).

16.99. oi émBoulai avrat. This passage is a case of adiaphorous variants, for the
difference between the plural of Montf — i.e. ai émiPoulai avtat — and the singular of P —
i.e.  émiPouln) avtn — has little effect on the meaning of the sentence. The Latin translation
is of no help, because it omits this words.

16.101-102. ’Etreidn) mavia moid, ®ote updg. The omission of this passage in the text

of P is due to a mechanical mistake of saut du méme au méme, as it is clearly shown by the
presence of this passage, which has been transmitted by Montf, in the Latin translation: quia

omnia ago ut vos.

16.102. dogaleiq. The reading transmitted by P — that is émaopdAeia — does not exist.
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It could be possible that this reading (which may hide the former presence of the preposition
¢rri) originated in order to remedy the loss preceding émeidn wavra O MOTE UPAS.

peivar. The alternative reading offered by P — i.e. peivate — can be explained by

following the same arguments which have been given in the note above, that is it might have
originated from the intervention of a scribe who tried to give sense to a corrupted passage.

16.103-4. &pkel pot eig otépavov. The Latin translator clearly followed the same text
which is transmitted by Montf, that is &pkel pot ei¢ otépavov and haec sufficiant mihi ad

coronam. The reading offered by P — that is odpkivot elotv oTépavot — is, on the contrary,

problematic, because its meaning appears in contradition with the context. The origin of such

reading my be due to a mistake of copy from an exemplar in uncial.

-17-

104b-107a. Final address to the audience. This paragraph is directly connected to § 15,

for it presents the same series of epithets with which John has been addressing the audience.
17.104. Ti yap ouk v mdBorpt Utep Upddv; The omission of the negation oUk in the

text printed by Montfaucon is not entirely justifiable. In addition, agreement between P and

Lat — in which one finds the word non — shows the antiquity of this reading.

17.106-7. Upeis époi pads, paAov 8¢ kai Tol ¢wTOg ToUToU YAukuytepot. The text
offered by Montf finds a clear correspondence in that of the Latin translator — i.e. vos mihi
lux, immo et ista luce dulciores — and the omission of the words ¢ padAov 8¢ xai in the
text of P might have originated from a scribal mistake of thought due to reduplication of the

word ¢&¢ a short distance away.
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107b-120. Conclusion: final thanks to the community. At the end of the homily John
thanks his community for its love and prayers. He praises his people for all the support he
received and courage they have shown during the last days. The love of his Church is the last

recompense John will bring with himself into exile.

18.107. por Tapéyer toroUtov. This is yet another case of adiaphorous variants, for
between the ordo verborum of P and that of Montf —i.e. pot TTapéyeL TOLOUTOV VS TOLOUTOV
T[(]péXEl pot — there is not a real difference. However, the word order of P seems to be much
more recurrent in the Chrysostomian corpus and is, therefore, retained.

18.107&108. axtic. The spelling of Montf dktiva is techically correct and therefore
acceptable. However, a thorough investigation of the Chrysostomian vocabulary shows that
the form aktiva is never used with the exception of this homily (according to the edition of
Montfaucon), while in the rest of his corpus, Chrysostom always uses the form aktic (see for
instance Expositiones in Psalmos, P.G. 55:351, 1. 29; In epistulam i ad Corinthios, P.G.
61:303, 1. 59).

18.108. &v 1§ TapovTt Pig. From the point of view of the grammar the verb Gpet\éw
can be found alone (that is used absolutely) or with the accusative of the person who benefits
from something. Consequently, the presence (as in P) or absence (as in Montf) of pe does not
make the sentence more (or less) grammatically correct. However, such construction of the

verb ®¢etléw, where an accusative (pe) is inserted between the two elements both in the

dative case — like in this case, €v 0 Trcxpo’vn Bi(g, is almost non-existent in the
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Chrysostomian corpus. Unfortunately on this point the Latin version is of no help, because

the translator changed the whole passage semantically. In addition, it could also be argued
that pe might have been added by a scribe in order to make the text more understandable.
18.109. 6¢. The omission of the connective particle in the text of P is unjustified from the
point of view of the sense. In addition, the evidence of the Latin translation, which translated
the Greek &€ with autem, is a guarantee of its antiquity.
18.111. podakwtépoug. The addition of Updg after palakwtépoug in the text of

Montfaucon seems to be a scribal trivialization. As a matter of fact, the presence of the
pronoun ‘you’ occurs just one line above, and its presence in this passage sounds redundant.
The Latin version here is of no help, because the translator freely expounds the passage. In

any case, the text of P remains the lectio difficilior.
18.113. toUto; 'EyéveoBe. The ordo verborum of the two readings — i.e. P toUt0;
"EyéveoBe vs Monif éyéveaBe tolto — definitely changes the meaning of the sentence. The

evidence of the Latin translation suggests to maintain the text of P (although at this point the

Latin translator rendered the Greek passage freely, video in vobis quod semper optavi).

18.113-114. xateppovijoate TGOV Prwtik®dv. The addition of the word Tpaypdtwv
after BrooTik@dv in the text printed by Montfaucon is certainly lectio facilior. An investigation
of the occurrences of Biwtikd in the Chrysostomian corpus confirms that the reading of P is
very common and needs no alteration.

18.115. GpiM\GoBe. The reading transmitted by P — that is aivaldoBe — seems to be the

result of a pure palaecographical scribal mistake of transcription.
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18.116. o-réq)avm, TaAUTO Trcxpc'xKXnmg, TaUta. As it has been shown in chapter two,
this passage was already lost in the subarchetype from which both P and the Latin translation
derive. As a consequence, the text offered by Montf must be retained.

18.117. &\eippara. The difference between the reading of P and that of Montf — that is
AAeippata vs SAetppa — is another case of adiaphorous variants. Both readings can be
accepted, although the Latin rendering unguenta is of help in choosing the plural transmitted
by P.

gpoi’... ...epot°. There is no reason to follow the omission of époi’... ...epot° presented by

Montf, because such rhetorical way of repeating €po1 seems to be systematic throughout the

whole homily.

18.118-120. ‘Ymgp <56&> ToUTev dmdviwv ebxapioTiowpey 16 O, & 1) S6Ea kai

TO KpATOG Kai f) TIPT) Kai f) PEYANOTIPETIEIA €1¢ TOUS aiGvag TGOV aicdvwy. Apfyv. The
problem concerning the doxology has already been discussed in chapter two when dealing
with the two recensions and with the problem of authenticity. In this passage there was no
need to make choice of reading, because the text transmitted by P and Lat — i.e. pro his
gratias agamus deo cui gloria in saecula saeculorum amen — simply belongs to a different

recension than the text printed by Montfaucon.
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4.2. Sermo cum iret in exsilium

Outline

1-10a

10b-19

20-27a

27b-34

ToU v ayioig Tatpog Npmv Twdvvou tol Xpuoootdpou

€ ’ (% b ’ b \ }) ’
opiMia Ote Amrijet €1¢ ThHv eEopiav

1. Exordium
In spite of the turmoil of events, not everything is lost, especially
because John’s congregation came to support him. Whoever believes

in Christ fears neither death, nor exile, nor the confiscation of property.

2. John’s explanation of his condemnation
John was disliked for not having supported his enemies’ luxury and
gluttony, and accused of impiety for supposed irregularity in

performing baptisms.

3. Theological justification of John's exile: first allusion to Job
Every tempest in life has its solution in the Scriptures. The exile is
nothing else than God’s testing his servant’s obedience. John is handed

over to the devil for his own sake.

4. Instructions to the congregation
Abraham, Job, and Joseph are presented as models of faith, resistance

to temptation, and chastity.
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35-41a

41b-44

45-48a

48b-53a

53b-60a

60b-76a

5. Digression on Joseph
Like Joseph was tempted by the Egyptian prostitute, John has just been
tested by another Egyptian (Theophilus of Alexandria). Both attempts

proved vain and revealed the nobility of the two men.

6. Comparison of the thief and the devil
John is the fair object of the devil’s attack because as the thief goes
where valuables are, the devil assaults noble men, not dishonourable

ones.

7. First invective against the Empress
Eudoxia’s behavior is compared to the madness of Jezebel, Herodias,

and the Egyptian prostitute.

8. Prophets’ and saints’ examples of endurance
John is ready to follow the example of endurance shown by Elijah,
Jeremiah, Jonah, Daniel, Isaiah, and by that of John the Baptist, Paul,

and Stephen.

9. Second invective against the Empress
Eudoxia’s attempt to fight the Church is vain, because the corporeal

cannot prevail over what is incorporeal.

10. Digression on Job
Just as Job praised God both in prosperous and hard times, and

rebuked the foolishness of his wife who invited him to curse God, John
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76b-79

80-86

is ready to accept both the good and the bad things sent by God, and to

glorify him at any time.

11. Third invective against the Empress
Eudoxia behaves like Jezebel and instead of helping John, she sends
guards against him. Every attempts to damage John is, however,

pointless.

12. Conclusion
John is ready for exile and sure to have his crown of glory now
secured. As victory is laid up in sufferings, by means of his exile, John

has fought his good fight and finished his race.
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Podpog Npiv 6 Adyog,
adehgot,

KO AOpTIpQ 1) TTavVA yupIg:
Cheerful is our discourse

— brothers —
and magnificent the assembly;

Bdlatta  eUpUywpog
EPTIETIANOHEVT VEPQIV,

AAN o0 tapottopévn T
LA TGOV AVER®V.

"HABe yap 1) pAmnp g €i-
pnvng, N kotaoPevviouvoa
v CAANY TOV AvEp®V:

KOl

MnAtnp Ziov, épel avbpw-
Tog, kai AvBpwrog eyevii-
On év avti], kai autog eBe-
HeEMwOoeV QUTAV O UYLOTOG.
and the wide sea is full of clouds,
but not troubled by the storm of
winds.

For the windstorm-quenching mo-
ther of peace came:

‘And of Sion it shall be said, This
and that man was born in her: and
the highest himself shall establish
her.’

-1-
(a.\ow..ag

.\m Lu.gso

Illustrious is our assembly

and splendid our discourse.

<L\;Z w 130-0

Nas., Lo onoly

. 2 O1OD. QAL

@ Jsly Ao Sl
.oy hisad
ol e ot

.ouoll ooro

And the troubled sea was pacified,

for his mother — the church —
exstinguished his tempests.

so that the word said by the blessed
David may fulfil [its prediction]:®
‘it was said of Sion:*

the strong man was born in her

and he has founded her’.

lprrl,wul;p l.rbq o"nrlnl.lu,

lL l.l.llUJa’UJl‘L Lrbl.l UlOilU L_ lUJUO[I,

Gracious is this (present) assembly
for us,

and splendid is this celebration of
today for us.

6’"1[ lULbllnb'nL[gbLUlrF waUL’
l.UJL nz LULFF"[UITUJL ’[1 ['UanllnL-
[Fhuki:

‘Rwi:q[r b[lbwL wyupn wainl
['uwrlwrlm_ﬁbuﬁl dvzm.gwill;
quofpnfuu,

q[r ng[r wuwybwl_il Jb[ruﬁlb-

[ Ji: ’}-uu.[Jw J-

“Vuwyp qUpndfs wol Suwpn, L
Swpy Stwe’pinfuw, b fiph
<[uﬁ.lbgn“g qilw pr(f[tbwl_il”:

The sea [is] full with the storm,
but not excited by the tumult.

For the mother of peace who is here
cools down the tumults,

in order that what has been said by
the blessed David will be fulfilled:
‘A man shall call Sion mother, and
a man was born in her, and the
Highest himself has founded her.’

1-10a. Exordium. At the beginning of his sermon the homilist starts by comforting his

audience that although John is in the middle of troubles there is nothing to fear. With the help

3 This sentence can also be translated ‘so that it might fulfil the word spoken by the blessed

David’.

4 le. ‘for [with regard] to Sion it was said’.
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of the Church and trust in God, neither death, nor exile, nor the confiscation of property can
harm him in any way.

1.1. &8ehgol. The homilist addresses his audience with the vocative ‘brothers’ four more
times in this homily (i.e. in §§ 2,4,6,7) and at those points the word adeAgpot is never
followed by the possessive pou. In the Armenian and Syriac translations’ the audience is
always addressed with the words ‘my children’, as it is the case in §2 of the Greek — i.e.
tekvia pou. The syntagm adelgot pou as appellation of the audience is found only twice in

the genuine Chrysostomian corpus,® while it is more frequent among the spurious works.” It is
remarkable that both ancient translations omit the syntagm. This fact means that either the
syntagm was present in the original of the lost Greek text but was missing in the exemplar
from which Armenian and Syriac derive, or that syntagm was added at a later stage and B and

A consequently descend from a same late (i.e. already translitterated) archetype.

f maviyupis. The article is to be restored, for it is rhetorically symmetrical to the
previous 0 AOyog. The presence of an original article is also revealed in the Armenian

translation, where in both instances the demonstrative suffix —uv is added: ¢ngndu and o,

The translator, thus, shows himself to be able to make full use of the possibilities of the

5 Whenever in this chapter I make reference to the Armenian and Syriac translations, the
reader must imply that with that label I am not referring to the translations of the cum
IRET, but to the Armenian and Syriac translations of the lost Greek text from which the
CUM IRET derives.

6 See John Chrysostom, In epistulam ad Romanos, P.G. 60:497,11. 8-9, and In epistulam ad
Galatas commentarius, P.G. 61:660, 1. 28.

7 See John Chrysostom, De pseudoprophetis, P.G. 59:565, 1. 11; De paenitentia (sermo 2),
P.G. 60:701, 1. 10; De caritate, P.G. 62:771, 11. 29-30; Eclogae i-xlviii ex diversis
homiliis, P.G. 63:849, 1. 7; In euangelii dictum et de uirginitate, P.G. 64:41, 1. 14 and
64:43,1. 2.
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Armenian language, in which a clear difference among ‘this near to me’ (—u), ‘that near to
you’ (—1p), and ‘that near to a third person’ (), can be clearly stated. In this case —u is

logically employed in accordance with the Greek npiv (i.e. Arm. Jbg). In Syriac the

pronominal suffix ‘our’ (i.e. —) is added to the two relevant words: 15 and \M. The

Greek npiv is, however, lost, for Syriac syntax does not allow the dative of possession in the
same form as it is possible in Greek and Armenian.

1.2. vep@dv. The reading of 4 — i.e. vn@v, to be emended to vedv (‘boats’) — is very
interesting, as it brings syntactical meaning to the passive perfect participle eptrertAnopévn,
i.e. “full (of)’. However, 4’s reading asks for a further emendation or conjecture — i.e. vep@dv
(‘clouds’) —, for the Armenian translates this passage with &ny wjbhn&nc[dbwdp ghuwy, i.e.
‘the sea is full of storm’, and ‘storm’ is one of the meanings of the word vépog in Patristic
times."

ovu. The reading of B — i.e. oU — is a simple scribal mistake, because a genitive of the
relative pronoun would be meaningless here.

1.4. Z1wv. When it is printed with an accent, the word ‘Sion’ appears as in B, i.e. Z1wv.
Because this passage of the homily is an actual quotation from the Bible, some editors would
perhaps prefer to maintain the accentuation of Rahlfs’ Sepruaginta, i.e. Xiwv. The
punctuation too differs from the text of Montfaucon.

1.5. &yevOn. Montfaucon’s emendation of the verb yiyvwpar/yivwpat into its (in this

8 See Lampg, 907/b.
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instance) synonym yevvao is unjustified. The Septuagint has €yevn0n too.”

1.5/6. 0 Uyrotog. The Psalms was usually the most read book of the Old Testament, and
one very often learned by heart in childhood. It seems therefore unlikely that the homilist left
his Biblical quotation incomplete, renouncing the emphasis provided by the most important
word of the sentence, i.e. ‘the Highest’. 6 Uyiotog is mirrored in the Armenian puwpdpbuwyi,
and the omission of B can be considered as due to an accident of copying. The Syriac does
not translate 0 Uyiotog, although this is not too surprising when considering that in the
Syriac version of the Psalter the words ‘the Highest’ are not present either.

1.7. Xptm:bg. B’s article can be rejected, for the parallel word, KépBog, has no article
either. In addition to it, in a locus similis of Sermo antequam iret in exsilium Xp1o10g is also
written without an article.'’

1.8. &Eopia. The insertions of B after éCopia and ypnpdtwv Onpevoig — ie.
mapatépyouot and €otar pot — seem to be trivializations of a later scribe who aimed to

make the text easier to understand, but are unnecessary. Two Chrysostomian loci similes
present the same tripartite series of terms — i.e. ‘death, exile, and confiscation of property’ —

and they are never followed by the verbs offered by the text of B."
1.9. xpnpatwv. The reading of B —i.e. ypipdtwv — is a mere error of iotacism, as here
the homilist is talking of ‘confiscation of property’, and not of ‘unguents’.

dfpevoig. See note 1.8.

9 See SEPTUAGINTA, 11, 94.

10 See Sermo antequam iret in exsilium, P.G. 52:427*, 1. 16.

11 See John Chrysostom’s Sermo antequam iret in exsilium, P.G. 52:427*, 1. 16-19, and
Epistulae ad Olympiadem 9:4, 1. 57.
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elonvéyKapev eig TOV Koopov. The transposition of B is a simplification of the syntax.

The ordo verborum of A4, in fact, is identical in a locus similis of Sermo antequam iret in
exsilium and, more significantly, in / Tim 6:7, of which this sentence is actually a textual
citation."

1.10. T1. A’s interrogative pronoun is syntactically untenable in a declarative clause. In

addition, see I Tim 6:7.

-2 -

10b-19. The homilist’s political explanation of John’s condemnation. In this section
of the sermon the homilist gives his own explanations of the expulsion of John. The bishop,
in fact, seems to have been disliked for not having supported the lifestyle of his enemies, that
is for criticizing their luxury and gluttony. Because of this reason, he was then accused of
impiety for having performed baptism in a supposedly irregular way. This paragraph is not
present in either the Armenian or in the Syriac version, and one wonders whether it was
present at all in their exemplar(s) or it was actually added on purpose in the cum IRET. Most of
the text of this passage is almost identical to a passage of the Chrysostomian Sermo antequam
iret in exsilium (see notes below).

2.10. tekvia. It is extremely common for a bishop to present himself as a paternal figure

who takes care of his children, rather than as a brother. Throughout the sermon, the homilist
speaks in the first person singular and gives instructions to his audience with authority.

Although the term ‘brothers’ appears four times in the Greek version of the homily, it is

12 See Sermo antequam iret in exsilium, P.G. 52:427*, 11. 19-20.
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remarkable that the oriental translations always speak of ‘children’, never of ‘brothers’.
2.10/11. péNouat pe kaBereiv. The verb kaBaipéw has the general meaning of ‘to take

down, to put down’, also ‘to destroy’, and, in legal contexts, ‘to condemn’. When used in an

ecclesiastical context, kaBaipéw is mainly employed with the sense of ‘degrading’

somebody. The degradation can take different forms, which may involve temporary or

irreversible suspension from functions, excommunication, deposition or dethronation, as

Lampe explains.” B’s dative — i.e. pot — is a scribal error, because the direct object of
kaBatpéw must be an accusative.

2.11/12. onpika ipdTia oUk €véduoa. B’s reading is a minor scribal mistake due to
iotacism confusion between 1 and 1. From the point of view of grammar oupika is entirely

acceptable, bearing the meaning of ‘from Syria, Syrian’. LampPE wonders whether the
adjective oupikdg, -1, -Ov may actually be considered as a variant of onpikdg, -1, -6v."

The syntagm onpikd ipdTia, however, occurs thirty-three times throughout the

Chrysostomian corpus (both genuine and spurious) and seems to be terminology typical of

Chrysostom’s style most probably derived from Biblical vocabulary, while in his corpus there

is no attestation of the word ipdriov in conjuction with oupikdg.
2.11/12. évébuoa. Both A and B’s readings are technically acceptable, because there is
almost no difference between the active and middle-passive use of the verb évduw. However,

the fact that the following sentence has a verb ending in -ocapnv — ie. 6t TV

13 See LampE 681/a, 682/b and LipDELL-ScoTT, 489/a.
14 See LampE 1232/a.
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YaoTpipopyiav aUtdv ol mapepubnodpnv — suggests that the scribe of B might have
been induced to change an original évéduoa into eévedbuodpnv while copying down a larger
portion of text, whose last word was in fact apepuOnodpnv.

2.12. 0¥ mapepuBnadpnv. A’s spelling of the middle aorist of the verb Tapapubéw —
i.e. émopepu.nodpny sic — is wrong and, thus, untenable, because the augmentation of the
aorist should be placed beween the preposition and the verb. However, the initial vowel of
émapepu.nodpnv helps to explain why in the same manuscript the preceding negation comes
to take the oUk form.

