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ABSTRACT

In 1933, the German scholar Karl Staab published an edition of the so-called catena of
Pseudo-Oecumenius. In particular, Staab edited numerous scholia ascribed to the
Patriarch Photius of Constantinople, identified in manuscripts of the so-called Typus
Vaticanus and Erweiterte Typus, and formulated the hypothesis that those scholia could
belong to a more extended commentary on Paul’s writings which has since been lost.
The present study is a new examination of the Photian scholia edited by Staab with
particular attention to the style, in order to gain a new understanding of the exegetical
methods and procedures the Patriarch adopted to articulate his own interpretation of
the Pauline Epistles. It undertakes a comprehensive re-examination of the distribution
of this material in the manuscript tradition, offering extensive corrections to Staab’s
treatment of GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91 and GA 1907. In addition, it draws
on three further manuscripts categorised as the Erweiterte Typus of the catena of
Pseudo-Oecumenius, GA 1915, GA 2183, GA 1916, which provide new material
attributed to Photius. I also propose an Editio princeps of the twenty-five newly
identified Scholia Photiana in Appendix 2. From an analysis of the style of the whole
collection of Scholia Photiana I found that the interpretation of the Epistles is strictly
literal and lacks relevant, extended reference to the Church Fathers, denoting the
exegete’s clear independence of thought. Additionally, the very few quotations from

the Amphilochia suggest that the Scholia Photiana are generally independent from the



other works of Photius. These two factors support Hergenrother’s hypothesis of the
existence of another independent work that Photius produced as his own extended

commentary on Paul’s Epistles.
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I Introduction

I.1 The reception of Paul’s writings from the formation of the canon to the Middle
Byzantine Period.

Traditionally, fourteen letters are attributed to Paul in the New Testament.
However, this collection is not at all uniform from either a historical or a literary point
of view.? In particular, Romans, 1-2 Corinthians and Galatians are often defined as the
‘canon within the canon’ of the whole collection (Constas, 2016, p. 1), since they may
have been collected by Paul, and included in an authorised recension (Trobisch, 1994,
p- 55). The authenticity of other letters such as Ephesians, Colossians, 2 Thessalonians,
1-2 Timothy and Titus is still disputed and it had been suggested that they were
written by followers of Paul after his death (Constas, 2016, p. 2, n. 5). Hebrews seems
to have been added to a pre-existing canon of thirteen letters at a later stage (Trobisch,
1994, pp. 25-26): it was originally anonymous, but church tradition associated with
the other epistles because of its clear Pauline echoes (Barbaglio, 1999, p. 7). Wrede
describes the nature of the seven authentic letters (1 Thessalonians, 1-2 Corinthians,
Philippians, Philemon, Galatians and Romans) as part of Paul’s mission and
apostleship (Wrede, 1969, p. 35); their purpose was to keep alive the dialogue between
the Apostle and the first Asian churches he had founded, except for the Letter to the

Romans, whose aim was to make a connection with a new church and announce Paul’s

3 For a general introduction to Paul’s Epistles see also Norris, 2004, pp. 11-20.



forthcoming visit (Barbaglio, 1999, p. 32). The authentic letters were probably written
between 50 and 60 CE; the other six letters too difficult to date (Barbaglio, 1999, p. 31).

Nevertheless, the earliest stages of the reception of Paul’s Epistles are not entirely
clear; evidence that can be gathered from the internal references is limited and often
inconclusive (Verheyden, 2013, p. 295). In the second century, Marcion defined an
initial collection of Pauline letters, rejecting the Pastorals and Hebrews and attempting
to arrange them in a chronological order (Gal, 1-2 Cor, Rom, 1-2 Thess, Eph, which
Marcion called ‘Laodiceans,” Col, Phil, Philm); a collection of at least ten letters also
existed in Rome, although that probably did not originate with Marcion (Verheyden,
2013, p. 296). Evidence from the second century show that the Epistles were already
regarded as authoritative and were received with ease in contrast with the writings of
other Christian authors.*