2.14/15. pry &p1BpnBeinv eig pifag émokommy. The reading of B — i.e. pera [tdV] — is
logical and perfectly understandable. However, if it were the original text, one could not
explain very easily how eig piag originated in the mind of a scribe. As a matter of fact, the
phrase ap1BpeioBar eig piCav/s emokomwy is extremely rare in Greek and it is found only
in one other place, namely in a parallel passage of Chrysostom’s Sermo antequam iret in
exsilium (§4), which says: pn apiBpnBeinv eig émokdémwv pifav.” On the evidence of this
latter passage, Lampe suggests translating the word pila as ‘order’.'® On palaeographical
grounds, it could be possible to safely emend A’s plural piCag with a singular accusative. The
rarity of the expression may explain the generation of peta by a scribe who tried to make
comprehensible a text which he himself did not understand.

2.15. pn yévwpatr. The reading offered by the manuscripts — i.e. yévopar — is an

15 See P.G. 52:431, 1. 15.
16 See LampE 1217/a.
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incorrectly spelled aorist subjunctive, which is grammatically required by pr. Both yévapou
and Montfaucon’s yivowpat can be employed, but a locus similis of Sermo antequam iret in
exsilium (§4) suggests retaining the reading of the manuscrips: pf yYévopat pet’ ayyéiwv."

2.16. oudev dkatpov émoinoa TV Asyopévev. This passage is a case of adiaphorous

variants, because the difference of the ordo verborum of the two manuscripts does not affect
at all the meaning of the sentence. The clausula of 4 seems preferable to B, although it should

be borne in mind that a locus similis in Sermo antequam iret in exsilium (§4) presents the
verb at the end of the sentence: oUdev Skaipov TdV Tpaypdtwy emoinoa — which does
give a more natural syntax.'®

2.18/19. kaBerétwoav kai autov Tov Kuprov. Montfaucon’s omission of kai is not
satisfying, altough it was probably influenced by the reading of B, where the first ka1l must

have appeared as an erroneous scribal repetition of the second one, due to connection of

thought. However, when one considers that the same pattern occurs just a few lines before,
when the homilist says kaBeAétwoav kal [Tatlov TOv ATTécTONOY, it is plausible that 4’s

reading is the best text.

17 See P.G. 52:431, 1. 15.
18 See P.G. 52:431, 1. 17.
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[ToM& 6pd 1a KUpata Kai
YoAeTTOV TO KAUSGVIOV,

ka1 dparta Trapeokeva-
opéva.

I see many waves and difficult is
the tempest,

and the planks [of the ship are]
prepared,

Kay® g xuPepviitng év
HeydAe kAMISwvi, kabeCo-
pat €l Ta¢ OUo TrpUpvag
10U TTAO1OU [,

et v [Takaiav kai Néav
AraBnxnv,]

Kal Tai¢ k@Taig dmwloi-
pat v CAAnv.

OV T1aic kwmaig Taic Euli-
vaig,

AMA T¢ otaup@ ToU Aeo-
moétou TV CAAnv €ig elpn-
VIV HETOOTPEP®.

but, like a pilot in a great tempest, I

sit on the two sterns of the ship
— the Old and New Testament —,

and I push back the storm with the
oars;
not with wooden oars,

but with the honourable cross of the
Lord I turn the storm into peace.

AecTIOTNG KEAEVEL,
ka1 doUhog oTEPavolTat.

_3-

Jilhavy dis S po Yas
.\oa.'.'?z‘; o o 1.‘2
,;m O N oo
(.aa..é:o WO 00LU00TD
Deceit has risen against me — my
children — so that I am loosed from
you.
And what is there for me to do [i.e.
what can I do?],
for the helmsmen together with
those who go down in ships [i.e. the

sailors] are ready with their lances
against me?

\oop','l. AN LJZ of.\. <) Lt
.13)\? oLaLy

eoulsl <Dl Jis P oy Qo
.H.,...o N A .odoNuy

UM L? @-, 195.030

But I sit upon the two ends of the
ship,

that is while I am grasping the two
Covenants:the New and the Old,
and with poles I push away the
storms,

not by means of poles that can be
seen, — I mean —

but by the cross pierced with nails,
that I pacify the disturbance.

w.am),ao 20

A NS Y JJEXN
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punuyp ghu  wuwowpby,  np-
buwlyp.

wéw wilpwpl, I qp®us wpw-
rhy:

%UJL,'B IL iIUJLnLIl['"l,'B Ln[;q.g
U.lLULnFLUUUTblUL,_B’

Subterfuge surrounds me,

children!

[my]

Behold! I fall, but what shall I do?

Ships, helmsmen and pikes are
prepared,

L bu wihghuwy Sunpd h bpuy
bplyngnig pubjusg S pi,

*f S L p anp sl pusinog,

foss,
nz qb[[o‘gu UJJUH‘BIIL,_B b[llLbLbO‘B,

wy) fuwsthy plibnop tuu pnfiu
sy gy qfonsuone G
pudbnbf:

and in the end I sit down on both

sterns of the ship,
the Old and New Testament,

and we accost the tumults with
rudders,
not with those visible rudders,

but fighting with the nails of the
wood of the cross I consign the
peace.

Stpu gndbp,



The Lord orders,

and the servant is crowned;

A ToUTO AUTOV TTOpaAdi-
Swotv 16 Staforw.

“Ev &¢ oUk oldaotv ol av-
Opwot 611

S 1ol akabdprou 10 Ka-
Bapodtatov okeliog ¢ave-
pouTal.

Because of that, [the Lord] hands
him over to the devil.
Do not men know one thing,

that is that the purest vessel is made
known by means of the impure?

And while the master praises, the
servant is crowned.

o, Adav e Nasoo
Jas wpls

WS 0004 > Iy \éxa
s N LA Ll Lasf

hads. [on] bl
Joamvo
Loy bl wpls onedoy

LD I.\.oz’ 1-«2\0

On what account will you deliver
him into the hands of the evil one?
Because the men do not know
which athlete I have;

I will deliver him to the impure and
the unclean,

so that by means of it the pure and
chosen vessel which I have will be
known.

The Lord was praising/praised,
and the servant was crowened.

bL Eilll_b(a[l wpll.bO‘B [lillu lrLUUI-
ﬁbu UUJL"LU?JUJJ[‘I:

wul gh ng gunbi Swpgpl
npughuf SwSwwly ncipl,

b b dbns wgdng ababgbl
uﬁJo[z—ﬁJ bpb.ug[v:

And for what reason you even de-
liver him to Satan?

Because people do not know what a
champion I have.

I deliver him to the impure,

so that the vessel may appear prop-
er by means of the impure.

20-27a. Theological justification of John’s exile: first allusion to Job. Every tempest

in life finds its solution in the Scriptures. The exile of John is nothing else than God’s way of

testing his servant’s obedience. John is handed over to the devil for his own sake.

3.20. ta. The article offered by manuscript 4 can be safely accepted, especially when one

considers that the following group of words has an article too (i.e. YaAeTov 10 KAUSGVIOV)

and that the incipit of Sermo antequam iret in exsilium, which this discourse is echoing,

presents an article too: TToA& T kUpota kai YaAemov 10 kAudwviov."”

10 KA\Ubwviov. In the Chrysostomian corpus both words kAudwviov and kA\Udwv are

well attested, although the first occurs five times more frequently than the latter one. The two

words are synonyms and interchangeable, although the syntagm yalemov + kAudcviov

19 See P.G. 52:427*,1. 11.
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occurs at least six more times throughout the Chrysostomian corpus, making the reading of B
preferable.”’

3.21/22. mopeokevoopéva. The readings offered by the Greek manuscripts — i.e. A’s
Tapaockevaopéva and B’s Ttapackevaopnva — are both corrupted spellings of the perfect
participle printed by Montfaucon, who thus emended the text of B.

3.22. émi Thv oAawav kai véav S1aBfknv. B’s fjyouv is a conjunction that is usually

employed to introduce a gloss or an explanation. Although the largest part of the
Chrysostomian corpus consists of exegetical works, it is remarkable that among the genuine

works the conjuction fjyouv occurs only six times, meaning that Chrysostom did not really
employ this word.” This suggests that fjyouv was probably absent in the original text, as the

Armenian translation shows as well, but that it was added by a later scribe. The fact that the
Syriac version has a corresponding word for it does not really come as a surprise, because the
Syriac translator always tended to expand and explain the Greek original whenever possible.
Because this syntagm is placed in the middle of other sophisticated metaphors, it would not

be implausible to consider the entire sentence to be a mere gloss of €mi Tag Svo TpUpvag
TOU TTAO1OU.

3.23. thv Lahnv. 4’s 10 Lalog cannot be retained for at least three reasons. The first is

20 See Ad Stagirum a daemone vexatum (lib. 1-3), P.G. 47:456, 1. 17; De diabolo tentatore
(hom. 1-3), P.G. 49:274, 1. 5; Sermo antequam iret in exsilium, P.G. 52:427*,1. 11; In
Genesim (hom. 1-67), P.G. 53:223, 1. 15-16; ibidem, P.G. 53:243, 1. 15-16;
Expositiones in Psalmos, P.G. 55:77,1. 58.

21 See De proditione Judae (hom. 1-2), P.G. 49:390, 1. 60; In principium Actorum (hom.
1-4), P.G. 51:105, 1. 36; Epistulae 18-242, P.G. 52:627, 1. 17; Expositiones in Psalmos,
P.G. 55:240, 1. 42; In Joannem (hom. 1-88), P.G. 59:480, 1. 42; In epistulam ii ad
Corinthios (hom. 1-30), P.G. 61:527,1. 4.
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syntactical, i.e. in order to be accepted, the word 6 LaAog (‘mud’)* should be in accusative,
that is: Tov Lahov. The second reason is that nowhere else in the Chrysostomian corpus is
the word CaAog employed. The third, and probably the most important, is that in this passage
the homilist is referring to the CaAn T®v Avépwv already referred to in §1. The clause ‘the

storm of winds’, in fact, is well known to Chrysostom and rather old, for it can be traced back
at least till Plutarch (Romulus, 27:7). In this homily the same word is employed again just a

few words later.
3.24. 1& oTaup®. The clause ‘the honourable cross’ —i.e. 1§ oTaup® TG Tipie — is not

found in the ancient translations and appears very rarely in the genuine Chrysostomian
corpus. On the contrary ‘the honourable cross’ occurs fairly frequently among the pseudo-
chrysostomica and could be explained as a scribal, trivializing addition. Even in case it were
demonstrated that this homily is not genuine, it remains a fact that whoever the author is, he

must have tried to imitate Chrysostomian diction, which most of the time avoids the adjective
TipIog, -a, -ov in conjuction with the word “cross’.

10U Aeomdtou v LAAnv. 4’s reading moBou 10 ColdOec is a scribal aberration
originating at a stage of the transmission which cannot be determined.

v CaAnv €ig eipfivnv petaotpépw. B’s reading — i.e. petopépw (‘to change, to
alter’) — can be taken into consideration for reasons of sense, although Montfaucon’s

conjecture — i.e. pETAOTPEP® (“to turn round’) — remains the best solution for this passage,

and the palaeographical corruption of peractTpépw into petagépw is straightforward,

22 See LIiDDELL&ScOTT, p. 752/b.
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assuming the transformation of a minuscule cluster of letters -oTp- into a simpler -¢-. The
origin of A’s BpaPevw — i.e. ‘to act as a judge, to umpire; to arbitrate, to decide on’ — seems
inexplicable both from a palaeographical point of view and in terms of sense.

3.25. S13 ToUTO. A’s kai in front of S14x is not unacceptable, but it rather looks like a
scribal simplification due to connection of thoughts.

3.25/26. tapadidworv 1§ S1afoAg. There is no reason for supporting Montfaucon’s
ov in front of TTapadidwoiv. The meaning of this passage, in fact, is that the faithful servant
is handed over to the devil (in the same way as Job was, for instance), in order to test his
faith. The text of the manuscripts, thus, makes perfect sense. B’s autoc would refer to the

Lord, meaning ‘[the Lord] himself hands him over...”. However, comparison with the ancient

translations suggests one should retain 4’s text.

-4 -
ABE)\(PO\l, wls ﬂ[n}bw[l,g [uf 5
BEERE= Lo NSaso|gp g wpppy.

TpEIg \QJ},[IV Qnoeéoag T{el]— )OLQD \ 8243040 \'633 AL b[1[1u Luuuiul_m_ﬁl-njlu 3&[1
|Jl' 14( viwdf 5
TOTLV, TEELPACHOV, OG0~ Jaimio Jlaaaso Lara.or| Swwwnn, nppusfun$ncfFfs,
PpOCUVNV. spnpdnc [T
Brothers, My children, My children,

what henceforth shall we do? what shall I do?
I lay down for you three ways of|I put three things before you: I give you three consignments for
life: the soul:
faith, temptation, chastity. faith, chastity, and temptation. faith, chastity, temptation.
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Ei &¢ O¢lete mioTy
UTtopeivat,

pipnoooBe tOvV  pakdpiov
ABpaay,

TOV TIAPNKPOKOTA Ti] M-
Kia Kol KApTOUG @pipoug
SeEdpevov.

If you want to patiently abide faith,

imitate the blessed Abraham,

who, although being past the prime
regarding his age, received ripe
fruits.

Ei 8¢ BéAete Tretpacpov
UTtopeivat,

pipnoacBe 1ov  pokdprov
Top.

Tov avtol TpoTov oidarte
Kal TNV UTIOpOVIV NKoU-
OQTE,

N N ’ 9 ~ 9 b4
KA1 TO TE)\Og AUTOU OUK €-
AaBev Updg.

If you want to patiently abide
temptation,
imitate the blessed Job.
You know his way,
and you have heard about his
endurance,
and his end was not hidden from
you.
Ei 8¢ Bélete cwepoouvny
UTtopeivat,
pipnoacBe 1OV pokdpiov
Twone,

N ’ bl b
OV Trpcxesvra €ig AlYUTIT-
ov,
Kal Mp@ tnropévny Aiyu-
oV eheubepdoavra.

Javoiors Jasl

rpoiafs Nl Loyl

Ji> o oould oq).om?

If you show persevere in faith,

you should imitate Abraham,
to whom a son was granted in his
old age.

Y] ,;u.ml., L\,a$ \fo

. .-)001 )oi? omb bo’u
)01-0 oD sao.  foio ™
Jooy

Joor Los i ohirdoo

Jooy )oi.o JLasys ooro

And if you [m.s.] want to endure
temptations,

imitate [m.s.] Job

who rejoiced greatly

when battle rose against him;

for his enemy/adversary was being
put to shame

whilst he was arising in victory.

)LOB_’LLD? \ON‘ \(0

>
: \00.6’.
QoD moyu

feipas Sy

.S30 Sualas e oo
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illfluilnll‘g Lb[lnL,_B U,F[uu<uufnl_,

n[1 L"llLU[lngbuJLil t[l <UJUUJLILUL,

If you want to persevere in [your]
faith,

you must resemble Abraham,

who had become weak in the age,
but young in fruits.

Swiglybu).
anmpﬁwiuuﬂ‘l’
(hubp:

And if you want to bear temptation,

resemble Job,

who was fighting and flourishing.
And while fighting he was
rejoicing,

and the warrior was deceived

b3k whunpd hgkp ujuwplyb -
i"JJL’

(bpnep infwiingp Sndubine

llwﬁwn.bgbl_nufil qu_[':ulmnu,

Lc>p unine Swpsbw) ghgh-
u.[l.m.ugl'luil wqwmbwg:



If you want to patiently abide
chastity,

imitate the blessed Joseph,

who was sold [to be brought
captive] in Egypt,

and released Egypt which was
wasted by famine.

And if you want to persevere in
chastity,

be like [m.pl.] Joseph

who was sold in Egypt,

and from famine, its tormentor, he
set it free.

If you desire to lead a chaste life,

you must resemble Joseph,
who was sold into Egypt,

and freed the Egyptians exhausted
by famine.

27b-34. Instructions to the congregation. After having explained for which reasons
John has been condemned to exile (§2-3), in this section the homilist addresses his audience
directly by giving instructions on how to behave in times of troubles. In order to make his
sermon more incisive, three Biblical characters are taken as examples and models of
endurance. The first is Abraham, who was promised by God to receive innumerable
descendants, and was rewarded for his faith by being granted a son, Isaac, although in
advanced age. The second is Job, whose patience and acceptance of both good and evil gifts
from God will be the object of a long digression in §10 of this sermon. The last one is Joseph,
who was sold by his brothers and tempted by the wife of Potiphar. Joseph’s example of
chastity will be developed in the following section of the sermon (§5).

From the point of view of the reconstruction of the critical text, this section presents
problems which, at present, cannot be considered as solved satisfactorily. Although details of
the choice of the variant readings are given in the notes, the following diagram has been
added to help the reader with a synopsis of the variations between A, B, Arm, and Syr in the

use of the verbs.
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B (= Montfaucon) A Arm Syr
Ei Néyete LII1IED 8 Oéhere [.]|1|6F%  buwdhghp [..]|1|If you persevere in
UTTopévety, UTropeiva, Swnlpbpby, [your] faith,
— pipoacde [...] — pipoacde [...] [_>] lwingp bpnep| | — you are like [...]

If you want to

persevere in [your]

faith,

— you must resemble

[.]
Ei 6 \éyere [..][2|Ei 8¢ 0éhete [...] - - -, |2 |br B3 hulhe]...] 2 |If you want to endure
UTropévery, — pipoacde [...] Sunlpbpb, 1
— pipeioBe [...] Ffbpm{? wfwlnmgp — be like [m.s.] [...]

If you desire to lead a

chaste life,

— you must resemble

[.]
Ei & Oéere [.]|3|El &8 Oé\ere [..]|3 |bPE whnpdhglp 3 |If you want to remain
UTTopéveLy, Uttopivat, wwpljbpnwig, in[..],

— pipjoacde [...]

— pipoacde [...]

If you want to bear
temptation,
— resemble [...]

— be like [m.pl.] [...]

4.28. €1 6¢ Oé\ete. Each of the three hypothetical clauses is opened by the conditional

particle €1 and followed by a verb in its second plural present indicative form, which is either
Aéyete (following B) or Béhete (according to 4). Both Armenian and Syriac translations
suggest that the old reading was ‘you want’ in all three instances, although Armenian varies
the Greek Oéhete with Judhghp (i.e. present subjunctive second plural of the verb Lunfpuf — <1

want’), Judhp (i.c. present indicative second plural of Lwdpf), and whnpdhglp i.e. present
subjunctive second plural of the verb whnpdbd — ‘to like, to love; to desire, to take aim at’).

The Syriac translator rendered the first Greek ‘if you want to abide’ with one unique verb, i.e.

Jaol (‘[if] you persevere’), the second with ;5.coly NS (‘[if] you want to endure’), and the

third with \easl Ji.oz_—ﬂa; \oi\gi >} (‘[if] you want to remain’). The person addressed in
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Syriac is second masculine person, either a singular or a plural. The reading of B, i.e. Aéyere,
could be explained as confusion of a capital A with a A in copying from an uncial exemplar,
i.e. an original EIAE@EAETE read as EIAET'ETE.

4.29. Umopeivar. There is not much difference between the aorist infinitive of 4 — i.e.
Uttopeivar — and the present infintive of B, — i.e. Utropéverv. The Armenian translator
rendered it twice with a present infinitive (Swdpbpby) and the only reason to prefer the
reading of A is that the imperatives which follow are also in aorist tense, i.e. pipfjoooBe. It
should be borne in mind, however, that a margin of uncertainty remains and that the reading
of B cannot be at all disqualified.

TLAPNKPOKOTA. A’s Trapnkpikoto cannot be taken into consideration, because the
correct form of the perfect participle of the verb mapakpalw (‘to be past the prime”) is that
of B.

4.30. BéAete. See above, note 4.30.

4.30/31. ﬁnopeival. Comparison with the Armenian and Syriac translations and B shows
that the translators read an infinitive in their exemplar(s). Utropeivau, therefore, was omitted
by the scribe 4 only accidentally, but needs to be restored. Concerning the choice of the
aorist over the indicative infinitive, see above.

4.31. ppoacBe. The Armenian translator rendered the Greek imperative as a plural
medio-passive aorist imperative — i.e. Wwibgwpnep. This evidence suggests that the original
Greek might have had an aorist imperative too.

avUtoU. The reading of A — i.e. altov — is a scribal mistake probably originated by
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confusion with the endings of the preceding and following words, which both end in -ov.

4.32. 10 TéNog auTol oUk EhaBev Updg. There is no reason to emend the manuscripts’

accusative — i.e. Updg —, for the verb AavBdavw is generally constructed with the accusative

of the person to whom something is hidden.”

4.33. fmope’ivm. See note above.

[Mpooetébn yap alt® Tet-
pACHOG €K TOpVNG Alyu-
TG T EpwTt Sedoulwpé-
vng, 1Tig aut® Topekabé-
Cetor

KotpnOntL, AMéyovoa, per’ é-
pod.

BhaPepd 16 Aoyw OV Oi-
kawov €Pouleto g ow-
ppoauvng dtaourijoat.

In fact, temptation was placed upon
him by means of an Egyptian pros-
titute enslaved to passion, who did
sit beside him

and said: ‘lie with me!’

With a harmful discourse she wan-
ted to strip the righteous one of
[his] chastity.

-5-

Ddi g o A a0l

30 0y Lo Jixlo

For an Egyptian prostitute came to
him,

and says to him: ‘/ie with me!’,
so that, with a harmful discourse,
she may despoil the righteous one.

23 See LippELL&ScotT 1028-1029.
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Buwpbwe *h by wing bgh-
upnwigh pngl

Luubl_nll “Rrcubw [ﬁul_ [-lu”,

qupebph  pwipe quppupy

There the Egyptian prostitute rose
against [him]

and said: ‘lie with me!’.

With an abominable discourse,
she tried to corrupt the righ-teous
one.



‘Ev 1f] Atlyimte 1 Ai-
yurrtia,  évialBa & O
AlyuTtTiog.

AN\’ oUte gkelvn TOV Gytov
EOKENLOEV, OUTE O{NJTOQ ToU-
TOV EOUAALY DY T|TEV.

AN\ €pavn opol Thg eAeu-
Oeplag 1) owepooivn, kal
TGV TEKVV 1) eUYEvela, Kai
10U BapPapou 1) dkohaoia.

In Egypt it was an Egyptian
woman, here it is an Egyptian man.

Yet neither did that woman upset
the saint, nor did this man despoil
that one,

but at the same moment became ev-
ident the discretion of the noble
one, the nobility of the children’s
birth, and the intemperance of the
barbarous man.

hisy oo N R )
Lipo ool [ojoro  :gipas
o [soo

Jaugn oleans [no J o
> Lion U od Lusor

Nosko Mo :)sko L;ag Slaans

orLatauio \.é:o .00
Jor\y

And these things happened in that
time in Egypt. And here again an
Egyptian man presumes against me.

That [woman] did not despoil the
chastity of the righteous one [m.], so
also, neither did this one [m.] despoil
the chastity of the noble one [f.],**
nor the freedom of her children’s
birth.

And these things were because of
God’s mercy.

ulmwgl'r lll'lil’ [‘lull lUJd'lr wuun
bgpupnwgh wyp:

U'JL ng Uw [ﬁll[&bwg Llilw, I ng
uw [[mlnu.ll.nl; LuJJ‘lf qb[lbqb-
ghu.

pwigh bplbgwe L wquunfy
[-ufnJ nqgw[un<nl.[3[-ujl’ I puupi-
prnu[‘ﬁ.l Luiuu[nl_bl'nl_ﬁl'ujﬂ

But there at that time the Egyptian
woman, and here at this time the
Egyptian man.

But neither did that woman upset
him, nor at this time does this man
despoil this church here;

because both the chastity of my
noble one, and the intemperance of
the barbarous man was evident

35-41a. Digression on Joseph. In this paragraph the homilist makes a digression on the

character of Joseph, whose life was endangered and whose chastity was challenged by an

Egyptian woman — i.e. the wife of Pothiphar —, in the same way as John has just been tested

by another Egyptian: Theophilus, patriarch of Alexandria. Both attempts, however, proved to

be vain and shed light on the nobility of the two men and the Constantinopolitan Church. In

both occasions it is a lie which causes the distress of the two characters, and in both cases the

evil intentions are frustrated.

24 Armenian and Syriac clearly speak of a ‘free woman’.
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5.35. IIpooetéBn. The text printed by Montfaucon — i.e. ITpooetiBn — is an aberration
and probably the result of a misprint, for the only correct grammatical form which is possible
here is Ttpooetédn. This is a 3" singular passive aorist of the verb TpootiBnpt, and as such
was understood also by Montfaucon, who in his Latin translation correctly rendered this
reading as [tentatio] oblata est.”

1. A’s reading — i.e. ka1 — is rather awkward and probably originated by copying an
exemplar written in minuscule, where an original Tt could be read as a kai without too
much difficulty.

5.36. Sedouhwpévng, fitig. The text offered by 4 — i.e. Sedoulwpévn — is syntactically
unacceptable. The omission of fitig and the confusion of the ending of dedoulwpévng
probably stems from a iotacist reading of the syntagm.

Ttapekabeleto. The verbs apakabiCw and apakaOnpot are both very well attested

throughout the Chrysostomian corpus. They have a very similar meaning — ‘to be seated

beside or near [somebody]” — and are both acceptable, thus making this passage a case of

adiaphorous variants. However, although mapaka®npat generally occurs more frequently
than mopakabiCw, here the latter better fits the context of the sermon and the homilist’s

psychology and agenda, for tapakafifw implies an action (and, thus, a will behind it: ‘to

seat oneself beside [somebody]’),” rather than the mere state of ‘to be seated’ (or, in other

25 See P.G. 52: 437*.

26 This explanation implies that opekaBéCeto is here interpreted as the aorist II medio-
passive of mapokabifw, although it should be borne in mind that technically
mtapekabélero could also be understood as the imperfect of rapakabéCopar. The aorist

here fits the narrative style of this section of the sermon and follows the steps and modes
of the Biblical story narrated in Exodus. The Armenian and Syriac versions have,
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words, ‘to happen to be seated’). All women referred to in this sermon are representations of
the Empress Eudoxia, and the latter is never depicted as a victim subjected to the course of
events, but as a character who has her own will and who plays an active role in John’s story.

Both Armenian and Syriac render this passage with the verb ‘to rise against’, i.e. the
estaph‘al of N\\&o,” and guwnubd f by,

Aéyouoa. 4’s omission is probably due to the distraction of a scribe who, after having
read the whole sentence in his exemplar, must have recognized the Biblical quotation and,
while writing it down, forgot to insert Aéyouoa in it. Armenian and Syriac judiciously
rendered the Greek participle with two corresponding participles, 1.e. wubjni and J:_\oi

5.37. PAaPepd 16 Aoy Tov dikatov Bouleto Tiig cwepoaivng draculijoatr. The
syntagm PAofep@d 16 AOyw has matching parallels in both the Armenian and Syriac

translations, which are therefore a strong guarantee of its antiquity. A’s reading eUAaPei — i.e.

‘cautious’ — is perfectly acceptable from the point of view of meaning and syntax, although
there are two reasons for allowing an emendation of this passage and pushing for the

conjecture of the reading PAofepc. The first is that the closeness of Armenian and Syriac —

1.e. respectively ‘abominable’ (i.e. qupobih) and ‘noxious’ (i.e. Ji\..}ayém) — can hardly be

explained without imagining that both translators read the word PAaBep® in their Greek

exemplar(s). This hypothesis gains credit when considering that the Syriac root e

respectively, an aorist and a perfect.
27 Chahine translates NS a3h\ool as ‘[la dédaigneuse égyptienne 1°] avait croisée’. Although

this meaning is technically not impossible, being one of the two carried by the
eshtaphl‘al of N\Ao, the comparison with the Armenian leaves no doubt as to how to

interpret it in this passage. See CHAHINE 2002, 95.
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roughly renders the same umbrella of meanings covered by the Greek verb BAdmTw, i.e. that
the Syriac translation of this passage is probably corresponding to the Greek words BAafep®
ASy. If this is correct, it is not too implausible to infer that an original BAaPep& was later
corrupted into eUAaPel by a scribe who was copying from an exemplar in minuscule. As a
matter of fact, palacographically, PAaBep® and eVAafel 1¢) are very similarly written, the

only extant difficulty being that of explaining how the initial epsilon may have originated.

The second strong point in favor of BAaPep® is that the same words are found in a locus
similis of the corpus Chrysostomicum: BAofep& té Moy TOvV dikatov [Emelpdro ouldv
Aéyouoa].”®

5.37/38. EBouleto tiic cwepoouvng SraouMjoar. In Greek, good syntax generally
requires the conjuction yap to take the second position of a sentence, making thus B’s
reading ¢Bouleto ydap acceptable and reasonable only with the omission of the syntagm

BAaPepd 16 Aoy tOv Sikatov. The text offered by B in this passage of the sermon is not
only lacunous, but also trivializes 4’s harmonious syntax of the whole sentence, by turning a

syntactically and semantically more refined tov Sikatov €Bouleto tilg cwepooivng

Staoulfjoar into an ordinary and immediately understandable altov &moyupvdoat.

Moreover, tov dikatov is found also in the Armenian and Syriac translations (i.e. qupruwp,

and La.yp>.), both condensing the unit éBoUleto Tfig owppooivng diaoulfjoar into one

verb, wuwlwibp (i.e. ‘[she] tried to corrupt’) and J&LL (i.e. ‘[so that she] may despoil’). Of

28 See De patientia (sermo 2), P.G. 60:734, 1-2.
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the two ancient interpretations, the Syriac is the closest to the original meaning of
Staouhdw/-€w, which, apart from this passage, is hardly ever found anywhere else in
compound form.”” A locus similis of a text which is generally considered as belonging to the
pseudo-Chrysostomica — i.e. De patientia (sermo 2) —, presents almost the same wording as
this passage: Tov Sikaiov émeipdro ouliv.”

5.39. tov &Ylov. A’s reading — i.e. alyUTrTiov — is a scribal error of copying and not
defendible, for the characters in question here are Potiphar’s wife and Joseph the son of

Jacob, who was not Egyptian. The Syriac version translates Tov Gytov with J4.3) — i.e. ‘the

righteous one’ — which technically corresponds to the Greek dikatoc,” while the Armenian
does not specify the direct object, but leaves it as a singular third person of the common
personal pronoun — i.e. gl —,

1oUTOV éculay®ynoev. The verb culaywytw (i.e. ‘to carry off captive’ or ‘to rob, to
despoil’)®, is attested for the first time in Col 2:8. Apart from Biblical quotations, this verb is
found very rarely in Greek literature. Chrysostom’s genuine works ignore it and among his
spuria it occurs five times only. The scarce frequency of this verb makes little probable the

hypothesis that 4’s reading may be the result of a scribe’s interpolation. In addition to this

29 Sraculdw/-€w seems to occur only three more times in Greek literature, first in one of
the fragments of Malchus of Philadelphia's Byzantine History (fr. 2a) and in a quotation
of the same passage in the Suda (A 267), then in the Acta synodi Constantinopolitanae et
Hierosolymitanae anno 563 (tome 3, pp. 14, 231), and finally in the late Byzantine
historian Nicephoros Callistos Xanthopulos’s Ecclesiastical History (9, 14).

30 P.G. 60:734, 1.

31 The Greek ay1og is generally rendered as Li;é in Syriac, but other ways of translating the
same concept are L8aj (corresponding to the Greek eUAafig) and et (i.e. Greek 6010¢).

32 See LampE 1279 and LipDELL-ScoTT, 1671.
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argument, the reading éoulayynoev appears also in the Armenian and Syriac translations
(i.e. yngnuynk, and 3&.:). The Armenian translator interpreted the Greek direct object ToUutov

as referring to the ecclesiastical community and thus rendered it as gblbnbghu — i.e. ‘our
Church’. The Greek ‘that one’ logically refers to John himself, but it is remarkable that, in
addition to the Armenian, also the Abbot Joly understood this pronoun as referring to the
Church and thus translated the passage as ‘aujourd’hui ¢’est un homme venu de I’Egypte qui
attaque mon église’.” The Greek text on the basis of which Joly prepared his French
translation is Montfaucon’s edition, as it is clearly stated in the preface to his translation of
John Chrysostom’s opera omnia: ‘J’ai travaillé pendant dix ans sur le texte si parfaitement
épuré par les Bénédictins’.

5.41. tou. Although at first sight B may look lectio difficilior, here A is preferable for
reasons of sense. The homilist is finishing his analogy between Potiphar’s wife’s attempt to
endanger Joseph and Theophilos’ actions against John. This passage suggests that
Theophilos’ efforts to damage Chrysostom’s community in Constantinople had the result of

making clear to everybody the virtues of John’s community, i.e. its cw@poouvn and the
a’;yévacx of its adherents, as well as the vice of the character who tried to damage it, i.e. the

akolaoia of Theophilos.

33 See JoLy 1864, 381b.
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Adehgot,

O KAETTTNG OUK ElOEPYETOL
omou kaAdpn f xoptog
EUAa,

A\’ OTrou KelTar Ypuoog 1
dpYUpog 1) popyapitat.
Brothers,

the thief does not enter where
straw, or hay, or wood [are],

but where gold, or silver, or pearls
lie.

Ovtw kal

0 61dPolog ok eloépyeTan
otou Tépvos I PEPnAog f)
aptra€ ) TTAgovekTN,

AAN’ Otrou ol TOV Epnpov
Biov kaAddg didyovreg.

Thus also

the devil does not enter where the
fornicator, or the unhallowed, or the
rapacious, or the greedy [are],

but where those who happily live an
eremitic life [are].

-6 -

2 e oM S

oo loy sL wSuf U b
Jioo fofso

Nl Lsotgo Lsoleoy 5L W

For you know — my children —

that robbers do not go where there
is sand, or rocks, and straws,

but where there is silver and gold.

Liooy
Nl U Ly ol
Lo Layy 5L

sl bk Lo N\l

So also
the evil one does not go where the
fornicators and the prostitutes [are].

He goes towards the chosen vessels.

Nprbwlp pof,
UJLLUllUJl[ nz b[T[JlUJ nL[l U.ILLUll lL

lUJL nL[l nu[i[r lL lu[lb'u.'[; lL
Jwpguippun,

My children,

the thief does not go where sand
and stone and straw are,

but where gold and silver and pearl
[are].

A

[_'u.liluu.l[lllnLil nz b[l[;lu.!
nup wnnbply b prg,

UJJL nL[T Flu[l[’l UJilO[;:

In the same way also the devil
does not go where the fornicator
(m.) and the prostitute (f.) [are],

but where the good vessel [is].

41b-44. Comparison of the thief and the devil. In this paragraph the homilist uses a
comparison between the thief and the devil’s behavior in order to implicitly justify why John,
in spite of his righteous conduct, is the object of a fierce attack. John, thus, is the fair object
of the devil’s attention because just as the thief goes where valuable objects are, likewise the

devil assaults noble men, and not the dishonorable.
6.41. eloépyeral. Both 4 and B’s readings are grammatically acceptable, the latter
having a more general meaning — ‘to go’ —, the first one a more specific and technical one —

‘to enter, to break in’. In the New Testament propou is often found associated with thieves’
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actions,™ while eioépyopar occurs all over the Bible either absolutely,” or with the
specification of the obstacle through which the thief breaks in — often diax 1fig BUpag or Srx
Bupidwv.* In his analogy of the thief and the devil’s behavior, the homilist probably used the
same verb in both instances — i.e. eloépyopat — because in both Armenian and Syriac the two
Greek verbs are rendered with the same verb — bpfdwd in Armenian, \ﬁ in Syriac. If the

original Greek text had really presented an alternation €épyopoi/eioépyopat, this would have

been found at least in the Armenian version, because the translator could have easily rendered

the Greek alternance by means of the two verbs bpfdwd’ vs Juinwubidf, In addition to that, from
the point of view of the sense in this context eloépyopat is preferable to €pyopat, because

the thief is represented as somebody who ‘enters’ in a precise closed space for a given

purpose, rather than simply ‘going’ somewhere.”’

6.42. 1) . . . f}. Corruption of an original 1] into ka1 might have originated in copying from
a manuscript already written in minuscule, because an abbreviated ka1 could have appeared
identical to a minuscule f} without difficulty, and therefore misread by a careless scribe. As in
the previous case, the preference of 1] over xai is dictated by the fact that the seven 1] of this
paragraph are rendered into Armenian and Syriac always with the same word, i.e. L and o,

both meaning ‘and’. It seems that the ancient translators have deliberately changed the Greek

34 See Mt 24:43, Lk 12:39, Jn 10:10, I Thess 1 5:2, Rev 15:15.

35 See Job 5:1, Hos 7:1.

36 See, for instance, Joel 2:9, and Jn 10:1.

37 This reasoning implies that the rule of agreement between two difference branches of the
tradition — i.e. the agreement of 7 with B — cannot apply in this passage.
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‘or’ into ‘and’, because the conjunction 1) can be rendered respectively with funf and of, if

necessary.

6.42/43. koAapn [...] x6ptog [...] EVAa [...] xpuoog [...] Gpyupog [...] popyapitat. The
vocabulary here employed is taken from / Cor 3:12, where Paul, after having compared
himself to a skilled master builder (cog copog apyitéktwv), explains that, if he has laid
down the foundations, it is nevertheless everybody’s own responsibility to build on them with
the material of his/her choice, i.e. €1 Tig émoikodopel el TOv Bepéliov xpuoov, Gpyupov,
AMBoug mipioug, EUNa, yoptov, kaAdpnv... The homilist cut the six noun Scriptural

sequence (which follows the logic of an anticlimax of the materials’ value) into two parts of

three nouns each, inverted the position of the first series with that of the last one, and applied
a chiasmus to the second one. The substitution of the Scriptural Aifoi tipior with
papyapitar is not surprising when one recalls the description of the fabric of the New
Jerusalem in Rev 21:15-21, the golden city (1) ToAig xpuoiov kabapov) whose foundations
of the wall are depicted as adorned with every kind of precious stone (Travti AMBw Tipi),
and whose gates consist of twelve pearls (dcddeka popyapitat). The vocabulary of the

Armenian and Syriac versions follow the Scriptural text only in the first series of nouns
(gold, silver, pearl — i.e. ‘precious stones’),”® while the terminology of the second series
seems to have been rendered as if the translators did not recognize the Scriptural echo: Arm.

NT s gn, furen, bnkqu (i.e. lignum, foenum, herba amara) vs cum IRET wrwq b puwp be brkgu

38 The Syriac does not translate the word ‘pearls’, while the Armenian renders it with a
singular (fwpguwppu), which may have the value of a plural, or collective.
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(i.e. arena et lapis et herba amara); Syr. NT Jf,\é.L [...] Jisas. [...] keaid [...] Giee. ligna [...]
foenum [...] sarmentum) vs CUM IRET L;i’do 13§30 [...] ﬁﬁ (i.e. pulvis, et lapides et calami).

6.42. EUNa. As it has been shown above, the plural must be preferred because here the
vocabulary is entirely drawn from / Cor 3:12, where the word EUNov occurs in plural.

1} &pyupos. 4 clearly omits because of saut du méme au méme, for the word silver’ is
found also in the ancient translations (see above).

6.42/43. papyapitar. The plural of 4’s reading is preferable for the same arguments
which have been given above concerning the vocabulary of this passage.

6.43. oUtw kai. Montfaucon’s reading originates from a misinterpretation of an
abbreviated xat, which in B closely resembles a final -¢ (even though the scribal accent
placed above it leaves no doubt about its meaning). The Armenian reads ungjiybu L (i.e.

WoAUTWS Kai/eodem modo atque or Opoiwg koi/similiter atque), making more explicit the
correlative sense of the adverb.” The Syriac 1154 (i.e. oUtw/sic, ita, hoc modo, but also
opolwg/similiter) agrees with the Greek, although the conjunction kai — and its intensive

force here — is not rendered.

Ttopvog. The agreement of B with Arm wnnpl (i.e. <(male) fornicator’), which represent

39 In classical Armenian oUTtw(/—) is more generally rendered with wyuwybu (i.e. Lat. sic),
but occasionally also with ungiybu. For instance, in the Gospel of Matthew the adverb
oUtw(/—¢) is translated 26 times with wyuwku, but six times with bngiyku, When Bn jinybu
is employed, it always occurs in correlative context, both when this is explicit, as in Mt
12:40 and 24:37 where npubu ... ingiybu mirrors GOTep ... oUTwG, and when its sense is
inferable from the context, as in Mt 17:12, 18:35, 23:28, and 24:33, where oUtw/uniuyku

is not anticipated. In all cases, Syriac always renders oUtw(/—¢) with 154,
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the two branches of the tradition, leaves no doubt that the original must have had the word
mopvog. The variant witnessed by 4, Ttovnpog, probably originated from a reading mistake,
i.e. by metathesis of p—v into v—p, rather than from a deliberate intention of changing a
scabrous TTOpvog into a softer Trovnpdg; in fact, the same word occurs in the feminine just a
few lines above (see §5).