A detailed record and analysis of the sources from the second century which testify
to the authority of Paul’s Epistles is provided by Markschies. These include: the epistle
1 Clement, which connects the Epistles with the evayyéAlov, the revelation of God in
Jesus, even before the end of the first century (Markschies, 2007, p. 216); Irenaeus,

bishop of Lyons, identified as the first theologian who supposed a definitive collection

4 For instance, we know from Eusebius that only 1 Peter and 1 John among the seven Catholic Epistles
were used in the early stages of the second century; it is Verheyden’s hypothesis that the Catholic
Epistles did not circulate as much as those of Paul, because they were so brief (2-3 John, Jude) or there
was overlap between them (2 Peter 2:1-18 and Jude); other sources including Clement of Alexandria,
the Muratorian Fragment — which puts major emphasis on the Acts - and Tertullian attest knowledge

of some of the Catholic Epistles, but not always the same ones (Verheyden, 2013, pp. 396-397).



of Holy Scriptures, in contrast to Gnostic teachers and their Bible with open
boundaries (Markschies, 2007, pp. 234-235); the Pistis Sophia, a Gnostic text
presumably dating to the third century, but preserved only in manuscripts of the
sixth-seventh century (Markschies, 2007, p. 252); the possibly Valentinian Exegesis on
the Soul, mentioning Paul as the author of the Corinthians (Markschies, 2007, p. 258);
the Oxyrhynchus papyri which preserve three fragments of Romans (Markschies, 2007,
p. 281). Markschies lists those works among the sources which demonstrated how the
process of canonisation of the holy texts, from the second century, developed from
‘canons,” often different in contents and elaboration, which were rooted in multiple
Christian theologies spread through free teachers, established schools, liturgy, synods
and monarchic episcopacy (Markschies, 2007, pp. 298-299).

The most important source that highlights the role of the monarchic episcopacy in
the definition of a more defined New Testament canon is the Thirty-ninth Festal Letter
of Athanasius (367 CE), who explicitly describes Christ as a teacher to Paul
(Markschies, 2007, p. 200). The letter has been the object of studies by Brakke, who
highlights the social controversy that led to its production (Brakke, 1994, pp. 395—-419).
On the question of the canon, Brakke discusses the letter as the first extant Christian
document that precisely lists the twenty-seven books of New Testament and applies
the word ‘canonized” (kavoviCopeva) specifically to the books comprising both the
Old and the New Testaments (Brakke, 1994, p. 395). With specific regard to the New
Testament, Athanasius identified the canon in those writings produced among the

Christian communities in apostolic times and therefore seen as Oed6mvevota (Brakke,



1994, p. 397). According to Brakke, the formation of a defined canon was an important
step in the formation of a Christian Church in fourth-century Egypt, characterised by
contrasting models of social identity and spiritual formation. The protagonists of this
contrast were mainly charismatic leaders, who promoted an academic form of
Christianity, Melitian communities centred around the veneration of the martyrs, and
the emerging structure of the orthodoxy headed by Athanasius, who promoted an
‘episcopal Christianity” built on the authority of the bishops (Brakke, 1994, pp. 396—
399). Specifically, Athanasius’ aim was to oppose the competitive teachers and their
doctrinal speculations (Brakke, 1994, p. 398). Those teachers had inherited the
academic model developed in Alexandria since 100 CE, whose schools usually
competed with one another with harsh tones and whose students often regarded them
as models for their ascetic lifestyle (Brakke, 1994, pp. 400-402). In that context, the
exploitation of the exegesis of obscure passages from both the Septuagint and the New
Testament created new opportunities for the teachers to increase their prestige and
popularity; as a consequence of that exegesis, some authoritative works, such as Paul’s

Epistles, were elevated to the status of Scripture (Brakke, 1994, pp. 402—403).5

5 Markschies also recognises that the bishops had several purposes; apart from defining a closed canon
of the scripture and contrasting with the teaching of the independent schools (e.g. Valentinus, Arius,
Gnostics), Athanasius wanted also to solidify his authority as the sole bishop of the Christian
community of Alexandria (Markschies, 2003, p. 192). However, it seems that the bishop reached his
conclusion on what to include into his canon only after a comprehensive investigation; a sign that the
definition of the closed canon required serious research among the numerous canons already

circulating among the independent schools (Markschies, 2003, p 192).