6.44. oi Tov Epnpov Piov kaAd¢ Sidyovres. In the whole corpus Chrysostomicum this

phrase is found only here, although, as already noted by Simelidis,* the positive concept of a
solitary life occurs in a similar fashion also in Gregory of Nyssa’s De iis qui baptismum

differunt (P.G. 46:428, 1.44), and in Gregory of Nazianzus’s Carmen 1.2.17, 1.1.

koA@g. It is remarkable that this word is not found in Montfaucon’s edition. There are
three possible explanations for its absence. The first is that Montfaucon used a manuscript
now lost in which the word ka\&¢ was already missing — but this is rather unlikely. The
second is that the person who read B on behalf of Montfaucon forgot to register the word in
his notes. The third, and perhaps the most plausible reason, is that Montfaucon deemed

kA& to be a scribal interpolation and deliberately omitted it without giving notice.

-7 -
Adehgoi, Poulopat s din oot bl Loy | Yunffuf, nprbuwlyp,
é(PGT[)\(:)O'Gl TﬁV Y)\(:)TTdV Lo o m %0‘3(’ utlm_bL Ll[_qu.u ['uf wrn [c—huq_m.-
pou Trpog Thv Paothida. INS O | 4pE .
o Ld ~§AB u.uv ugo
Brothers, I want My children, therefore I want Children, I want
to unroll my tongue against the em-|to unroll my tongue also against the|to unroll my tongue against the em-
press. empress, press.
and without fear I will unroll it.

40 SmMELIDIS 2009, 129.
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AN TL EITTO;
IeCaBel BopuPeitan,
kai "HNag gevyet.
But what should I say?

Jezebel raises clamours against [the
prophet]

Neopd g Madolly o

For, after Jezebel fought,

8bquiph) uwnlpnful;,
L Zbnfuuy dfuasfugh:

Jezebel raises clamours against [the
prophet]

and Elijah flies; Elija flies. and Elijah flies.
‘Hpwdiag evppaiveror Jyoio Lyosor| Qbpnympunpuw fuw pusk
kai Twdvvng Seopevetat. Lo ooy omsio|l g3nySwiitine gy fulinpk
oLl fare N onoyo|l pwninug gapncpst *p dfbpug
Herodias rejoices Herodias dances, Herodias dances
and John is put in chains; and seeks the head of John; and asks the head of John
and his blood was carried on a dish. [and lifts up the head on a disk-
shaped platter.

45-48a. First invective against the Empress. In this section the homilist compares the
behavior of Empress Eudoxia to the murderous actions of Jezebel, Herodias and the Egyptian
prostitute — i.e. Potiphar’s wife. This is the first part of an attack on the Empress which
occupies the second part of the homily. The Biblical characters chosen by the homilist as
representations of Eudoxia exemplify the foolishness of three women who made attempts on
the virtue and the life of three different holy men: Elijah, John the Baptist, and Joseph the son

of Jacob. The comparison with the character of Jezebel will be repeated later in §11.

7.45. ’ASeMpo‘t. Both Armenian and Syriac translate the Greek ‘brothers’ as if their
exemplar presented the words ‘beloved/little children’, i.e. Tekvia pou. In Armenian this is

rendered using the diminutive npupbuwlyp in place of the less marked npghp, while in Syriac

the same result is obtained by adding the possessive suffix ‘my’ to the word ‘children/sons’,
ie. u.}b See also note 1. 1.

Boulopar EpartAdoar THv YAGTIAV pou. The Syriac translator enlarged the phrase by
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adding to it the sentence ‘and I will unroll it without fear’. The locution ‘to unroll the tongue’
is found only twice in Greek literature, first in this passage and again, referring to a bull, in
the pseudo-Chrysostomicum [In illud: Exiit qui seminat, P.G. 61.772 76, under the basic
verbal form amAdw.* Montfaucon’s plural BoulépeBa seems unjustified, especially when
one considers that both the Greek manuscripts and the ancient translations all have the
singular ‘I want’, and that the word ‘tongue’ is accompanied by the possessive ‘my’. The
omission of pou in B might have led its collator to misinterpret the abbreviation used for the
verbal ending -at as a final -€Ba. As in the case of §6.4, it is also possible (although rather
unlikely) that Montfaucon used a manuscript now lost or that he emended the verb by
himself. The preference of the form yA&dtra to that of yA@ooa is that of an adiaphorous
variant case, for in both authentic and spurious Chrysostomian corpora there seems to be no
consistency concerning the prevalence of forms in —oo— over those in —t1—, and vice versa.
The genuine works show an inclination for yA@tra (i.e. the Attic form), but among the
spuria YA@ooa is attested more often. The same, however, is not always true for other,
similarly formed words. For instance, concerning the word ‘sea’, OdAacoa is regularly

better attested both among the genuine and the spurious works. In similar cases, the criterion
of internal coherence of the occurrences should be followed for every single text. Despite the
fact that in the text under examination A4 has often been shown to offer better readings, in this
passage B is preferable, for whoever the author of the homily might be, the aim was to obtain

a trustworthy Chrysostomian locution.

41 P.G. 61:772, 1. 75-77: pévog O¢ 6 Poig eheubépav v yAdooav amAwoag, téV
olkelwv TOVwV ToUg KapTroug Bapoakéws apuetat.
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1tpog TV PaotAida. Montfaucon printed a question mark after Bao1Aida, although this
is neither supported by the manuscript evidence, nor required by the context. If this sentence
were interrogative as the following one clearly is, we would not find in the beginning of the
latter such a strong disjunction like GA\a, and any sort of interrogative particle would have
been desirable in the first one.

7.47. &ANA& 11 €imw;. The clause ‘But what should I say?’ can be found in both the
genuine and spurious Chrysostomian corpora in five further instances, two of which in
conjunction with the locution #) 11 AaAfjow.” Ti €iTtw alone is extremely common in the
Fathers’ writings (especially in the homilies) and can be traced back to the New Testament. It
impeccably fits in the context and it is more plausible to imagine that it was accidentally

omitted by a scribe very early in the transmission of the text, than to consider it as added at

some point in B alone.

TeCaBel BopuPeitat, kai 'HNiag ¢evyet. This passage alludes to / Kings 19. The
homilist compares himself to Elijah speaking against Jezebel.

'[eCaPeN. The spelling "ECAPeN is not attested in Greek. The reading of A4 is thus the
result of a minor mistake of iotacism. The same mistake, however, occurs again at §11 and it
is difficult to clarify whether confusion between 1 and 1 originated in an early manuscript (i.e.

[EZABEA — HEZABEA) or in one already written in minuscule script.

7.46/47. ‘Hpwdiag ebppaivetat, kai Twdvvng deopevetar. The story of John the

42 See Sermo antequam iret in exsilium, P.G. 52:432, 1. 9, In Genesim hom. xvi, P.G.
53:241, 1. 22., and In epistulam i ad Timotheum, P.G. 62:586, 1. 30. + 1) T1 A\aAfjow see In
natalem Christi diem (Dub.), P.G. 56:389, 1. 1 and 14.
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Baptist and of Herodias is narrated in M¢ 14:3-12 and Lk 3:18-20.
7.47/48. 1 Aiyumtio yeudetat, kai lwote gulakiletar. The reference is to the

Biblical story the homilist has already alluded to in §5. Here he concentrates on Gen

39:14-20, where Potiphar’s wife causes Joseph to be put in prison, after pretending to have

been approached by him. Both the Syriac and Armenian translations omit this passage.

"Eav ouv €Eopiowot e,

tov 'HMaw pipolpa.

Therefore, if they will banish me,

I shall imitate Elijah;

"Eav eig fopPopov Palwot,
Tov Tepepiav.

if they will throw [me] into the

mud,
Jeremiabh;

"Eav ei¢c Odlattav,

TOV  OUVOOUAGV pou  Kkai
TTpoeh TNV Twovav.

if into the sea,

my fellow servant and prophet
Jonah;

’Eav  ei¢  Adkkov, TOV

Aavinh.

if into the [lions’] den, Daniel,
"Eav MBdowot, Ztépavov.
if they will stone [me], Stephen;
"Eqv amokepoiowot,
Todvvnv.

"Eav papdiowot, [Matlov.

if they will behead [me], John;
if they will beat [me] with rods,
Paul;

-8-

RWTI-TITR WL
Jof Loshso LN

Therefore, if they will banish me,
I shall become like Elijah.
rwvosals Jums \( o
Josls

and if they will plunge me into the
mud:
Jeremiah.

w0 J.m \(o

And if they will throw me into the
sea,

I shall imitate our companion the
prophet Jonah.

\LJ,& bo@ \(o

and if into the [lions’] den, Daniel,

~oatafoll ey Jo
and if they will stone me, Stephen.
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qfu Shpd b,

by g Snf b

If they expel me beyond the
borders,
I resemble Elijah.

b2k *h i,
bpbi s

if into the mud,

Jeremiah;

bAL’p &nif qpu pulibind,

Brflnutine,

If they throw me into the sea,

the fellow
Jonah;

E[FL b qnup , Pwupbif

servant and prophet

if into the [lions’] den, Daniel,

B[k pwplin&bu, Undubup,
if they stone [me], Moses;



‘Eav mpiowot, tov 'Hoai-
97 ’ ’
av- €10e Eulive mpiovy,

va 1ol oTaupol ToU
’ b) 7’
mo00ovu dTroAavow.

if they will saw [me], Isaiah
— preferably with a wood saw,

so that I may enjoy [my] longing
for the Cross.

Joals wwoimu (Jo
.Lm...o? ),.mma <) 30&4‘0

laus  ©loMaly
Juiasoy

and if they will saw me, Isaiah
— and preferably with a wood saw,

mj?

so that I may have part in the suf-
fering of the Cross of Christ.

b[r—ﬂ; Uflngbi’, bUUJJbLUJ_

f s i,
qh’h fow g gusilyn Fhw
qus gy bp:

if they saw me, Isaiah

— and preferably with a wood saw
solely,

so that I may enjoy the desirable
Cross.

48b-53a. Prophets and saints’ examples of endurance. In this section the homilist
offers a list of Biblical characters whom he takes as models and examples of endurance in
times of difficulty. The homilist declares himself ready to imitate the behaviour of his heroes
in a sequence of imagined circumstances, each of which is tailored around a character taken
either from the Old or the New Testament. These are: Elijah, driven into exile by a famine (/
Kings 17); Jeremiah, captured by officials and thrown into a cistern full of mud for lowering
people’s morale (Jer 38:4-12); Jonah, thrown into the sea by sailors in order to have a
tempest subside (Jon 1:12-15); Daniel, thrown into the lions’ den by order of Darius, king of
the Persians, who had previously been deceived by the jealousy of some officials (Dan
6:16-24); Stephen, accused of blasphemy and thus punished by stoning (Acts 6:8-7:60); John
the Baptist, beheaded after Herodias’s request (Mk 6:14-29); Paul, accused of creating
disorder in the city of Philippi and thus arrested, stripped naked, and beaten with rods (Acts
16:16-24); and Isaiah, who, according to both Jewish and Christian tradition, died by being
sawn in two. Some of these characters mainly represent the figure of a victim of injustice or
jealousy, who is later rescued by either a righteous king or by God himself (i.e. the first four
and Paul). The other characters (Stephen, John, and Isaiah), on the contrary, are clear

representatives of death by martyrdom.
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8.49. BaAatTav. In the Chrysostomian corpus forms in -11- and in -0o- are equally well
attested, with a preference for the latter type among the spuria. The variant of B is more
desirable for reasons of internal coherence, for the word O&A\atta appears spelled as such in
both manuscripts already at §1 of the homily. See also note 7.47.

oUvBouAGV pou kai. The presence of the word ‘fellow servant’ in both Armenian —
Swnwpulghu (i.e. ‘the fellow servant’) — and Syriac — \i\b (i.e. ‘our companion’) — is a
guarantee of the antiquity of the reading transmitted by 4.

8.50. éav. B’s reading £av kai is syntactically acceptable, but not needed. Both ancient
translations ignore it and none of the remaining seven éav of the paragraph is ever followed
by kai.

MbBdowat. Despite B’s pe being also found in Syriac — wwasa ;3 (i.e. “[if] they will
stone me’) —, here the presence of the direct object is redundant. In fact, neither after the
preceding verb BdAwot nor after the three following dmokepahiowot, pafdicwot, and
mpiowot, did the homilist feel the need to express it again. The Armenian translation
coincides with 4’s text.

8.51. Iodvvny. The adjective ‘Forerunner’ (i.e. tpodpopog) attached to the character
of John the Baptist is found for the first time in Clement of Alexandria’s Protrepticus (ca.
end of 2"-c.).* After Clement and until the 5"-c. other writers use Tp6dpopog in conjunction

with John, although this appellation is always used in an exegetical context, never as a label

or title.* The same is true for the genuine corpus of John Chrysostom, where John is said to

43 Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus, 1:9, 2 (1. 1).
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be mpodpopog [...] toU Xprotol,® or, typologically, mpSdpopog Tiig TpoTEpag
mapouoiag.’ Although for this point of the homily the ancient versions are of no use, since
this passage seems not to have been translated, it is not implausible to consider B’s TOvV
TpSdpopov as an insertion of a later scribe, who aimed to make clear an obvious fact,
namely that here the homilist is referring to John the Baptist, and not to the Evangelist.

8.52. EU)\{VQL) tpiovi. The reading offered by A4 is an aberration, for the word Tpicwv, -
ovog (i.e. ‘saw’) is inflected according to the nouns of the third declension. A confusion of
iotacism between 1 and 1 resulted in the creation of the dative mpiovy) from an otherwise
unattested *mpiovr), -ng, to which the scribe then accorded the accompanying adjective
Euhvog, -1, -ov, adjusting it in gender, number, and case: Euliv).

8.52/53. 10U 160ov. The verb drohavw (‘o have enjoyment of a thing’, ‘to have the

benefit of it’) is generally constructed with a genitive, more rarely with an accusative.*’ 4’s
reading is, therefore, acceptable and theoretically lectio difficilior, although the construction
of the Armenian rendering — gp ’h fuwghy gwulin [dbwy Jugbibh (i.e. ‘ut Crucis desiderio

fruar*®) — leads one to believe that the original text may have had a genitive too.

44 See for instance: Origen, Commentarii in evangelium Joannis, 11, 37:224 (1. 6); VI,
39:197 (1. 8) and 42:221 (1. 3); Homiliae in Lucam, hom. 4:27 (1. 20); hom. 21:129 (1. 23).
Eusebius, Demonstratio evangelica, X, 8:60 (1. 10). Gregory of Nazianzus, or. 43:75, 1 (L.
4); or. 28:20 (1. 15); or. 19, 1056, (1. 6).

45 John Chrysostom, In epistulam ad Hebraeos (homiliae 1-34), hom. 11, §2 (P.G. 63:92, 1.
22).

46 John Chrysostom, In epistulam ii ad Thessalonicenses (homiliae 1-5), hom. 4:2 (P.G. 62:
488, 1. 7); id., In Matthaeum (homiliae 1-90), hom. 57:1 (P.G. 58:558, 1. 54 and 58:560, 1.
2).

47 See LDDELL-ScoTT, 205-206.

48 Unfortunately the ablative syntactical construction necessary with the Latin verb fruor
cannot render the double genitival construction allowed in Greek and in Armenian.
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Palaeographically, the corruption of the Greek genitive ending into the accusative may have

occurred in the transcription of an exemplar in minuscule (where the main difference between
a v and a v lies in the left vertical lower stroke of the latter), rather than of an exemplar
written in capital or uncial script (i.e. OY — ON). However, it is more plausible to assume

that the variant of 4 originated in a scribe’s ignorance of syntax and surprise in front of the

succession of Gen + Gen + Vb, which was thus restored into a more predictable Gen + Acc +
Vb. The Syriac translation of this passage — Li.asoy o&.&;ﬁ lais ©loMaly (ie. ‘ut
particeps factus sim passionis crucis Christi’) — is remarkable, for instead of ToU ToBou it

clearly translates the Greek ToU Ttd0oucg (i.e. ‘suffering’). At first sight this reading — ‘so that

I may have part in the suffering of the Cross of Christ’ — seems rather attractive in terms of
meaning, but two arguments, both rooted in the criterion of the lectio difficilior, stand against
it. The first is that semantically the concept of ‘suffering’ is already covered under the

umbrella of meanings of the word ‘Cross’ (which implicitly refers to the passion of Christ,
and not merely to the wooden item), thus making the word tadBo¢ redundant. The second is
that because of the strict association between ‘suffering’ and ‘passion of Christ’, it is more
likely that a less predictable Tt0Bou was understood as (and therefore changed into) TradBouc,
rather than a somewhat expected td0ou¢ turned into t60ou. This argument leads to believe

that the reading of the Syriac version may have been created by mistake of scribal

interpretation rather than by a mechanical error.
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‘H oeowpatiopévn Tolepel

TNV ATWOHATOV.

She who is corporeal fights against
her [who is] incorporeal;

‘H Aoutpoig kai pupiopoot
Kal peT” avdpog TrepLTAEKO-
pévn

mohepel v koBapav kai
aotmihov 'ExkAnoiav.

she who [uses] bathing-places and
ointments and lies in embrace with
a man,

she fights the pure and stainless
Church.

N AouTpoi¢ kal pupiopact
KOl HET’ AvOpOG TrEPLTTAEKO-
HEVT),

mohepel v koBapav kai
aomihov 'ExkAnoiav.

she who [uses] bathing-places and
ointments and lies in embrace with
a man,

she fights the pure and stainless
Church.

ANG ye kat avtn kabioet
XNpa,

b4 ~ ~ 9 7’

€11 L&vTog T0U AvEpdg:

OTL YUV €L,

kai ynpeUoar Oékeig v
"ExkAnoiav.

But that one will sit as a widow,
while her husband is still alive;

for you are a woman,

and you want to widow the Church.

-9.

Mo
.JL\u.»o&

Jor

S EXE

Behold, she [who is] corporeal
fights against her [who is] spiritual!

pao iaes

— OO0

Joasso
Jorov Luiavy [oql.!;] ns
And she who daily embraces a man,

she fights against [the church] of
Christ.

@i Sy [sojeany oo
Loy
'-I.\»..’)gl..fo

And she who in the splashings of
baths of water,

she fights against her who washed
herself [i.e. was purified by bap-
tism] and was purified.

)@\ 11? —or ol — ).0‘
JoN

Lo
Behold! For she will also sit with-
out a man,

for, in the life of her husband, she
widowed him.
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bp[d-:p qul[ufiuugbwL uiulmb—
pwqtf[-l Eﬁul_ u.liufu.l[nfiuu[lw-
U,

She who is corporeal as earth fights
against her [who is] incorporeal,

I nn Cwiuuu.lwq ['i"l' wnl Fi:w-
libwy E,

lprmild'r Ei"l' ‘Fpl-lumnu['t [limg,

and she who is always dwelling
with a man,

she fights against the wife of Christ.

b s,

Eilll_ LnLngbLﬂLLril H

and she who [is] always in the ther-
mae and in the washing-places,

she fights against the pure and
washed one.

lJJI'Lil Lumgl‘:’

qp qlibipwSen i wn' Ly
w pfr wpp:

But however she herself (=the
Church) will sit without a man,
because she (=Eudoxia) has made
widow the wife (=the Church) of
the living man (=Christ).



‘Eomépag €kaler pe Tpro-
KALOEKATOV ATTOTTONOV,
kai ofpepov Toudav Trpo-

éPaev.

Yesterday evening she was calling
me ‘the thirteenth apostle’,

and today she denounced me as a
Judas.

X0¢ég pot ENeyev TaTep €U-
VOUOTOTE,

Kal OTHEPOV HOU Ay vwaoiav
TtpoePAeto

Yesterday [she] was saying to me

‘most benign Father’,
and today [she] denied me.

X0eg per’ eheubepiag ouve-
kaOnTo pot,
Kol ofjpepov wg Onpiov pot
€TeTI|ONOE.

Yesterday she was sitting with me
freely,

and today she assaulted me like a
wild beast.

rosAS Ly Leda woold
O Jooy ltave

D, 16 Jyoor Jisoaso
Yesterday he [sic] was calling me

‘the thirteenth apostle’,
and today he calls me Judas.

Joor Jio ol i ool
AN
.o 325 livoaso

For yesterday he [sic] was calling
me ‘Father’,
and today he denies me.

ol Closlaa js Sl
Jooy
joa Ji5 law ol loase
AN

Yesterday he was sitting in commu-
nion with me,

and today he jumped against me
like a wild beast.

LUI'LUJ,_BITLUL,

lL w JUO[I BnLll_uJ u
E?JFLUHLUL,

Yesterday [she was calling] me the
thirteenth apostle,

and today [she] presented [me] as
Judas.

bpkly pud wubpp Swyp pupb-
f pun

JLuruuZ

M

L wyuop pwmupwpnc[dp Ch
L[b[luJJ wplluﬁlbu,

Yesterday you were saying to me
‘most benign Father

and today you cast upon (me) an
evil omen.

bpkly g wqunpu pdoof
ﬁuml;[l,

e wyuop ppple quuuquwi’h prg
L[wqbwg:

Yesterday [she] was sitting with me
freely,

and today [she] did run away like a
wild beast.

53b-60a. Second invective against the Empress. This paragraph deals with the second

part of the homilist’s invective against Empress Eudoxia. The main theme here is the Church

and her representation as an immortal and pure woman, against which the character of

Eudoxia appears in a negative contrast. Eudoxia”s attempts to fight the Church are in fact

vain — the homilist explains — because what is corporeal cannot prevail over the incorporeal.

9.53. oeowpatiopévi). The best reading is that of 4, which derives from the verb

owpaTiCw, meaning ‘to embody’.”” The reading offered by B, on the contrary, derives from

49 See LipDELL-ScoTT, p. 1749.
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owpatow, which is generally employed with the meaning of ‘to embody, to make corporeal’

in theological contexts dealing with the incarnation of the Logos.” B’s reading here is less
acceptable, because the homilist is referring to the one and only possible condition of
Empress Eudoxia, the human one, trying to make a sharp difference between what is

corporeal and what is not, rather than to discuss one of two virtual natures of Eudoxia.
OEoOpPATWEVT is not an old reading and most probably originated by confusing 10 with ®
in an exemplar already written in minuscule, in addition to an obvious process of
trivialization caused by a scribe probably used to hearing about Christ’s copdtwoig — i.e.

‘embodying’ — several times per day. The Armenian translation leaves no doubt about the
interpretation of this passage, because confusion between the theological (viz. technical) and

the ordinary use of the verb JwpfuwiwdS (which corresponds to the Greek verbs

oapkoopat, cwpotdopat)’ is avoided by adding the word bplip (i.e. ‘earth’) next to it. The
word-play of the Greek oegwpatiopévn/dowparov is mirrored in the Armenian rendering
sl gl /s wsp ks, but is lost in the Syriac translation JAiuofJh.il S, where
the last word technically translates the Greek Trveupatikdg (i.e. ‘spiritual’).”

tfjv. Here the homilist is comparing two different sorts of women, the Emperor’s wife
and Christ’s wife, i.e. the Church. The masculine article offered by B seems a banal scribal
mistake due to influence of the ending in -ov of the following adjective dowpartov. The

feminine article, however, is required by sense and context, and it is confirmed by the

50 See LippELL-ScotT, p. 1750, and LamPE, p.1368.
51 See NBHL, p. 228.
52 See PayNe-SmiTH, coll. 3853-3854.

- 205 -



feminine of the Syriac translation, | NS

9.56. OeAerc. A’s reading — i.e. OENnG — is probably an error of spelling due to iotacism
confusion. As a matter of factt a subjunctive — i.e. B\ — would be out of place.
9.57. ’[oudav. Although an undeclined form '[oUda is not impossible from the point of

view of the grammar, the reading of 4 is excellent, for the declined accusative form is widely

attested in the Chrysostomian corpus and matches the previous accusative Tpiokaidékatov
ATTOGTONOV.

9.58. poéBalev. The choice of the correct reading of this point is rather problematic
and complicated. B’s Trpooeite makes perfect sense in itself and it is mirrored by the Syriac
Jid (except for the fact that the subject of the Syriac verb is a masculine singular!). The
Armenian translator rendered the Greek verb with ywnwg pufdwgwe, composed by the adverb
Juwnwy — ie. ‘before’ (= Tpo), in front; previously’, added in front of the verb puwiunf,
which means ‘fo run (= TpéYw), to apply, to go, to depart, to pass’. If the reading of B were
the original, it would be difficult to understand how TpoéBodev could originate from

TpooeiTe, both in terms of meaning and palacographically.™ The solution could reside in the
following lacuna of B. In fact when one reads the text continually as it is in 4, the following

saut du méme au méme appears even more clearly: poéBalev: yOé¢ por Eeyev mdtep

€UVOUOTATE, KAl ONHEPOV pou Ay vwaiov mpoeBdaleto- yOeg

53 On this point the Armenian version is of no use, because the Armenian language has no
grammatical differentiation of genders.

54 Palaeographically this may have happened by erroneous anticipation of the word in the
next clause.
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9.58/59. ¥Oéc por Eleyev TATEp eUvoUOTATE, KOL ONHEPOV HOU AYyVGOIaV
mpoePdAero. This passage is missing in B (and therefore it is absent in Montfaucon’s

edition) due to a problem of saut du méme au méme. Both the Armenian and Syriac rendered
it and the rhetorical importance of this sentence appears very clearly when one considers it as
inserted in a tripartite sequence constructed all around the figure of Judas. In addition, see the

previous note.
9.60. pot. The pronoun is needed and must be maintained, especially since also the

ancient translations rendered it.

-10 -

60b-76a. Digression on Job. This section of the homily offers a significant digression on
the figure of Job, who in spite of the fact that ruin befell him, did not stop blessing God and
rebuking his wife for doing otherwise. The purpose is that of showing the possible model of
women’s behavior, that of the foolish wife of Job — i.e. the Empress — and its antitype. Just as
Job praised God both in prosperous and hard times, John is said to be ready to accept both the

good and the bad things which God sends to him.

10.61. ¢fjvar. The readings offered by the manuscripts probably derive from the
corruption of an original ¢fjvat into 4’s pavar — in itself meaningless, but whose circumflex
accent is rather interesting™ — and B’s ¢davau, the acute accent of which technically makes it

the present active infinitive of ¢nui (‘to say’), which makes no sense in this place. The

reading printed by Montfaucon, on the contrary, is rather attractive, being the passive aorist II

55 Theoretically ¢pavat could also be the Doric active aorist infinitive of paive.
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infinitive of the verb paivw (‘to bring to light, to cause to appear, etc’, hence ‘appeared’),
and very likely the result of an emendation made by the editor himself in order to match the
preceding oPecBfjvar. However, the active aorist infinitive printed in the text seems to fit
very well in the context,”® and the corruption of a minuscule -n- into -a- is economically
easier to explain than the loss of a middle -vn- in the word.

10.62. tnhikawtnv. The creation of B’s article Tnv in front of TnAikaUtnv may have
originated by the reduplication of the initial syllable tn- at the moment of writing down the
syntagm. If the article were original, another article should be also found in front of TAnynv.

10.64. €B00. The text of 4 — i.e. TTpog autov €B6a — is a mere trivialization of a

Byzantine scribe, for not only does the context leave no doubt that the two characters here are
Job and his wife, but the Biblical narrative of Job was too well-known by the audience to
need any further clarification.

10.64/65. eimov T piipa mpog Kupiov, kai teledta. The omission of 4 is untenable
and might have occurred for trivial reasons, like, for instance, a space left blank by a previous
scribe who intended to rubricate the Biblical quotation later, or a scribe’s religious concern

which led him to refuse to copy the sentence because it was blasphemy.”’
10.65. awti). The pronoun here is necessary, because it makes clear the change of subject
of the sentence, 1.e. now it is Job rebuking his wife.

10.65/66. w¢ appwv yuvi) ENdAnoag. Here the homilist is adapting a passage taken

56 See LippELL-ScotT, 1912-1913, “IL. abs., give light, shine, [...] of the sun, moon, etc.’.

57 This is the case of the scribe of ms Wien, Mechitarists’ Library 232, containing the
Armenian translation of CPG 4397, in which the Biblical words ‘Curse God and die’ are
never written down.
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from Job 2:10, which in Rahlfs reads almost identically to the text of B, i.e. GoTEp piat TGOV

Appovwv yuvaik®dv EAdAnoag.™ Following the norm of the lectio difficilior, the reading of

A must be preferred, for it is more plausible that an original allusion to a Biblical passage was
made explicit by a later scribe who, at some stage of the tradition, identified the passage and
‘restored’ it according to the Vulgata, than to imagine that a clear and very well known

quotation was changed into the text of 4 without any good reason.

10.66. & yapig yuvaikog! “Q pakaypa 66uvédv! The text printed by Montfaucon —i.e.
@ dyapous yuvaikog — does not seem to make much sense, even though both manuscripts
have the same reading. The word &yapoig is not attested anywhere else and Montfaucon’s
translation and interpretation of it — i.e. ‘O ingratam mulierem’ - does not fit with the
following & paAaypa 66uvdy, i.e. ‘oh emollient of pains’. pdAaypa is a technical term

used in medical treatises by a plethora of writers, and in this context is employed by the
homilist with ironical purpose. After having shown the behavior of a foolish woman, i.e.
Job’s wife, the text presents a comparison with an opposite kind of woman, namely that

described in Sir 26:13-16, where we find an explanation of this passage and a confirmation of

the proposed emendation: 13. Xapig yuvaikog tépyel Tov dvdpa awthg, Kal T O0TA
autoU Tavel 1) €motnpn avtiig. 14. 8601g kupiou yuvi] oynpd, Kol oUk EOTLV
aviaMaypa memaideupévig yuxilg 15. YApig €T YAPLTL YUVI) Alo}UVINpd, Kal ouK
€oTtv 01aBpog Tag dErog eykpatolc yuyiic. 16. fAtog avatéMwv év UyioTolg Kupiou

Kal kaMog ayabils yuvaikog v kéopw oikiag avtiic.”’ In addition, two loci similes

58 See SEPTUAGINTA, Iob 2:10.
59 See P.G. 52:458*,
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present exactly the same text as that of the homily. The first is Ephraem Syrus’ Aduersus
improbas mulieres — GAN’ €iTtOv T1 piijpa wpog Kupiov, kai tedevta. “Q xapig yuvoikog!
“Q péhaypa 6duvdv dpaotrpiov!; the second John Chrysostom’s In decollationem sancti
Joannis —"Q xapig yuvaikdg! & pddaypa 68ivev mpopalaxtipiov! [...] Apa ool
Tote AppwoTouots toloutov EpBéyEato piipa, kai ouyi elyaic kai eUTrououg ThHvV
véoov oo AméopnEev;”

OSuvv. A’s wdivav is a simple scribal spelling corruption due to iotacism confusion of
v with 1, and of » with a, which in minuscule are written very similarly.

&pa. A’s Spais technically the imperative present of Opdw, which here is meaningless.
In addition, see the preceding note.

10.66/67. yUvai, ool mote. A’s ordo verborum is not impossible in itself, but B’s text

has the advantage of keeping the genitive absolute all together in one syntagm.

10.68/69. 61e év BaoihMkais [...] Tv Paothikiyv. 4 gives a portion of text which B
clearly omitted because of homoioarchton — from the second Ote to the third one.

Unfortunately the photocopy of the manuscript is unreadable at this point and, although
inspection in situ will shed light on the lacuna, for the time being the text is printed with

obeloi.

60 “13. The grace of a wife delighteth her husband, and her discretion will fatten his bones.
14. A silent and loving woman is a gift of the Lord; and there is nothing so much worth as
a mind well instructed. 15. A shamefaced and faithful woman is a double grace, and her
continent mind cannot be valued. 16. As the sun when it ariseth in the high heaven; so is
the beauty of a good wife in the ordering of her house.’

61 See P.G. 59:487.
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10.69. otohrv. The term Bepdreia (B) never occurs in the book of Job, while in the
Chrysostomian corpus 1) oToA) 1) BaotAik1 is a common concept.

10.70. 11 ToUTwv. Both manuscripts’ readings are acceptable, but because what precedes
is a series of four temporal clauses, the genitive ToUTwv seems rather attractive, and
difficilior than B’s ToooUTOV.

€Bdag. B’s EAeyeg seems a trivialization of the technical verb so often employed when
Job and his wife are talking to each other, which is fodw.

Kaeﬁpevov. In the book of Job and in the whole Chrysostomian corpus, Job is always
associated with the verb ‘to sit’, and not ‘to lie’ — i.e. A’s keipevov — any time the words €l
kotrpiog are employed. It is remarkable, however, that 4’s reading is found again in a

Chrysostomian spurious — In decollationem sancti Joannis — which often shares loci similes

with this homily.*

10.71. tote. A’s reading is undoubtedly the best, especially because ToTe is commonly

used in opposition to viv and corresponds to the relative adverb 6te,” which both appear just

a few words before. It is surprising that Montfaucon did not deem it necessary to emend this

point.
10.72. y&p. There is no reason to reject the manuscripts’ reading, because in this context
Y&p makes perfect sense and the second position in the sentence is syntactically accurate .*

10.73. at@. A’s genitive cannot be retained because good grammar requires the verb

62 See John Chrysostom’s In decollationem sancti Joannis, P.G. 59:487, 52.
63 See LipDELL-ScorT, 1808/a.

64 The words oUx fipket are a signgle concept.
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mpoEevéw to be followed by an indirect object in the dative case.”

10.74. doTEp. B’s Tva Ti — i.e. ‘to what end?”*® — is generally used alone as a question in

itself. Probably it was added by a scribe before the Biblical quotations for emphatic reasons,
but it seems unnecessary. In the Biblical narrative, in fact, Job does not ask his wife why she

acted like a fool — this is taken for granted — but only why she does not want to accept
anything coming from God. In addition to that, iva 11 seems out of place in this passage of
the homily, because, if accepted, it would be preceded and followed by two strong
interrogatives, with the result of weakening them.

10.76. Uttoioopev. Rahlf’s edition of Sepfuaginta prints the same reading as 4, which is
therefore preferred. The reading of B, — i.e. UTtoiowpev — is an aberration. The text of the

Armenian Job, on the contrary, has a present subjunctive — Swifphppghifp — % while the

translator of the homily gives an aorist subjunctive —i.e. SwipbpbugnLp.

-11 -
T{ de Kai 1:] T[GPdVO},lOg J&.Ob. J?Ot ~9( 1..1301 Q[rmilzb.w.!u wilopl;il [3'“”‘1'""4[7
Kal oTuyeEpd, auUtn 1) Vvéa,
pnpit, TeCaPed;
And, in fact, what [does] that law-|And thus this lawless [woman], And what [does] that lawless Em-
less and abominable woman, that press [do]?

new — I say — Jezebel, [do]?
OU PBod kot Aéyer EkPnbi| .waoy o) Jpo O Lisol N|ng Jp wihgunl bibfd wul pud
kai dramepdoag Amodpabh. “bi.,,

She does not cry aloud and say ‘go|she did not say to me once ‘go|She does not say to me once only
out and run away by passing|out!’, ‘go out!’,
through [the crowd]!’,

65 See LippELL-ScotT, 1491/p.
66 See B in apparatus to §10, line 5.
67 See Cox 2006, p. 60.
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AN\ AooTéNEL pot UTIA-
TOUG Kai Tpiouvoug,

KOl pOvoV ATeLhel.

but sends me consuls and tribunes,

and only threatens.

Kai 11 pot avijkev;

apayvar  UTO  Apayvig

ATooTENGpEVAL.

And what should it have to do with
me?
[These are] spiders sent by a spider.

ola Jipase Liiodo Lzl <M

. swaoco basuylo i.éséoq

but she sends me various others,
consuls, tribunes, and counts.

R T Jao o WO s
NG i G
But in what do these things damage

me?
A spider who has sent spiders.®

['la[ULUiIU, ll_LUU".ULn[IU’ qO[IUJ-
SESu:

tfingfd.

but she sends me one by one/vari-
ous magistrates, judges, generals,
and all other magnates.

But it is no matter to me of this
thing.

ab"ng sd wrianfs .

wirnu ,_Bb:
What is there to me?

[She] is a spider and sends a spi-
der’s web.

76b-79. Third invective against the Empress. In this paragraph the homilist concludes

his tripartite tirade against the Empress Eudoxia, continuing his depiction of her character by

means of comparisons to that of other biblical characters. Eudoxia (who, in this paragraph, is

mentioned neither by name nor by title, except in the Armenian version, where she is

explicitly referred to as ‘the Empress’ — i.e. [fuwgni$p) behaves like the wife of Job,” who,

instead of helping her husband, was making his condition even worse.” In the same way as

this one, the Empress sends officers to chase John, instead of helping him to safely come out

of the Church. The Empress is once again represented as a new Jezabel, whose character the

homilist had already introduced to his audience in §7. For the last time before concluding his

discourse, the homilist reasserts that every attempt to damage him is, in any case, vain.

From the point of view of the textual transmission, this paragraph appears very damaged

68 I reckon that in this sentence Chahine added the plural dots to the wrong word.

69 See §10.

70 For the Biblical reference, see §10.
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and almost unreadable in Montfaucon’s edition. It has been possible to recontruct it in its
entirety (concerning both readings and ponctuation) with the help of both Greek manuscripts,
but also thanks to the ancient translations, which very often illuminate points of the text

which may be otherwise rather obscure.

11.76. yap. The choice between yap and ¢ is not a straightforward one, especially
when considering that both constructions — 1i yap kai and i 8¢ ka1 — are very well attested
in both the genuine and spurious works of John Chrysostom. Here, however, yap seems

preferable for reasons of sense. In the previous paragraph, in fact, the homilist had just
developed his tirade against the empress by depicting the example of Job and his wife. When
Job’s wife saw that her husband was the object of God’s continuous punishment, she invited

him to curse God. In the same way as Job’s wife misbehaved, the Empress is repeating the
mistakes of her Biblical counterpart. In this context, yap gives a confirmatory statement on
the predictable behavior of the ‘new Jezebel’ and firmly connects the content of this
paragraph with that of the previous one, whereas here &¢ would be weaker.

11.77. @npi. At this point of the text the ancient translations are of no help. In fact, both

the Armenian and Syriac versions match only the first part of the sentence — .)yo ol 1154
A& (i.e. ‘And thus this lawess [woman]’) and Qs lu wyu whopky [Fwgnilh (i.e. ‘And

what [does] that lawless Empress [do]?’) — leaving the impression that the remaining Greek
text might be the result of an expansion process, viz. that the Greek text preserved in the

manuscripts might be the result of a revision or second recension. For this reason, it is

preferable to retain gnpi, for a revision of the text in which xai oTuyepa, autn 1) véa, i,
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"[eCaPel was appended to the original sentence is more likely, than to think of a pnpi added
in a yet another stage of revision.

'[eCaPBeN. The spelling "ECAPeN is not attested in Greek. The reading of 4 is thus the
result of a minor mistake of iotacism. The same mistake, however, occured in §7 and it is
difficult to clarify whether confusion between 1 and 1 originated in an early manuscript (i.e.
[EZABEA — HEZABEA) or in one already written in minuscule script.

BOQ. The correct reading here is undoubtedly a present indicative third singular verbal
form, in accordance with the following Aéyet, amootéNAet, and amrethel, which all have 1
véa "TeCAPeN as their subject. The reading of 4 — Boal — is, therefore, either an error of
spelling inherited from an early manuscript, in which Bod must have appeared written as
BOALI or the result of a misplaced accent, perhaps due to a scribe’s eccentricity.

11.77/78. &Pndr kai Samepdoag &modpabr. Since Montfaucon’s edition,”  this
passage of the sermon seems to be hopelessly corrupted, to such a point that even the great
French Benedictine did not attempt any emendation, but instead preferred to print his text
with cruces, ie. é... kai Samepa.... amodp... .”” Ever since, no scholar endeavored to
restore the passage or even tried to reconstruct at least its sense. Abbé Joly, in his 1864
French translation of Chrysostom’s homilies on his first exile, left the passage untranslated,

very much like Delgado Jara in her recent Spanish translation,” and so did Chahine, who was

71 MonTFAUCON, Opera Omnia, 111, Paris 1721 (i.e P.G. 52:438, 11. 23-24).

72 See P.G. 52:438, 11. 23-24.

73 L’Abbé Joly translated ‘Mais que veut cette femme méchante, haissable, cette nouvelle
Jésabel? Elle m'envoie des consuls, des tribuns? Elle fait de grandes menaces. Que
m'importe? une [sic] araignée envoie des araignées.” See ABBE JoLy 1864, p. 382. The
Spanish Delgado Jara, after translating the passage in this way — ‘Pero ;qué esta injusta y
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even unable to identify in full the Greek text corresponding to the equivalent Syriac
passage.” This is rather astonishing, because in spite of the fact that B is written in a quite
careless fashion, it is still possible to read its text fairly accurately even on photocopy. This
consideration adds new evidence to the hypothesis that Montfaucon must have had the

manuscript read by somebody else on his behalf. Of the two manuscripts, here B offers by far
the best and most complete text. Although in the manuscript the imperative suffix -6t of
€kPnOt was written quickly and in cursive style, nonetheless this word can be safely
reconstructed by comparison to the following imperative arrodpabi, which on the contrary is
perfectly legible in both B and A. In addition, €kPnbi is impeccably matched by the

corresponding passage of the Armenian translation, which, like the Greek, is also a second
person singular imperative — i.e. by — ”°; in the Syriac version, an imperative is employed too:

£

0ao.