Although Paul never presented himself as a teacher, he wrote his letters as a
response to the first theological problems which arose among those churches and
made the first effective and significant attempt to present the new Christian creed to
the Hellenistic world. This made him the first person who taught the meaning of
Christ’s death and resurrection outside Palestine (Schoeps, 1959, p. 1).6

In recent years, the reception of Paul’s writings among early Christian and Byzantine
writers has been the object of new interest among scholars. In particular, the success
of the use of Pauline letters with a particular focus on their fortune among early
Christian writers of the first three centuries and how their interpretation of Paul
contributed to an understanding of Christian formation has been re-explored by
Strawbridge (2015, pp. 1-35). In her study, she highlights similarities and differences
in the interpretation of a selection of Paul’s quotations among authors of the first
centuries, with a particular focus on the pre-Nicene theological debates led by
Irenaeus, Origen, Clement, Tertullian as well as their doctrines developed in ante-
Nicene Christian contexts.” The use of Pauline quotations provides an insight in the
understanding of the Christian formation, where Strawbridge defines “formation” as a

function of writing that was used both directly and indirectly as a mean for defending

¢ According to Schoeps, Paul was not a teacher of theology, but he dealt with concrete problems
affecting the churches, helping them answer the theological queries the new Christians asked him (also
Barbaglio, 1999, pp. 41-44).

7 Strawbridge recalls Irenaeus’ understanding of salvation and recapitulation, Origen’s understanding
of spiritual interpretation, Clement’s understanding of teaching and Tertullian’s understanding of the

Resurrection (Strawbridge, 2015, p. 2).



the principles of the faith against opposition, in a variety of rhetorical genres, such as
explanation (apologetic), teaching and paraenesis (didactic), and exhortation directed
to new initiates (protreptic) (Strawbridge, 2015, pp. 2-3). With regard to the success of
Paul’s writing, Strawbridge is able to give a clear portrait of it by analysing references
across a wide range of literary sources divided into categories (treatises, apologies,
homilies, epistles, dialogues, martyrologies and commentaries), which proves the
success of Pauline quotations in a wide range of early Christian texts, some which
remain untranslated or in need of a detailed analysis (Strawbridge, 2015, p. 6). The
survey considers only a selection of quotations from the letters, specifically: 1 Cor 2,
6-16; Col 1, 15-20; Eph 6, 10-17; 1 Cor 15, 50-58, discussed in descending order of
frequency .? It is evident from the data reported by Strawbrdge that quotations of Paul
in commentaries represent the larger part of the data collected (Strawbridge, 2015, p.

11).0

8 The reasons Strawbridge considers only a few specific passages of Paul’s letters and decides to not
expand her investigation to a wider range of New Testament books are fundamentally practical and
related to the authoritative nurture of Paul. The analysis does not only consider the quotations when
these are explicit, but also when they are adapted within the writing by each author (Strawbridge, 2015,
p. 13).

?In conduction her survey on the reception of Paul’s quotations in early Christian authors, Strawbridge
draws on the same method that scholars of ancient history apply to the study of the influence of Homer,
Menander and Isocrates on Graeco-Roman pedagogy as established by Cribiore and Morgan, who used
quantitative and qualitative data (per distribution, content, context) of Homeric quotations in

papyrological and literary texts (Strawbridge, 2015, pp. 7-8; nn. 27-28).



With regard to commentaries on Paul’s writings, following the early Greek Fathers,
later exegetes continued the well-established tradition of Pauline exegesis and
produced commentaries on the Corpus Paulinum throughout the Middle Byzantine
period to the later centuries. The New Testament in Byzantine Christianity was
recently the object of a discussion at Dumbarton Oaks.'® Among scholars who took
part at the Symposium, Maximos Constas gives a brief but complete portrait of the
history of Byzantine exegesis and commentaries from the early reception of Paul up
to the Late Byzantine Period (Constas, 2016, pp. 1-18). In his dossier, Constas reminds
us that the history of the exegesis of the Pauline Letters begins with Origen of
Alexandria (ca. 185-254 CE), whose commentaries on the letters 1 Corinthians,
Galatians, Ephesians, Thessalonians, Titus, Philemon and Hebrews survive only in the
form of scholia in catenae (CPG 1458-1467) and the commentary on Romans only in a
tifth-century Latin translation by Rufinus and in a number of Greek scholia. More than
a century after Origen, other commentaries were written by Antiochene writers such
as John Chrysostom, Theodoret of Cyr and Theodore of Mopsuestia. As Constas
reminds us, those Antiochene authors were hostile to Origen’s allegorical
interpretation of Scripture and narrowed their interpretation to a literal and reductive

explanation of the Bible; among them, Chrysostom became the authority in terms of

0 For all the contributions, see Nelson, R. and Krueger, D. (eds) (2016), The New Testament in Byzantium,

2013 Byzantine Studies Symposium, Dumbarton Oaks: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection.



biblical exegesis and the ‘archetype’ of the Pauline commentaries writers that
influenced the later Byzantine generation of exegetes (Constas, 2016, p. 7).

As an expert rhetor himself, Chrysostom appreciated particularly Paul’s rhetorical
skills, which also offer to Chrysostom occasions for moral exhortation and ethical
application to his congregation; being ‘intensively familiar with Paul and deeply
conversant with his writings, Chrysostom’s first task as an exegete was to provide his
audience with a genuine exposition of Paul’s argument, to establish the literal
meaning of the text, typically by working through it verse by verse, chapter by
chapter, employing all the contemporary tools of textual analysis (Constas, 2016, p. 7).
Chrysostom’s homilies continued to be copied and studied by Byzantine exegetes and
provided abundant material for various anthologies and florilegia. Among the early
Christian authors who provided a significant contribution to the study of Paul’s
writings, Dionysius the Areopagite is also recognised by Constas for his contribution
to the reception of Paul in Byzantine exegesis. According to Constas, an examination
of the corpus Dionysiacum with a focus on Pauline quotations makes the exegetical aim
of the corpus clearer. In fact, Constas concludes the paragraph by stating that without
Dionysius the reception of Paul in Byzantium could not be properly understood: most
of the passages that caught the attention of later exegetes were the same ones which
Dionysius had highlighted (Constas, 2016, pp. 8-11). The last early Byzantine exegete
of Paul included in the dossier is Maximos the Confessor (580-662), who quoted Paul

largely in both exegetical and non-strictly exegetical texts and was decisive in the later



reception of Dionysius and the recognition of the achievements of Alexandrian
allegorical exegesis (Constas, 2016, p. 12).

Among the exegesis of the Middle Byzantine Period, Constas mentions Theophylact
of Ochrid (ca 1050-after 1126), a leading scholar, bishop and biblical exegete whose
work partially replaced that of Chrysostom and other patristic exegetes because his
commentaries were shorter and easily accessible and for the capacity he had to collect
sources and citations in a single voice; his commentaries are also remembered for their
translation into Slavonic and Latin and the merit they had to carry Greek exegesis into
the West, reaching personalities such as Thomas Aquinas and Erasmus (Constas, 2016,
p- 13).