11.78. &AN\’. Despite the fact that Montfaucon was unaware of the existence of 4 and that
the reading offered by B — &A\a — is not unacceptable in itself, it remains surprising that he
did not deem it necessary to emend the hiatus, especially when one considers that in the
remaining seven passages of this sermon in which &GA\a occurs followed by a word

beginning with a vowel, Montfaucon always printed GAN’.

odiosa?: ésta, digo, nueva Jezabel, ;no exclama y dice...?, pero me envia coénsules y
tribunos, y Unicamente amenaza.’” — states, without any further clarification, that in the
text there is a lacuna. See DELGADO JAarRA 2006, p. 259, 261.

74 See CHaHINE 2002, p. 97.

75 According to NBHL 1, 649 (a) Ul FUNMPPIR, the verb bjwubd translates the Greek verbs
ékPaivew, EEEpyopat, etc.

76 &M\’ occurs twice in §§ 1, 5, 6, and once in §2.
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820-86. Conclusion. John is ready for exile and certain to have his crown of glory now
secured, because like victory is laid up in sufferings, he has fought his good fight and
finished his race.

12.80. avtw¢ otL. Montfaucon’s TravTeg is rather odd, especially when one considers
that the syntagm &dedpoi TdAvreg cannot be traced anywhere else in the whole

Chrysostomian corpus, both genuine and spurious. On the contrary, the reading of the
manuscripts makes perfect sense, having the meaning of ‘in all ways, at all events, at any
rate, absolutely’. Montfaucon’s textual choice, therefore, can be explained as based upon an
error of reading made by the person in charge of the collation of B. This point of the text is in

fact the last evidence that Montfaucon did not inspect the manuscript himself. In conjunction
with B’s 611 (which Montfaucon retained), the clause TTaviwe OTi takes the meaning of

‘evidently because, it follows that’, which is indeed appropriate for the introducton of the last

quotation of the homily, and in order to prepare the audience for a conclusive statement.”’
12.81. ¢ O Beoméorog IMavlog dpricog EAeye. The adjective Beoméoiog — ie.
‘divinely-sounding’ — is found associated with Paul in hundreds of occurrences throughout
the Patristic literature, used as a sort of nickname. According to Lampe,”™ Trpoesopicx is the
‘appointed time’ of eschatological expectation of the prophet. The reading offered by 4 — i.e.
mpoBéopiog — seems to be an adjective derived from TtpoBeopia, although such a formation

cannot be traced anywhere else and, thus, for the time being its presence here remains

77 See LippELL-Scortt, 1301.
78 See LampE 1149/b.
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inexplicable.

12.82. tov kahov Aydva fywviopat. The reading transmitted by 4 — ie.
Nywviodpunyv — is the aorist form of the verb aywviCopar which in the Biblical text is used
in its perfect form, i.e. y@viopot. There are two reasons for maintaining the reading of B.

The first is that whenever Chrysostom quotes this Biblical passage, he always reproduces the
same text of the New Testament.” The second is that, although theoretically one could
speculate that 4’s text is in fact difficilior, it would remain inexplicable why the following

verbs are also in their perfect tense, i.e. TetéAeka [...] Tetpnka. Furthermore, in no other
writer the passage Tov kahov ady&va Nywviopat is ever found with an aorist.

12.83. Aoimov dmokertor pot. B’s kol can be easily justified as the result of a
connection of thought of a scribe who involuntarily joined two parts of the same Biblical
quotation while copying it down on his page. There is no reason not to maintain A.
Montfaucon’s omission of pot, on the contrary, seems entirely unjustified, for the dative
pronoun makes perfect sense in the context and is an integral part of the Biblical quotation.

12.84/85. 0 Sixatog kpithg. The words ‘the righteous judge” might have been omitted by
the copist of 4 because of the length of the Biblical quotation. As a matter of fact, from the

point of view of the grammar and of the sense, the sentence could stand also without the

inclusion of its final words. However, from the point of view of the athlete’s metaphor (and

of the allusion of the verdict of the Synod of the Oak), the mention of a dikaiog kprrig fits

79 However, should be aware that in the Chrysostomian corpus this passage is quoted only
three more times, i.e. In epistulam ii ad Timotheum (homiliae 1-10), P.G. 62:652, 11.
20-21; De circo [Sp.], P.G. 59:570, 1. 71; In sanctum Paulum apostolum (excerptum), p.
429, 11. 36-37.
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impeccably in the context.

12.85/86. 611 atd) €otiv 1) dOEa kai TO KpAtog. A’s genitive — i.e. aUtoU — is found
only once in the Chrysostomian corpus,” while the dative appears to be the rule. The
manuscripts’ €oTiv is in itself superflous, although there is no strong reason to reject it as

Montfaucon does.

80 See De paenitentia (homiliae 1-9), P.G. 49:334, 1. 34.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
CONCLUSION

The purpose of this thesis was to show that a careful investigation of the textual transmission
of both the Sermo antequam iret in exsilium and the Sermo cum iret in exsilium is indispens-
able in order to address such questions as the Chrysostomian paternity of the texts under
examination. Although for at least three centuries the debate on the issue of authenticity of
the homilies on the exile has been the central — sometimes the only — interest of scholars, be-
fore reviewing the validity of the opinions put forward by some of them, as well as before of-
fering my own views and speculations on the nature of these texts, first of all it is important
to summarize those new findings which stem from an objective observation of the texts

through the evidence of the new editions.

Whilst concerning the anTEQuaM IRET Liebeschuetz declares that ‘unfortunately the ser-
mon has come down to us in a badly damaged state’,' echoing with these words what had
been previously written by Kelly, a thorough internal analysis of both the ANTEQUAM IRET and
the cum IRET reveals that the text of the two homilies is in reality very coherent, both from the
point of view of the themes which are dealt with in each of them, and in terms of the quality
of the Greek. With the help of the text transmitted by manuscript P for the ANTEQUAM IRET and

of manuscript 4 for the cum IRET, as well as thanks to the textual assistance provided by the

1 See LieBescHUETZ 2011, 241.
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ancient Latin and oriental translations, it was possible to clarify a large number of points in
the homilies which in the text printed by Montfaucon either created serious difficulties or
very often left the reader puzzled in face of the obscurity of certain sentences. The apparatus
of each of the two editions essentially bears evidence of the readings printed by Montfaucon
and rejected by me. Furthermore, a thorough explanation of the problems arising from the
transmission of the texts has been presented in the two commentaries, a few selected exam-
ples were enough to show how differently some passages of the two homilies can now be in-

terpreted, when one is comparing the new text to that of the Patrologia.

The examples illustrated in the commentary show that the text on which scholars have
been basing their hypothesis up to now, that is the text prepared by Montfaucon, was in fact
not entirely satisfactory. Although my editions also are to be considered provisional, for — at
least as far as the ANTEQUAM IRET is concerned — the indirect tradition has not been fully inves-
tigated yet, they nevertheless represent a significant step forward for understanding and inter-
preting the texts in a new light. This result should not be underestimated and actually comes
rather as a surprise, when one considers that scholars’ ideas on the transmission of the
Chrysostomian corpus have been a little simplistic. As a matter of fact, up to the present
scholars have quite unanimously agreed in reckoning the available editions of Chrysostomian
texts to be fairly reliable in transmitting what their author (or authors, in the case of pseudo-
Chrysostomica) actually wrote. As a consequence of the high number of manuscripts bearing
testimony to the rich Mediaeval transmission from which an editor of Chrysostomian texts
can generally benefit, after the last large-scale edition of the corpus Chrysostomicum pre-
pared by Montfaucon in the 18" century, no scholar has embarked on seriously questioning

whether the old editions are actually still adequate. The modern reader of John Chrysostom
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can benefit from an ever growing number of new critical editions prepared under the aegis of
the Sources Chrétiennes. Since the publication of the first new critical edition of a Chrysosto-
mian text in 1947 — that is the edition of the Letters to Olympia —, the scholars of the Sources
Chrétiennes have produced many editions of other works of John Chrysostom, especially of
his treatises. The first remark to be made is that although some of the texts published are
transmitted by dozens (sometimes even hundreads) of manuscripts, none of the editions of
the Sources Chrétiennes is based on more than a handful of witnesses, often chosen without a
scientific justification, but only on the ground of their antiquity. The second remark is that al-
though these editions certainly represent an improvement of our knowledge of certain texts of
John Chrysostom, nonetheless the bulk of the opus Chrysostomicum remains that made up by
the hundreds and hundreds of exegetical homilies presenting the commentaries on the Old
and the New Testaments. For these homilies, the modern scholar can still rely on what has
been reprinted by Migne in the Patrologia Graeca. F. Barone’s edition of the De Davide et
Saule, published in 2008 in the collection of the Corpus Christianorum, was the first edition
for which, for the first time, an editor investigated the entire tradition of the Chrysostomian
text. The conclusion that Barone reached after investigating all the 47 surviving manuscripts,
the fragments of an ancient Coptic translation, and the Greek indirect tradition, seemed to
confirm what scholars often assumed, that is that the text printed by Montfaucon is in fact a
very good text, and that taking the trouble to investigate anew the tradition of a Chrysostomi-
an work may not be rewarding. It is very often believed that concerning the Chrysostomian
corpus a form of Vulgata must have taken shape very soon, and that, therefore, the text of
John Chrysostom has been transmitted through the Middle Ages with little alterations, except

for trivialization. My study of the text of the ANTEQuUAM IRET and the cum IRET , however,
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demonstrates that the such a simplistic image cannot be applied to the entire Chrysostomian
corpus (in which I include the pseudo-Chrysostomica). As a matter of fact, the theory that the
manuscripts of a given Chrysostomian work represent fairly accurately the original text must
be tested by means of new editions, which need to take into consideration all available
sources. Until then, the notion of an existing early Vulgata of the Chrysostomian works must
be considered an assumption, or be applied to the text of the treatises alone. This conclusion
is particuarly true for all those texts which were not copied on a large scale — like, for in-
stance, the exegetical commentaries and the ascetical treatises —, but which remained hidden
in marginal shelves of a few libraries, as might have been the case of the homilies on the

exile.

In preparing the editions of the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cuM IRET the textual aid offered by
the ancient translations proved to be fundamental. Concerning the ANTEQUAM IRET, the Latin
translation served as a guarantee of the antiquity of a given reading. Although the edition of
the Latin translation is — at the moment — only provisional, and even though the way the
translator rendered the Greek does not follow the rules of a translation verbum de verbo, the
Latin text helped the interpretation of many passages of the Greek that at first sight could
have seemed obscure. Regarding the cum IRET, once clarified that the text provided by the Ar-
menian and Syriac versions is technically not the translation of the cum IRET, but the transla-
tion of a lost text from which the cum IRET probably derives, it has been possible to prove that
the aid of these oriental versions has been crucial not only to understand difficult passages,
but even to emend portions of the Greek which are clearly corrupted in both manuscripts of
the direct tradition (that is in manuscripts 4 and B). Some emendations, in fact, would have

never been possible without taking into consideration the Armenian text, like, for instance,
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the opening sentence of the cum IRET, where in the passage Paidpog npiv 0 Adyog, adegot,
Kol AapTrpa 1) maviyupis: kai Bdlatta elpuywpog eptremAnopévn vep@dv, AN o
Topattopévn i) LA tév avépwy the word vepddv — absent in B and corrupted into viév
in A — could be recovered only through the testimony of the Armenian: wjblyn&nc[dbwdp,
Without the evidence of the Armenian text, an editor would have been induced to emend the
reading transmitted by 4 into the word ‘boats’, but not into the correct ‘tempest’. Another im-
portant consideration to be made is that the assistance of the Armenian and Syriac texts has
been extremely profitable even when the two translations were in contrast with each other,
and even when the ancient translators were clearly rendering freely the text of their exem-
plar, or when the ordo verborum and certain clauses of the Greek could not be entirely main-
tained because of the grammatical characterics of the language in which the text was translat-
ed — this is especially true concerning the Syriac. This argument confirms an obvious fact,
that is that the translations can never be ignored when preparing a new edition, even when
they are clearly not literal. Although this principle is in general accepted by all editors, only a
few Chrysostomian editors have shown that they embraced it. By ignoring the evidence of the
translations, one exposed onself to the possibility of missing portions of genuine tradition

which cannot be recovered by means of the Greek direct tradition alone.

One of the major findings of this thesis — probably the most important one — was the dis-
covery and confirmation of the existence of two recensions of the ANTEQUAM IRET, as well as
the clarification that the text transmitted by the Armenian and the Syriac versions is not the
translation of the cum IRET, but that of a lost text from which the cum IRET derives. As far as

the ANTEQUAM IRET is concerned, the investigation of the manuscript tradition demonstrated
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that the only manuscript preserving this homily in direct tradition transmits a text whose
length corresponds exacly to what can be found in the Latin translation, that is to paragraphs
1-3 of the edition of Montfaucon. Although the suspicion that §§ 1-3 were actually part of a
homily complete in itself was formulated since the time of Savile’s edition, nobody has actu-
ally ever been able to prove it until now. The text of the homily as it is printed in the edition
of Montfaucon, in fact, exists only within the Life of John Chrysostom, which is usually
attributed to George of Alexandria. Until one can not find at least one manuscript transmit-
ting the homily as it is printed in the Patrologia Graeca — that is, containing pargraphs §§
1-5 —, the suspicion that paragraphs 4-5 may result from George’s reworking of the cum IRET
or of the text transmitted by the Armenian and Syriac translations cannot be discarded. The
outcome of this finding is that, from now on, §§ 1-3 of the ANTEQUAM IRET (that is, §§ 1-18 of

my edition, which I call recensio a) have to be considered as a textual entity complete in it-

self, and as a consequence one cannot continue to assess the literary and historical value of
this text by taking into consideration also §§ 4-5 of Montfaucon’s edition. The reason lying
behind this argument is that, to date, there is no material evidence to infer or to postulate that

paragraphs §§ 4-5 existed before the 7" century.

As far as the Armenian and Syriac texts are concerned, in chapter 2 and in the commen-
tary to the cum IRET I was able to confirm that Chahine was right in reckoning the Syriac text
to be based on a text which has been, until now, ignored.” Chahine, however, was unfortunaly

unaware of the existence of an Armenian version, even though this latter had been published

2 See CHaHINE 2002, 86: ‘... ce qui fait penser que la traduction syriaque était basée non
pas sur la forme éditée pas Migne [here Chahine means Montfaucon, for Migne did not
edit, but only reprinted the text], mais sur un autre modeéle jusqu’a présent ignoré’.
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by the Mechitarists Father of San Lazzaro degli Armeni as early as the 1861. Access to the
Armenian version would have saved Chahine from certain mistakes of interpretation of the
Syriac, some of which have been pointed out in the commentary. Although in this thesis there
was no intention to present a comparative study of the texts of the Armenian and Syriac ver-
sions, a succint analysis of those passages of these texts which offer a correpondance in the
Greek text of the cum IRET proved sufficient to show that the Armenian and Syriac transla-
tions are independent from each other, and thus that the two translators worked independently
on a Greek text now lost. By looking at the synopsis of the Armenian and Syriac versions it is
now possible to eliminate Chahine’s suspicions that the text of the Syriac version might have
been affected by certain revisions or changes, that is that we cannot be sure whether what we
can read in the Syriac was actually already existing in the Greek exemplar, or if the Syriac
translation actually presents passages or chapters which have been entirely created by the
translator. Except for a few details and for all those inevitable changes which affect the trans-
mission of a text, comparison of the Armenian and the Syriac texts shows that the two trans-
lation roughly offer the same text, without additions or omissions of real importance. In fact,
those passages which here and there show divergences between the Armenian and the Syriac
versions may be explained more as due to an individual translation technique and peculiar
choice of the translator, than as due to the existence of two different Greek exemplars. In oth-
er words, the oriental versions offer an accurate translation of a lost Greek homily without
any substantial addition or reworking. As far as the translation technique is concerned, both
Armenian and Syriac versions are exempt from the characteristics of the Hellenizing School
(for the Armenian) and the methods of the ‘mirroring’ translations for the Syriac, which be-

gun to be followed roughly from the end of the 5" century or the beginning of the 6. Both
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translators rendered the Greek text faithfully, but without being enslaved to it, that is without
rendering the text word by word as it would become fashionable in the following centuries
(i.e. from the 6™ till ca. the 8" century). The Armenian and Syriac translators certainly en-
larged those passages of the Greek text that they reckoned needed to be explained, but ren-
dered the text according to grammatical and semantic characterictics of their languages. As a
consequence, I suggest that both translation could be considered as carried out sometimes
during the 5™ century, probably by the end of the century. In particular, the fact that the Syri-
ac translator rendered the Biblical quotations according to the text of the Peshitta suggests a
date earlier than the 6" century, when a translator would have rendered the citations literally,

as they appeared in the Greek.

The issue of autheticity of the ANTEQuUAM IRET and the cum IRET has been discussed in
chaper 1 of the thesis. In short, scholars’ opinion can be summarized and divided into two
positions. Some scholars (like, for instance, Kellly, Liebeschuetz, etc., but also Montfaucon
and Savile) are convinced that at least the first part of ANTEQUAM IRET (that is §§ 1-3 of Mont-
faucon, §§ 1-18 of my edition) is authentic, while the second part of this homily and the
entire CUM IRET are to be rejected as spurious, and the position of Voicu, who dismisses both
homilies as the result of fabrications. The arguments offered by Voicu in support of his ver-
dict are the fact that in these homilies ‘lo stile [...] non presenta affinita chiare con quello di
Crisostomo’, the typical Chrysostomian doxology is absent, and, above all, the fact that large

portions of these texts are copied and pasted in blocks from one homily to another.” Although

3 For details, see Voicu 2006, 102-105.
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Voicu’s arguments are worth taking into consideration, they are not entirely convincing for

both the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cum IRET when one considers the following facts.

First of all, the argument that the style of the homilies on the exile presents ‘no clear rela-
tionships’ with that of Chrysostom could be justified by taking into consideration the fact
that, had these homilies actually been delivered, John probably did not have time (or interest)
in revising them for publication, as, on the contrary, he did with his exegetical commentaries
and ascetical treatises. In other words, one cannot expect from these texts the same character-
istics which are found in other works of Chrysostom. Only Seek and Lietzmann, whose opin-
ions are reported and shared by Kelly,* suggest that the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cUM IRET may
represent pieces of actual addresses of John, later transmitted in the form which has come

down to us as remembered by members of the audience.

The same argument can be used to deal with the problem of the doxology. The fact that a
number of texts attributed to John Chrysostom present a doxology rather different from that
one which is usually found in the vast majority of the authentic Chrysostomian works is a
very interesting point. However, its validity as a criterion to discern genuine from spurious
homilies is less reliable when one considers — as just said above — that not all homilies deliv-
ered by John benefited from a final revision of their author. In other words, some homilies of
the same category as the homilies on the exile, might have actually been delievered by John,

recorded by shorthand writers, but never properly edited.

With the exception of Kelly, no scholar has remarked that both the ANTEQUAM IRET and the

cuM IRET have numerous themes in common, namely the special bond between the bishop and

4 See KELLY 1995, 231.
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his flock and the discussion of the power of the Church. Voicu’s opinion that these homilies
were created by members of the Johannine community in order to make John Chrysostom say
what they hoped or wanted him to say in the circumstances of the first exile, may fit very
well with the Greek text of the cum IRET. Concerning this latter, in fact, not only was I able to
confirm Voicu’s verdict of inauthenticity on the ground that it technically derives from a lost
text, but its high rhetorical style is congruent with Voicu’s explanation of its original milieu.
The same, however, cannot be said concerning the ANTEQUAM IRET, for the many repetitions of

concepts present in the text of recensio a suggest that this homily was delivered orally, and

thus pronounced in the form we can read today.

Voicu’s other main point, that is that the homilies on the exile are to be considered spuri-
ous because some parts of them recur in (or are taken from) other homilies,’ is very interest-
ing, although without any serious investigation it may prove sterile. In fact it is very well
known that the presence of passages which are identically repeated in different homilies of
the Chrysostomian corpus occurs not only within the pseudo-Chrysostomica, but also in writ-
ings whose authenticity has never been questioned. For instance, this is the case of the Com-
mentary on Genesis and the Homilies on Genesis, which both share numerous identical pas-

sages, and whose relationship has never been fully clarified.