The last Byzantine scholar who wrote commentaries on the book of the Bible,
including Gospels and letters of Paul was Euthymios Zigabenos (ca 1100), who
interpreted the text focusing on short phrases and words, enriching his commentaries
with information on the historical context of the letters and their addressees; in the
twelfth century, Zigabenos still made use of the exegesis of the early Christian fathers
such as Chrysostom but combined it with more recent themes following a moralising

orientation (Constas, 2016, p. 15).1

11 Constas continues his survey of the reception of Paul in Byzantium with some observations on the
Late Byzantine Period (Constas, 2016, p. 18 ff.) According to the scholar, little more emerged from the
scholarship on Paul about this period; it also seems that despite the growing interest for Gregory of
Palamas (Hesychast), his use of the Pauline text in the Triads still needs to be investigated in detail. For

detailed observation on the Triads, see Constas, 2016, p. 20 ff.



However, the catalogue of commentaries on Paul’s writings of Early and Middles
Byzantine period is not to be circumscribed only as the works of specific authors as in
Constas’ dossier; the interest in the Epistles was deep especially among those

Byzantine exegetes, whose lost works survive only in the form of catenae.

1.2 Studies of New Testament catenae and the work of Staab.

The Latin word catena, ‘chain,” describes a collection of exegetical scholia usually
assembled from multiple sources. > The Byzantine catenae, defined as ‘the
fundamental building blocks of medieval Greek exegesis’ (Kolbaba, 2012, p. 487), have
the merit of preserving the Greek exegetical material produced after the sixth century.
It was at the beginning of the sixth century that Procopius of Gaza (c. 460—c. 530)
produced the first commentary on the Octateuch (PG 82) by assembling extracts
(¢oavioapevor) from works and commentaries (¢€ Omopvnuata) of the Fathers. From
the combination of that chosen material (¢kAoyai) the Eclogae of Procopius had the
merit of preserving numerous parts of the lost original works (Devreesse, 1928, col.
1087). The same Photius dedicates cod. 206 of his Bibliotheca to the exegetical works of
Procopius and declares he read the commentaries on the Octateuch, Kings and

Chronicles The most distinctive traits that Photius reports of Procopius’ exegesis are

12 Tn the Greek manuscripts the catenae are described with the word éxAoyad, ‘extract,” or cuvaywyn

‘collection;” in Byzantine times the word oe194, ‘string’ is also found (Houghton and Parker, 2016, p. 2).

10



the different opinions on the same questions and the perfect, composite style (ed.
Henry, Bekker p. 164b, 1. 27 ff).

The dating of Procopius’ commentary on the Octateuch is still considered to be the
terminus a quo for the production of catenae on the Sacred Scriptures, but at that time,
exegetical activity among Eastern Mediterranean scholars was already growing
prolifically due to the vivid debate around numerous conflicts and controversies,
ending with the Three—chapters Controversy (553 CE) (Kolbaba, 2012, p. 487). As a
response to that crisis, many scholars emphasised the orthodoxy expressed in creeds
and the condemnation of those who were not in line with it; they also appealed to the
Scriptures in their attempt to explicate their own doctrine. Theologians therefore
started to base their interpretation of the doctrine on collections of excerpta from
selected fathers and the florilegia of others (Cameron, 1992, p. 254); in this way, the
exegesis of Scripture was gradually replaced by the study of exegetes, such as John
Chrysostom, Gregory of Nyssa, Basil of Caesarea, Theodoret of Cyrus and many
others (Kolbaba, 2012, p. 488).

Indeed, commentaries by John Chrysostom (PG 56-63) and Theodoret of Cyrus (PG
80-84) have been handed down in their entirety from the fifth century; in those cases,
the catenae are to be considered as a secondary tradition of their texts. However, the
catenae also have the merit of preserving numerous scholia by Athanasius, Basil,
Gregory of Nazianzus, Isidore of Pelusium and Maximus Confessor. Among all the

catenae, we owe to the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena the transmission of the exegetical
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work on Paul’s writings by Photius the Great, Patriarch of Constantinople between

858-867 and 877-886, which is the object of this thesis.