My investigation of the tradition of the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cum IRET demonstrates that
the homilies attributed to John Chrysostom and which deal with the events of the first exile
are in fact four. The first is the text of recensio a of the ANTEQUAM IRET. Concerning this

homily I believe that there are no serious reasons for rejecting its authenticity. This homily

5 For details see chapter 1 and Voicu 2006.
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was probably pronounced before going into exile. Because it contained no exegetical content
it never became part of those Chrysostomian works which are transmitted in hundreds of
manuscripts, showing that they were widely read in most of the Byzantine monasteries thanks
to their exegetical and paraenetic nature (this is particularly true for the commentaries on the

holy Scriptures). A copy of recensio a of the ANTEQUAM IRET was probably kept in an archive

or in the library of the cathedral of Constantinople, and there it was found by the Latin trans-
lator in the early 400s, together with the first homily after the exile (i.e. the Sermo post redi-
tum a priore exsilio 1), whose authenticity has never been questioned, except by Voicu. Re-

censio B of the ANTEQUAM IRET (that is the form of the homily as can be read in Migne) was

probably made up by George of Alexandria in the early 7" century, by adding to recensio o

the reworking of either the cum IRET or of the lost homily from which the Armenian and Syri-
ac translation were made. The cum IRET can be dismissed as spurious, for the reasons I gave
above. The interpretation of the homily from which the Armenian and Syriac translations de-
pend is the most difficult to assess. In this text the homilist speaks very often of the figure of
Job, and in the beginning of the posT REDITUM 1 — which I reckon to be authentic — John re-
minds the audience that he left Constantinople to go into exile while praising the figure of
Job and repeating his words, that is ‘the name of the Lord shall be blessed’. Because of the
nature of this lost homily, whose main purpose is a violent attack against Empress Eudoxia,
Voicu is convinced of the inauthenticity of this homily. If John had in fact offended the Em-
press in such a way, he would have certainly risked capital punishment. While this is certain-
ly a fascinating explanation, it still remains unexplained why this homily disappeared in
Greek. If Voicu is right in considering this homily to have been produced by the Johannine

community after the death of Eudoxia, one cannot explain why it should have not been re-
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tained in the archives of the patriarchate by the same people who prepared also the first edi-
tions of other Chrysostomian works, like, for instance, his Letters. Although it is risky to
speculate on the nature of a text whose original is lost and whose translations have not yet
been the object of a serious study, I believe that the words of Kelly, who, at the time he wrote
his book on Chrysostom, had no knowledge of the existence of the Armenian and Syriac ver-
sions, on the cum IRET still maintain their validity, that it is difficult to imagine that ‘such po-
litically sensitive material’ could have actually been written down by stenographers, or even
preserved. My final opinion on the nature of the text from which the cum IRET derives is that
until all homilies on the first exile are edited, any judgment on its authenticity must be post-
poned. As the study of the transmission of the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cum IRET has demon-
strated, the analysis of the indirect tradition proved as important as that of the direct tradition.
The fact that posT REDITUM 1 is transmitted in Greek, Latin, and Armenian, and that the post
REDITUM 2 exists in Armenian, and in Greek (but, in this case, only transmitted in traditio in-
directa, within the text of the Life of John Chrysostom of George of Alexandria), suggests

that further studies are necessary before a final verdict can actually be reached.

To conclude, I hope that the study on the traditions of the ANTEQUAM IRET and the cuM IRET
and the production of their respective new critical editions presented in this thesis may have
not only advanced our present knowledge of the nature of these texts, but, above all, that it
may serve as a point of departure for future research on the relationship between the authentic
works and the pseudo-Chrysostomica. As a matter of fact, although in the last twenty years
much progress has been made in this field, no serious and comprehensive work on the prob-
lem of the validity of the criteria employed for the identification of the spuria has ever been

produced. This thesis shows that an investigation of the transmission of the Chrysostomian
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corpus which takes into consideration not only the direct, but also (or even especially) the in-
direct tradition of the translations has been until now neglected. I am convinced that after sys-
tematic analysis and thorough assessment of the criteria hitherto used by scholars for distrib-
uting the spurious Chrysostomian homilies will be conducted, new editions based on all
available sources will be available, some of the foundations upon which scholars have relied
in dealing with the pseudo-Chrysostomica will prove to be assumptions, as the case of the AN-

TEQUAM IRET and the cuM IRET has demonstrated.
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APPENDIX A:
SERMO
ANTEQUAM IRET IN EXSILIUM

TOY AYTOY OMIAIA ITPO THX EEOPIAX

1 o’. TToMa 1a kUpata kol YaAETov 10 KAUSKViov:
AN’ ov dedoikayiev, pi) katatovtioBdpev: € yap Tiig
’ ¢ ’ 7’ e 7’ 7
métpag eotnkapev. MawvéoBw 1) Bdhaooa, métpav
StoAUoat ou duvartar- eyetpéobw ta kipata, ol In-
5 ool 10 TAoloV KataTovTioat ouk ioyUet. T1 dedoika-
pev, ettré pot; Tov Bdvarov; *Epot 10 Lijv Xprotog,
ka1 10 amoBaveiv képdog. AN’ eEopiawv, elTté pot;
ToU Kupiou 1) Y}, kol 10 TTApwpa avtilg. AN
’ ’ 9 \ b 7’ 9 \
XPNpATwV ONpevotv; OUdeV elonvéyKapev €ig TOV
10 k6opov, dijhov o1 0udev eEeveykeiv Suvapebar
KAl TO OPepA TOU KOTHOU EjOL EUKOTAPPOVITA, KOL
1A Ypnota katayéhaota. Ov Teviav 6édotka, ou TTAOU-
) ~ 9 ’ ~ 9 ~ b2
Tov emiBupd* o Bavatov poPoipat, ol Cijoat evyo-
pat, €1 pr) S1a TV UpETEPAV TPOKOTIAV. ALO KOL TQ
15 VUV UTTOPLPVA 0K ®, KOL TTApakoA® Thv upetépav Bap-

peiv ayamnv. Oudeig yap npdg dmoomdoat duvijoetar

1 The text of this appendix reproduces the Greek text of the Sermo antequam iret in
exsilium as it was edited by Montfaucon and reprinted by Migne in the Patrologia Graeca,
vol. 52:427*-432. The continuous numbering which appears on the left side of the text has
been added by me.
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25

30

35

40

0 Yap 0 Ocog ouvELeuEev, AvBpwrog ywpioat oU duva-
ot Ei yap mepl yuvaikog kai avopog Aéyet Avti
ToUTOU KaToA€iyel AvBpwtrog Tov TaTépa auTtol Kai
TNV PNTéPQ, Kol TtpookoAAnOnoetat i) yuvaiki

avutol, Kal écovrat ot dUo €ig odpka piav: O ouv 6
©eog €Ceutev, avBpwtog pn ywpilétw. Ei ydpov ov
Suvaoar droomdoat, woog pdMov "ExkAnoiav @eol ouk
1oyvels katoAioat; dANG TTohepels aUThv, ou Suvape-
vog PAdyat Tov Trolepoupevov. ANN’ pe pev €pyal
Aoptpotepov, éautol O Thv 1oyUV KaTahUelg Tig

TIPOG EPE PAYNG: ZKANPOV YA 001 TLPOG KEVIPAL

0Eéa AakriCetv. OUk apPAiveig T kévipa, AAAG TOUG
TOdAg ALPACOELS" ETIEL KAL T KUHAT TNV TIETPAV

oU d1alvet, AN alta el appov dtalovtat. Oudev
"ExkAnoiag Suvatotepov, avBpwtre. Alcov TOv TToAe-
pov, Tva pn katoAyot oou Ty Suvaptv: pn eloaye
TIOAepOV €i¢ 0Upavov. "AvBpwTrov eav TTohepig, 1} Evi-
knoag, i eviknOng. ExkAnoiav 8¢ éav molepijg, vi-
kfjoai ot Apiyavov: 6 Oeog Yap €0TLV O TTAVIWV 10 U-
potepOg. Mn) tapalnhoipev tov Kuprov; pn toyu-
potepotl autol eopev; ‘O Oceog EmnEe, Tig EmiyeLpel
oaheverv; OUk oioBa alToU v Suvapiv. 'EmiPAémer
€L TNV YTV, Kai Totel AUTNV TPEpELY: KeAeUEL, Kal

Ta oe1dpeva dpaLeto. Ei v oMy oakevopéviy
€otnoe, ToAG padMov v ExkAnoiav otfioat du-
vatat. ‘H ExkkAnoia ovpavol ioyupotépa ‘O oupavog

kal 1) YT mopeheiooviat, ot O¢ AGyot pou ou pn
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45

50

55

60

65

70

mapéABwort. Tloiot Adyor; Zu et [Tétpog, kol €t
TOWTH) poU Tif) TETPQ 0ikodopnow pou v "Ex-

kAnoiav, kai UuAat gdou oU KATIoYUoOUTLV QUTHG.

b b ~ ~ 7’ 7’ ~ ’ 7

B’. Ei amioteig 1§ Aoy w, TrioTeve TOig TTpdypaot. I16-
oot Tupavvor nBéknoav mepryevéaBar ti)g "ExkAnoiag;
TéoQ THYava; TTooo1 KAptvot, Onpiwv 6ddvreg, Eipn
nKovNpéva; Kal ou Trepieyévovto. 1ol ot olepnoav-
1e¢; Leotynviat kai A0y mapadédovrar. ITot S¢ 1
"ExkAnoia; “Yrep tov Hhiov Adpret. T ekeivwv
Py N ’ ) ’ y e 94~ 5
€oPeotar, ta tavtng dbavara. Ei 61e dAiyor noav,

9 b 4 es € b 7’ b ’ 9 ’
oUk éviknBnoav, 61e 1 oikoupévn emAobn evoePeia,
&G vikfjoat duvaoat; O oupavog kal 1) Y1)
Tapelevooviat, ol & Adyot pou ov pn tapéNbwot.

\ ’ b ’ 7’ \ e b 7’ ~
Kol paAa eikotwg: mobetvotépa yop 1) ’ExkAnoia ¢
Oed 10U oUpavol. OUpavol odpa oUk AvéNaPev,
"ExkAnoiag 8¢ odpka avéhaPer Sia v "ExkAnoiav 6
oUpavog, ou d1a Tov oUpavov 1) 'ExkkAnoia. Mndev Updg
BopuBeitw tdV yevopévwv. ToUto pot yopioaob,

’ b ’ 9 97 \ ’
oty amepitperrrov. OUk eidete TOV [MéTpov Tepimo-

~ 9 \ ~ e 7’ A ’ 7’ \
ToUvIa €Tl TV USATWY, Kai OAlyov SioTdoavIa, Kal
péMovta katamovtiCeoBat, oU Si1ax TV AToKTOV TGV
UdATWV OppnV, AAAG O1a TNV doBéverav Tiig TTioTEWG;
Mn yop avBpwmivaig yigorgs eviaiba fiABopev; pr

N b b2 es v ’

Yap avBpwtog fyayev, tva avBpwtrog katahior);
Taita AMéyw oUK ATTOVOOUHEVOS, Hi) YEVOLTO, 0UdE dha-
7’ b) AN Y e ~ 7’ ’

Coveuopevog, AAA 1O Up&V oecodeupévov otnpifat

BoulSpevog. "Etteidn) €otn 1) toMig, "ExkAnoiav 6 did-
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75

80

85

90

95

Bolog NBéAnoe ocohelioar. Miape kol tappiope did-
’ ) , Ny ’,
Bole, Toiywv oU mepieyévou, kol "ExkAnoiav tpoodo-
k3¢ oahetoar; Mi yap v toiyoig 1) "ExkAnoio; "Ev
¢ TABeL TV ToTGV 1) "ExkAnoia. Idou méoot
othot €dpaiot, ou 0101 p Sedepévor, AN TTiOTEL
b ’ t ’ es ~ ~ N
eoprypévor. OU Aéyw 6Tt ToooUtov TAfj0og TTupog
0podpoTepov: AAN’ oUTE, €l €16 N, Trepieyévou. Kail
o18ag, 01d 001 TPAVPATA TTAPETYOV Ol PAPTUPES.
EiofiABe roMGkig kSpn atraln armelpdyapog: knpol
NV ATAA®TEPQA, KAL TIETPOG EYEVETO OTEPEWTEPA. TG
N b ~ 97 N \ 7’ 9 ~ 9 9.

TAEUpAG aUThg EEeeg, Kal TV THOTLV OUTH)g OUK ENO-
Beg. "Htovnoe tiig 00pkog 1) pUOLS, KOL OUK ATINYO-

7’ ~ ’ e ’ b ~ N ~
peubn tii¢ TrioTewg 1) Suvapig: edarmavaro o odpa,
b 7’ N 7’ b 7’ N e b ’ \
EveavieUeTo TO gpovnpar dvnhioketo 8¢ 1) ovoia, Kai

Epevev 1 eUAGPera. Tuvaikog ov Trepieyévou pidg, kol

Toooutou TrepryevésBar Sijpou tpoadokdgs; OUk akovetg

10U Kupiou Aéyovrog, “OTrou duo 1 Tpei €101 ouv-
NYREVOL €I TO OVOpA pOU, EKEL EljiL €V PEo
aut®V; “OTrou T000UTOG Of)HOog AYATIN EOPLYHEVOC,
oU dpeotv; "Exw autol evéyupov: pn yap oikeix
Suvapet Bappd; Tpappateiov avtol katéyw. "Ekeivo
’ b ~ ’ 9 ’ 9 ~ ’ Y

pot Paktnpia, EKeIVO pot AoPANELA, EKEIVO pot Mpnv
akupavrog. Kav 1 oikoupévn tapdrtintat, T0 ypoj-
poteiov katéyw: ot (f. aiTo) dvayivaokw: T
YPAppaTa EKEIVa TETYOG €pO1 KOl AopdAeia. [Toia

~ ) \ s ~ ) ’ \ € ’
TatTto; By o ped’ Updv eipt mdoag 1ag fpépag

€w¢ Tiig ouvTeheiag ToU aidvog. XpioTtog pet’ epov,
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100

105

110

115

120

\ 7’ 7’ " ’ ) b ~
kal Tiva poPnBnoopar; Kav kipara kot’ epol die-

’ " ’ " b ’ ’ b \
Yeipntat, Kav TeAaY, KAv apyoviwv Bupot- épot

~ ’ 9y ’ b ’ \ bl N \
TadTa TAVTA Apdyvng eutedéotepa. Kai el pn diax
TV UPETEPAV AYATINY, OUOE OTHEPOV AV TIOPTTNOAHNV
ameABeiv. Aet yap AMyw, Kipie, 10 oov BéAnpa
YevéaBw: pn 6 11 0 Seiva, kai 6 deiva, AAN €l L oU

’ T 3 \ ’ ~ ) \ , y s
Boulet. Outog pol TUpyog, TOUTO Epol TTETPA AKivi-

~ b AN 7’ 9y ’ bl ’

T0G* TOUTO £pol Paktnpia amepitpertog. Ei Bouleton
0 ©e0g ToUTO YevéoDat, yivéoBw. Ei Bouletar éviatba

5 ’ , 9 o , ) ~
Vol pe, Xapiv €xw. “Otrou Bouletat, elyoplotd.

Y'- Mndeig upds BopuPeite- taig evyaic TpooEyete.
Tadta émoinoev 0 SiaBolog, Tva ekkoyn THv oTroudnv
TV Trept Tag Attaveiag. AAN oU TTpoywpel aUTG: AMNK
otoudatotépoug Updg kai Beppotépous eupnkapev. Au-
prov ei¢ Mtaveiov eEehevoopar ped’ Upddv. "H
OTIOU €Y ™, KAl UPELG EKEL* OTTOU UELG, EKET KAY W
e ~ /9 9 ~ ~ 9 N ’

EV OOPA E0pEV: 0U OMOHA KEPOATG, OU KEPAA 0w~
patog Ywpilerat. AtetpySpeba 16 ToTw, AN Nve-
peba i) ayary: oude Bdvatog Srakdyor Suvioetat.
Kav yap amobavy pou 10 odpa, Tij 1 yuyi, kol
pépvnTar ToU Ofpou: UPELS EHOL TTATEPEG” TIRG PGV
Suvapat emihabéoBar; Upeic epol Totépeg, Upelg

) \ N ~ N ’, FEEEN ¢ ~

gpoi Lo, Upeis gpot eudokipnoig. "Eav Upeig mpo-

’ b \ 9 ~ e’ b \ \ ~ b
KOYNTE, £Y® eUOOKIPG® HOTE Epol Lwn) TTAOUTOC v
T¢) UpeTép Kettar Onoaup®. Eym puptdkig utep
Up&V opayfvat érotpog (kai oudepiav xdpiv TTapéyw,

AAAG kai Opethijv atodidwpt: ‘O yop Totpny O Ka-
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135
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145
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AoOg TV yuynv awtod Tifnotv uttep TV TTpoPd-
TWV), Kal oeayfival HUpLAKIG, KAl HUPLOG KEPOAAS
) ~ ) e ’ ¥ ) ’, ¢ ,
amotpnBijvat. "Epot 6 Bdvarog outog dbavaoiag Uté-
Beog, epol at emPoulai autar aopaleiag apopp.
Mn yop dix xpipata émiBoulevopat, tva AuttnOé;
N \ P ’ e 9 , N N i
pn yap &t apoptipota, iva dAYNow; Al TOV EpwTa
TOV TrEpL UGG ETTELDN TIAVIQ TTOLR), WOTE UPAS EV
b ’ ~ (24 ’ ~ ~ ’
Aopoeiq peivat, ote pndéva apetoerbeiv Tij Toi-
pvi), WOTe peivarl aképatov To Troipviov. ‘H UméBeoig
TGOV AYOV®V ApKel pot ei¢ otépavov. Tiyap av ma-
Borpt Uttep Upddv; “Ypeic €pot ToAitau, Upeig epol
’ ¢ ~ b A \ ¢ ~ b N ’ e ~
TIATEPES, UHELS POl AOEAPOL, UELG EpOL TEKVAL, UHELS
b N ’ ¢ ~ 9 \ ~ e ~ b \ ~ ~
€pol PENN, UpELG Epol odpa, UHELS Epol ¢ig, paAlov
&€ kai Tol pwTog TouTou YAukUTepot. Ti yap totoUtov
, () ~ [y [ , ) , R
TIAPEYEL pOL 1) AKTIVa o10V 1) Upetépa ayarn; ‘H
9 ~ b ~ ’ 7’ 9 ~ e . ’
AKTIva €V T¢) TTapovTt pe Big o@elet, 1) e Upetépa
AYATIN OTEPAVOV pot TIAEKeL €v TG péNovTL. Talta
Se My elg @Ta AKOUGVTIWV: T &€ TOV DTV Up@dV
akovoTik@Tepov; Tooautag Npépag Nyputvioare,
\ 9 N ¢ ~ b4 ) ’ ~
Kal oUdEV UpAG EKapyev, oU XpOvou pijkog palo-
’ e ~ b ’ 9 ’ 9 9 ’
KWTEPOUS UPAG ETTOINOEVY, 0U 9OPot, oUK aTrethai:
N 7’ b ’ ~ \ ’ ’ b 7’
Tpog TavIa eyéveaBe yevvaior Kai ti Méyw, eyéve-
~ (4 ) ’ 9 N ’ ~
oBg; Tolto Omep emeBipouv &el, kateppovioate TGOV
Biwtik®dv paypdtwy, ametdEaobe Tij Y1, €ig TOV
9 N ’ b ’ ~ ’ ~
oUpavov petéotnte: ANANGYNTE TOV OUVOETH®Y TOU
’ N \ ’ b ’ € ~
OWHATOG, TIPOS TNV pakapiav ekeiviv apiAdobe

prhooogiav. Talta epoi otépavot, Taita TTapakAn-
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160

165

170

175

o1¢, Tauta Tapapudia, TaUTa épol ANELHpA, TAUTA
S pap H HH

Cwt), Tauta dBavaoiog Uroleoi.