The importance of the Greek catenae on the Bible, whose numerous manuscripts
are still in many European and Eastern libraries, is due to their role of being the only
tradition of half of all the remaining writings of the Greek Fathers (Hardy Ropes, 1926,
p. 383).

The catenae need to be located in the scholastic environment, where they became
fundamental in the development of the Byzantine scholastic tradition (Lamb, 2012, p.
21).13 The production of commentaries and catenae was also crucial in the construction
of a canon in the educational syllabus (Lamb, 2012, p. 76). It is still debated whether
this new exegetical method should be considered an improvement or a decline of the
church exegetical tradition. Some scholars saw the rise of the catenae as a symptom of
sterility in the exegetical literature of the late fifth and sixth century (Simonetti, 1994,
p- 76) Most specifically, Moreschini and Norelli formulated the hypothesis that after
the blossoming of the Antiochene School and the commentaries of Cyril, from
Theodoret on Christian exegesis became exhausted and the exegetes started to look
back to previous authors and repeat them without innovations and new ideas

(Moreschini and Norelli, 1999, p. 567). However, they agreed that because of the huge

13 Lamb also points out that the catenae ‘were compiled from a variety of different sources and so they
provide not only some insight into the commentaries that were written in late antiquity but, more

significantly, an indication of the commentaries which were actually read’ (Lamb, 2012, p. 21).
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loss of materials, we still have not enough information about authors and works of the
early centuries. It was in the compilation of commentaries on pagan works that
Christian writers found the basis for their biblical exegesis of the Byzantine period,
when teaching and learning involved exegetical practices based on the reading of
earlier Christian commentaries (Hadot, 2002, p. 148). In this light, the catenae would
have appeared as a new literary genre to help as much as possible the students dealing
with the Scripture. In particular, the origin of the catenae would be found in the use
of scholia marginalia in the Hellenistic schools (Lamb, 2012, p. 91) or in the continuous
commentaries with quotation of the texts of Homer and Aristotle that were
widespread from the first century CE (Devreesse, 1928, col. 1085). According to other
speculations, the origin of the catenae could lie in the law schools of Beirut, where the
Scholia Sinaitica developed as a chain of excerpts from two separate commentaries on
Ulpian’s Libri ad Sabinum (McNamee, 1998, p. 274). In fact, the Scholia Sinaitica are
characterised by a pedagogic immediacy that solidly supports their educational
purpose. The same immediacy is mainly due to the peculiar oral component that also
distinguishes the exegetical material produced in the Neoplatonic scholastic
environment, where oral material was usually put into writing and reorganised with
the aim of publication on the initiative of the teacher or the students, as documented
by Marinus, the biographer of Proclus (Pepe, 2018, pp. 99-100).

Indeed, the oral tone and pedagogical immediacy are also a strong characteristic of
the Scholia Photiana as I will show in the following chapters on this thesis, for which I

am inclined to locate the development of those scholia in the scholastic environment.
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Modern scholars developed an interest on the catenae in the first decades of the
nineteenth century. Between 1838-1844, J. A. Cramer ! published what remains one
of the best-known editions of catenae on the New Testament. The edition of Cramer,
in eight volumes, was based mostly on manuscripts from Oxford and Paris which
brought some limitations to the edition itself, although it still remains a remarkable
work of its kind. A list of the volumes and their contents follows below:

I: Matthew and Mark, 1840.

II: Luke and John, 1841.

III: The Acts of the Apostles, 1838.

IV: Romans, 1844.

V: 1-2 Corinthians, 1844.

VI: Galatians, Philippians, Colossians, 1-2 Thessalonians and Ephesians, 1842.

VII: 1-2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon, Hebrews, 1843.

VIII: Catholic Epistles, 1840.