& ANN’ O0p& 101G Epautol SOy HOOT TIVOG EyKapTE-
- , , . N ,
peiv pe melBovimwv. Pépet yap oA TGOV eUTUXNPA-
’ ) ’, % ¥ g \ 5
TV EI¢ TOUvVavTiov: OTL 01¢ £80KoUV CNAWTIC E1vat,
TEPLTIETTTAOKA T} poxOnpia o1 pev katd ToV TpoTIOV
~ ~ \ b ~ ~ ~ ~
kaBatpolvreg vik®ot Tov aydva ti) dSrapopd TéV TTpa-
, ’ ) ’ 5 N ’ " \
YHAT®V: oUk frteidouv, GAAG Ttapiotavto. “Eott yop
N ~ 9 ~ \ AN ~ b ~ ’ 7’
KOLPOG VUV elTrelv Ta Trepl TG Epfic OMyews. Nopog
€oTiv, AN O vopoBétng vikarat. Tékva, pa Thv Upe-
Tépav AYATNY, PAET® ouokeunyv TtoAepoloav, kol
1OV O€0v UPp1Topevov: PAETTw TOV Aydva Tri-
AN N b ’ 7’ 7’ N
TTOVIA, KAl Tov Aywvobétnv Auttoupevov: BAémw 10
AN ~ 9 7’ 7’ \ AN
miBavov tig dAnbeiag papaivépevov, kal Thv ou-
okeunv avBoloav. Aéyouot pot, 611 “"Epayes kai eBa-
bl ’ ~ ) ’ b4 )
mtioog. Ei émoinoa tovto, avabepa Ecopar pn apib-
pnBeinv eig emokSTwV pilav: pn yévwpat pet’
9 ’ \ b ’ ~ b \ N v N
AyyEhwv pn apéow Oe@d- el Ot kai Epayov kal
gpamTioa, oUdev dkatpov TGOV TPAYHATWV EToinoa.
[Tpdoyeg pot peta akpiPeiog 6 Aéyw, kai Aéywv ou
’ Py \ \ \ ’ ) b \ e~ \
mtavoopat. "Epot pev 10 Aéyetv oUk Okvpov, Upiv Oe
adopohég. AN emtavéNBwpev €TTL TO TTpOKEipEVOV.
Aéyouotv 011 Epayov kai épamtioa. KabBehétwoav ouv
[Madhov, 611 peta 10 Sermvijoar exapioaro 16 deopo-
L
pUAakt 10 Patrtiopa. ToApd Aéyev, kaBehétwoav
Kal aUTOV TOV XPpLoTOV, OTL PETA TO OEITTVOV TOTG po-

Ontaic Tnv koveviav éyapicato. AAN’ €ikOTA KAl pe-
S p H
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Yé&Aa npiv tadta: Tadta paidpa Tiig elpivng: TaUTa

~ ~ ) ’ N ~ e ’ ¢ ~ ¢
10U Aol 1a €ykpia. "Epol 0 otépavog, Updv o
kapTrog. AMN oidate, ayarmntot, dia ti pe BENovot
kaBekeiv. “Oti TdTNTAG OUY HITAWOQ, OUTE OTPIKA
IpATIA OUK EVEOUOGHNV, KAl OTL TNV YOOTpLpapyiav

> o~ ) ’ Iy N N
aut®dV oU Ttapepubnoduny. "Hvbnooav yap ta éyyova
1fig aomidog, €t epthéAertrron Tiig TeCAPeN 6 oTro-
pog- €11 O¢ kai 1) xapis ¢ 'HAig ouvaywviletat.
Dépe O€ pot eig péoov Tov Baupaotov kai TAovoiov
g Twfig kNpuka, Todvvny Aéyw, TOv TTévTa, Kol
e , N ’ ol N N ,
€0¢ MUY VOU pi KTNOApEVOV: E1YE YOP THV AapTada

~ ~ TN \ ) , ¢~ |
10U XptoTou- ou ThHv KepoAny emeBupnoev 1) tiig Etag

N ¢ ~ ¢ ’ 9 ’ 7’ e

OUMELTOUPYOG, T} TOV OY1wV EPTIOO10V YEVORHEVN, T

AN ’ 6 ’ ¢ Y 9 8 /X 7’
TOUG TTpognTag StwEaoa, 1 v év 66Aw vnoTeiav kn-
pUEaoa, 1) OpOTIHOV TOU OVOpHOTOG TG €XidVNg -
OTApEVN TNV OPYNOLY, £V TG APIOTY TG ATENEL Op-

7 b b ’ \ 9 ) ’
xnoapévn. Ouk emebipnoe Lwnv, ouk emebBipnoe
XPNHATWV GyKkov, oU Paothelag aBiwpa, ouk GAANG
T1vOg Treptovoiag. AN\ eitté pot, avBpwre, Ti émre-
Bupnoe; Kepalnv avBpomou. Ti de Aéyw; OU pévov
avBp@Tou, AN evayyehoTol. AN oUk éviknoe
Aofotoa v kepahiv. “Etepe yop Thv Kepaliv

b ’ \ b b ’ ’ \
attnoopévn, Thv dvopov emibupiav omoudaing d1a
mivakog SeEapévn. BAéte, kai Bavpooov tol Ocol
v Suvaptv. Aijeyyev O avaitiog, ametpBn: AN
o amotpnBeig v SeE1d ToU Xprotol, 1 &e amapaitn-

’ bl ’ 7’ b ’ N ’ e
Tov KOAao1v ekdéyetar. [Ty exeivng 1O oTéppa, O
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oT6pog 6 akavlwodng emilntel kai omeudet. AN

‘Hpwdiag Twdavvou v kepadnv Znrotioa mtaiv 6p-

XNOLv, oUy fv Toi¢ ool Ttaifopev, GAAG TV Tfig Ma-

piag emeperdopévnv. TIaAv Pod kai Aéyet Todvvng:
110 Ouk €Eeoti oot TV yuvaika €xetv ToU adeApol

Oou.

€. AMQ T1 €1Ttw; AakpUmv O TTap®V Kalpog: TTAvIa
Yap €1g AdOEiav EKTPEYEL, KAl TIAVIA ¥POVOS KPIVEL
Xpuoog 10 6Aov SoEatet. ANG ¢épe pot Tov dytov

115 Aautd tov Aéyovia kai Bodvtar Xpuoog €av pér),
un rpoatiBeaBe kapSiav. AN’ ettré pot, i v
ouToc 6 TaUTV THYV pavnv emageis; OUy1 10 Tiig Pa-
O1AE10G £TTL THIG KOPUPTG TUYKELpEVOVY E{XEV; OUK €v
1) Baoihiki) €Eovaia diétartev; AN’ ol Trpog Op-

120 maynv éBAemev, ouk eic kabBaipeoiv eboefeiag fv
AUTE TO PpOVNHA, 0UdE pépipva Onoaupdv, A Tiig
otpatoTédmwv ouhhoYTig: oU yuvaikog ouykatdBeotv.
Pedyete ovv, yuvaikes, Tag dANoTpiac auloydic: pn
oupPoulevete Toig avdpdat oupfouliav kaknv: GAN

125 dogpalioOnrte Toic AexBeiorv. Apa éoféoapev Updv
Y PASYa; Apa epaldyBn Upiv f kapSio; AAN
018a 611 pelnBioecde pev ai g Mapiag Buyaré-
peg- GAAat O Gveu oivou kekopeopéval kal pebiou-
oat ) prAapyupiq, wg 6 pakdpiog [Matlog Bod kai

130 knputrel Méywv: Pila TavImv TGV KoKV 1) gth-
apyupia. OUt® Kol ol ACUVETOL YUVATKES ATTOPPAT-

TOUOLV EQUTGV TA OTA, KAl AvTL oTTopou ayabol
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akavlag tiktouotv. AN, TTapakal@d, pi Np&V Tov

’ € b \ ’ ’ ~ 9
oTépov w¢ T TETpaV kKataPaMwpev. Xpiotol €opev

’ ) ’, ks ~ ) [
YEWpPY10V, TIap’ ou dkovowpev: Eu, Solhe ayobe, elo-
e\De €1¢ TOV O1KGV pour pfj AVTL THS PWVilE TAUTNS
Aex017), EU, SoUAe kaké. AN, TTapakal®d, Aapydto
e ~ e 7’ b4 ~ b) ’ \
UGV 1) TToMTela EptrpoabBev TéhV AvBpd TV, Py pw-
pAVWHEV PGV T0 GAag, M doEdowpev, elyapi-
OTNOWHEV, Ol TTAOUO10L TG TTAOUTTR, Ol TIEVNTES TE)
PrAavBpadTTe, Kal prAoTTyw Xpiotd, ot duvarol Ti)
kpataid yeipt avtol. Kai tadta pev mwept Upddv.
” N ~ e . ~ s ’, (%
lowg &€ ouyywpel 6 Ocog TaUTd pe TTaoYELY ATep
Boukevovtat kart’ €pol, tva év ouppopaic dokipdor)
TQ KAT €€ OTL €V TOIG TTOVOLG EVATIOKELTAL VIKT
TIAVIWG, KAl €V TOig Ay DOV froipaotat otépavogs. Kai
Yap 6 Beoméoiog [Mathog Eheyer Tov dpdpov Teté-
Aeka, TNV THOTLV TETAPNKO: AOLTIOV ATTOKELTOL
pot 0 Mg S1katooUvVNg OTEPAVOS OU OTEPAVOY

’ 13 ~ 13 ~ es ’ 9 AN

KaTaE1oeL Updg 0 TOV OA®V AeOTIOTNG €1 TOUG

aidvag. Apnv.
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APPENDIX B:
SERMO
CUM IRET IN EXSILIUM

OTE AITHEI EN TH EZOPIA

1 o’. Pardpog fpiv 6 Aoyog, adedgot pou, kai Aaptpda
Taviyupig, kai Odlarta elpuywpog epreTAnopévn,
AN’ o TaparTopévn i LA TéV dvépwv. "HABe
Yap N pATNp THS Elprivng, 1) KaTtaoPevviovoa v

5 Cainy tdV Avépwv: MATnp Ziwv pel, avbpwrog
ka1 avBpwTrog £yevviOn év avuti), kol aUtog eBe-
peMwoev avtiv. Tekvia pou, peAouot pe kab-
ehelv; kai T Sédoika Tov BAvarov; "Epot 10 Cijv 0
Xp1otog, kai 10 amobaveiv képdog. AN\ €Eopia

10 mapatépyouot; Tol Kupiou 1) v}, kai 10 TApopa
avthig. AMa ypnpdtwv dipevoig €otat pot; Oudev
€1 TOV KOOOV eloTVEYKOpEY, ONAov OTL 0UdE
eEeveykelv Tt Suvapeba. AN oidate, adelgpot, Ot
v attiav peAouot pe kaBeheiv. "Emeidn tdmnrag

15 oUy NTA®OO, Kai oNpika IpATIA 0UK EVEOUOAHNY, OTL

TNV YAOTPLpopYiov aut®dv ov Ttapepubnoduny, xpu-

1 The text of this appendix reproduces the Greek text of the Sermo cum iret in exsilium as it
was edited by Montfaucon and reprinted by Migne in the Patrologia Graeca, vol.
52:435*-438. The continuous numbering which appears on the left side of the text has been
added by me.
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25

30

35

40

o0V kal 8pyupov ou Ttpoofveyka. Aéyouot O pot, 0Tt
9 Ny N ’ b ’ ~
Egpayeg kal mieg, kol epamtioag. Ei émoinoa toto,
b) 7’ ’ b2 \ bl 7’ AN ~ b)
AvaBepd pot €otw: pn apidunBeinv peta tédv Erri-
OKOTI®V, PN Yivopal petd ayyEhwv, pi apéow 16
Oed. Ei 8¢ ka1 €payov kal eRATTIoN, 0UdEV TGOV Ae-
Yopévwv akaipov emoinoa. Kabehétwoav kai IMal-
Aov 1oV atréaTohov, OTL peTa TO Seltrvov T¢) Seopo-
’ \ 7’ b ’ AN ’
PpUAaKL 10 PaTITiopa éyapioato: kai kabehétwoay
avtov Tov Kupiov, 0Tt Heta 1O delTTVOV TV Kotvm-
viav toig pabnraig éyapioaro. [ToA& 0p& kUpata
KO XAAETIOV TO KAUSGVIOV, KOl dOpaATA TTAPETKEVA-
’ 9 N ¢ ’ b ’ ’
Opévar KAY® ¢ KUPBEpVATNG €V peydAe kAUSwvL,

’ 9 \ N 7’ ’ ~ ’ b2
kaB€Copat €mi Tag dvo Tpupvag Tol TAoiov, fyouv
et v [Takaiav xai Néav AtaBnkny, kai taic kw-

b ~ N ’ 9 ~ ’ ~
mtag arwBolpoat v LaAnv: o Taig kwTaig Taig Eu-
AMvaig, GAG 16 oTaupd TG Tipie ToU AeoTréTou

\ ’ 9 b ’ ’ ’
TV CAANV €1 ELPNVNV PETAOTPEP®. AECTIOTNG
’ AN ~ ~ \ ~ 9 \
kehevet, kai SoUhog otepavoltar Six ToUTo auTov
(00) Trapadidwotv avtog StafcAey. “Ev (l. &v) 8¢ ouk
bd e 9y (%4 \ ~ ) ’ .
otdaotv ot avBpwTot 611 S1ax ToU dkabdprou TO Ka-
Bapatatov okeliog pavepoitat; Adehpot, Tpeig Upiv
UttoBéoeig Tibnpt, TioTy, TEIPAOPOV, CWPPOTUVNV.
Ei Méyete mioTiv Uttopévety, pipnoacBe tov pakd-
b) \ N ’ ~ ¢ ’ N
prov ABpady, TOV TTapnkpakSTa Tf Hkiaq Kai Kap-
N\ ¢ ’ ’ 9 \ 7’ \
TToUg wpipoug SeEapevov. Ei d¢ Aéyete metpaopov
¢ ’ ~ \ ’ ) ’ \ 9 ~
UTtopévery, pipeioBe Tov pokdpiov IodP. Tov autol

TPOTIOV OLOATE, KA1 THV UTIOHOVIV NKOUCOTE, KA1 TO
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45

50

55

60

65

70

TéAog aUtol ouk ENabev Upiv. Ei 8¢ Bélete cwppooy-
VNV UTTopéVELY, pipfioacte tov pakdpiov Toone, Tov
mpabévia eig ATyutrtov, Kol Mp@ Tnkopéviv Alyu-

b ’ ’ \ b ~ N
mrrov edeubepdoavra. Ipooetibn yop avtd metpacpog
b 7 A, 7 ~ b4 6 6 X ’ (24
€k TTOpvng AlyuTtiag 16 €pwti dedoulwpévng, 1Tig

b ~ 7’ ’ ’ 9 b ~
aut® Ttapekdbnro, KopnOntt, Aéyouoa, pet’ epod.
"EBouAeto yop Tfig 0w@poouvng aUTov atoyupvioat
b ~ A’ ’ e A’ ’ . b Ne 6\ e A’ ’
év Tf) AlyUtrto 1) Atyutrtior évradBa 8¢ 0 Alyurtiog.
AN\ oUTe €Kelvh) TOV QY10V E0KEMOEV, OUTE OUTOG
ToUTOV: AAN @AV Opol Tiig EAeubepiag 1) cwepo-

’ AN ~ 7’ e 9 ’ N ~ 7’
ouvn, Kol TGOV TEKVGV 1) eVYEveLa, kal Ti)¢ PapPdapou
e b ’

1) AkoAaoia.
B’. Adehpot, 6 kKAETTTNG 0UK EpyeTat 6TTOU KAAGpN,
\ ’ AN ’ 9 ) es ~ \ "
Kol X6ptog, kal EUAov: GAN’ 6trou keltat Ypuoog,
v " ’ (%4 e 7’ 9 b
dpYyupog, | papyapitng: oUtwg 6 SidPolog ouk elo-
gépyeTar 6mrou TTopvog,  PERNAog, f) dpTrak, ) TTheo-
véKTNG: AN’ 610U 01 TOV Epnpov Piov Sidyovre.
Adehgoi, Bouldpeba EpatAdoat Thv YAGOTTOV TTpOS
v Paocthida; AN 11 eittw; TeCd el BopuPeitan,
ka1 "HMag gevyer ‘Hpwdiag elgppaiverat, kot Todv-
’ € b ’ ’ Ny \
vng deopevetar 1) Atyuttia yeudetat, kai Twote
puhakiletar. "Eav ouv eEopiowot pe, Tov ’HMav pi-
poUpar eav eig BopPopov BaAwat, Tov lepepiav:
PN ) , \ , s ~ LN ()
gav eig Oahattav, Tov Tpopn TV Twvav: €av kai eig
Adkkov, Tov Aavin- éav MBdowot pe, Ztépavov:
€av AToKePaMowot, Twdvvny Tov Ttpodpopov: €av

paPdiowot, [alhov- éav Tpiowot, tov ‘Hoatav. Eibe
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80

85

90

95

Euliv Trpiovt, va 1ol otaupol ol mébou amrolavow.
e ’ ~ AN b ’ €
H ocowpatmpévn molepel 1ov dowpatov: 1) Aou-
TPOIG KAl PHUPIOPOOL KOL HET” AVOPOG TLEPLTIAEKOHEVT),
mohepel v kabopav kai domilov "ExkkAnoiav. AAG
\ b) \ 7 7’ b2 ~ ~ 9y ’
Y€ kai autn kabioet yipa, €11 LOVTOg ToU avdpog:
OTL yuvn €1, kai ynpetoat BéAeg v "ExkAnoiav.
¢ ’ 9 ’ ’ ) ’ N
Eomépag ekahet pe Tprokaidékatov AméoTolov, kal
ofpepov Touda mpooeite. XBeg per’ eEAeubepiag ouv-
’ ’ AN 7’ ¢ 7’ b /
ekaONTO pot, kol onpepov g Bnpiov por ememtndnoe.
“Edet TOv f\tov Ttap’ Npiv ofeoBijvat, kat tv oehn-
vV pn gavijvat, kol povov tol pripoatog T pn
emhabéoBar. Kai yap Iwp, 0 tmAikautny Uttopeivog
TANY NV, GANo oudev €B6a 1 611, Ein 10 Svopa Ku-
’ 9 , 9 N "~ 9 N 3
piou elAoynpévov eig Toug aidvag. “Ote yap 1
TouTou yuvi) €B6a Aéyouoa- Eittov 1 piipa 1tpog
Kupiov, kai televta, emetipnoev aUti) Méywv: “Iva
’ e ’ ~ 9 /’ ~ 9 7’
L G Pl TOV APPOV®V YUVALKGOV EAAANCOG;
"Q dyapoiic yuvaikdg! & pdaypa dduvédv! Apa,
YUvat, ool Tote appwotouong Totaitd oot epbéyEato
TdB; kai oyl evyaig kai evtrotiaig dmeopnEatd oou
v vooov; “Ote év Paothikaic alAaig difjyev,
OTe TA YpHpaTa etyev, Ote ThHv Bepareiav thv Poot-
Ay, oUdev ToooUTOV EAEYEG, Kal VIV OpdOQ €T
7’ ’ Y e N ’ 7’
KoTrpiog kabnpevov, kal UTTO OKWANK®WV CUVEINOTO-
~ 4 b ’ e~ N ’
pevov, Touto Aéyetg, Etmév 11 pfipa tpog Kupiov,
\ ’ 9 b2 9 ~ e ’ ’
kal Tehevta. OUK fipket aUT® 1N TTpOTKALpog eI,

b \ \ \ ~ t 7 b ’ 9 ~ \ ’
MG kai S1a ToU PHATOE ALOVIAV AUTE THV KOAATLY
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mpoEeveig; ANG 11 6 pakdpiog TodP; “Iva 1t doTep
Pl TGOV A@povev yuvatkdv eEainoag; Ei ta
100 ayaba edeEapeba éx yerpog Kupiou, ta kaka oy
Uttoiowpev; T1 O¢ kai 1) TTapAvopog kKai oTuYEpPa,
avutn 1 véa, enpi, TeCaPel ou Pod kol Aéyer k...
ka1 dramepa.... Aodp... AN ATTOOTENAEL ot UTTATOUG
N ’ AY 7’ b) ~ Y 4 b ~
ka1 TpiPouvoug, kai pévov amethel. Kai ti pot avij-
105  kev; Apayvat UTTO ApAy VNG ATTOOTEANOpEVAL. AdeN-
PO1 TIAVTEG, OTL KAl £V TIOVOLS ATIOKELTAL VIKT), KAl
€V TOIC AY DOV ATIOKELTAL OTEPAVOS, W 0 Beotéotog
[MaAog aptiwg EAeye, Tov kahov Aydva Nywvi-
opat, TOV OpOHOV TETENEKQ, TNV TTLOTLV TETNPNKO,
110 ka1 Aotrrov atokettat O T S1katooUvng OTEPO-
e b ’ 7’ b b ’ ~ t ’
vog, oV attodwoet pot Kipiog ev exetvy Tij Npépa
€ ’ ’ %4 9 ~ e ’ \ \ ’ 9
0 dikaiog kpitig: 611 AUt 1) SOEa Kal TO KPATOG €ig

\ '~ ~ ’ ’
TOUG aldVAG TOV ALOVOV. Apnv.
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