At the beginning of the nineteenth century in their studies on the catenae, G. Karo
and J. Lietzmann catalogued fifty manuscripts with catenae, arranged by book of the
Bible and divided into nine classes or types. The catalogue contained indications of

manuscripts of both Old and New Testament and the beginning and the end of the

14 Cramer, J. A. (1838-1844) (ed.), Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, vols. 1-8, Oxford:

Oxford University Press.
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scholia were identified together with the name of the author where possible. However,
the catalogue has given rise to contrasting opinions, dividing scholars between those
who have considered the catalogue as an indispensable contribution in the field of the
catenae (Kannengiesser, 2006, p. 979) and others who have recognised the limitations
of it (Dorival, 1986, p. 3). Only a few years later, in 1905, the catalogue was updated
by C. H. Turner.® Although in 1909, Lietzmann proposed a more detailed study of
each manuscript with a new project for the publication of those manuscripts, !¢ he
failed to satisfy the expectations of the scholars by not providing a complete analysis
of each manuscript (Miihlenberg, 1989, p. 17).

However, it was in the same years that Karo and Lietzmann produced their
catalogue that the studies on the catena started to be very prolific. For instance, in 1898
G. Mercati started to work on the catenae on Psalms and dedicated numerous

publications to the topic until he died in 1957.17 In 1899 M. von Faulhaber published

15 Turner, C. H. (1905), ‘Greek Patristic Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles,” in J. Hastings (ed)
Dictionary of the Bible, New York: Charles Scribner, pp. 484-531.

16 The series Lietzmann inaugurated as Catenstudien counted only two published volumes: Lang, O.
(1909), Die Catene des Vaticanus gr. 762 zum ersten Korintherbrief analysiert (Catenenstudien 1); Leipzig: J.
C. Hinrichs; Hoppmann, O. (1912), Die Catena des Vaticanus gr. 1802 zu den Proverbien (Catenenstudien,
2). Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs.

17 See for example: Mercati, G. (1898), ‘L’ ultima parte perduta del commentario d” Eusebio ai Salmi,” in
Rendiconti del Real Istituto Lombardo di scienze e lettere (serie 2), vol. 31, pp. 1036-1045. Repr. in Studi e
Testi, 77 (1938), pp. 58-66; Mercati, G. (1944), ‘Sull’ autore del ‘De titulis Psalmorum’ stampato fra le
opera di S. Atanasio’, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 10, pp. 7-22. Reprint in Studi e Testi 296 (1984) pp.
133-147; Mercati, G. (1945), ‘A quale tempo risale ‘Il Siro” dei commentatori greci della Bibbia?’, Biblica
26, pp. 1-11. Repr. in Studi e Testi 296 (1984), pp. 148-157.
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volumes consisting of a full edition of the Old Testament catenae and enriching the
edition with later contributions of other scholars. In the same years, J. Sickenberger
led an investigation of the two catenae on Luke ascribed to Nicetas and Titus of
Bostra!® and proposed further substantial observations on catenae to the other Gospels
(Sickenberg, 1903, pp. 182-193) .

In 1908, G. Heinrici® edited a catena on Matthew and between 1911 and 1913, H. F.
von Soden gave an overview of the catena manuscripts belonging to numerous
libraries in his studies on the manuscripts of the New Testament; he also tried to
identify and analyse the different type of catenae (von Soden, 1911, pp. 249-289). In

1924, the German scholar K. Staab? started his research on the catenae on the Catholic

18 Sickenberger, ]. (1898), ‘Aus romischen Handschriften uber die Lukas Katene des Niketas,” in Rim.
Quartalschrift fiir christl. Altertumskunde und fiir Kirchengeschichte, 12, pp. 55-84; Sickenberger, J. (1901),
Titus v. Bostra. Studien sur dessen Lukashomilien, (Texte und Untersuchungen, 21.1 ). Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs; Sickenberger, J. (1902), Die Lukaskatene des Niketas von Herakleia untersuch (Texte und
Untersuchungen 22. 4). Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs; Sickenberger, J. (1909), Fragmente der Homilien des
Cyrill von Alexandrien zum Lukas Evangelium (Texte und Untersuchungen 34.1). Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs.

19 The edition was then superseded by Rauer, M. (1920) Der dem Petrus von Laodicea zugeschriebene
Lukascommentar (Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen, 8) Miinster.

2Karl Staab was ordained a priest on August 7, 1914. He received his doctorate in Theology in Rome
in 1922. In 1925 he became lecturer of New Testament exegesis at the Ludwig Maximilians University
in Munich and a few years later, he became professor at the Julius Maximilians University of Wiirzburg.
He retired in 1957. In 1964 he was appointed as a papal prelate and awarded an honorary doctorate
(Dr. iur. H. C.). Staab published numerous works including the Regensburg New Testament and the
Real Bible; together with Franz-Adam Gopfert, he also edited a three-volume work on moral theology;

he died in Wiirzburg in 1974 (Vegelahn, 2014).
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Epistles;* by 1926, he was able to investigate 110 codices of the Pauline catenae and
divide them following simple and clear criteria, which he then described in a
monograph.? Staab identified six types of catenae and named the first three from the
manuscripts he thought were the main representative of each series and the other
three from the name of the author.

With regard to the first group, this is the Typus Vaticanus, a catena on Romans and
1-2 Corinthians, whose main representative are Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Vat., Vat. gr.
762 (tenth-century), known as GA 1915 in the Gregory-Aland? numbering system
(Aland, 1994, p. 156) and Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Vat., Vat. gr. 692 (eleventh-century),
known as GA 1993 (Aland, 1994, p. 160), was, according to Staab, the source of all the
other Pauline catenae (Staab, 1926, p. 169); because of that he based his edition of most
of the Scholia Photina, which are the object of this thesis, on GA 1915. The second one
is the Typus Monacensis, a catena on Romans, based mainly on Miinchen, Bayer.
Staatsbibl., Monac. gr. 412 (twelfth-century), known as GA 1909 (Aland, 1994, p. 155);

the third one is Typus Parisinus, a catena on the group of letters Galatians-Hebrews,

21 Staab, K. (1924), ‘Die griechischen Katenenkommentare zur den katholischen Briefe,” Biblica, 5, pp.
296-353.

22 Staab, K. (1926), Die Pauluskatenen nach den handscriftlichen Quellen untersucht, Rome: Societa Editrice
Poligrafica Italiana.

2 Aland, K. (1994), Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (Zweite
neubearbeitete and erganzte Auflage. ANTF 1). Berlin-New York: de Gruyter. The manuscripts
analysed in this thesis are available in the New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room (NTVMR) hosted

at University of Miinster at http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/manuscript-workspace.
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based on Paris, Bibl. Nat., Coisl. gr. 204 (eleventh-twelfth-century), known as GA 1910
(Aland, 1994, p. 155).

With regard to the other three types of catenae named by author, the first one is
Nicetas, a commentary on Hebrews, based on only one complete manuscript, Milano,
Bibl. Ambros., E 2 inf. (thirteenth-century), known as GA 1983 (Aland, 1994, p. 160),
plus other two incomplete manuscripts, Milano, Bibl. Ambros., A 241 inf. (fifteenth-
century), known as GA 2890 (= 1983abs) (Aland, 1994, p. 160), and Paris., Bibl. Nat.,
gr. 238 (thirteenth-century), known as GA 1938 (Aland, 1994, p. 157). Staab identified
Nicetas with a relative of the bishop of Serrae, who became deacon and didaskalos of
Hagia Sophia in Constantinople in 1080, then Metropolitan of Heraclea in Trachis
(Krumbacher, 1981, p. 137, p. 211) and whose name is also related to a great number
of biblical commentaries, such as a catena on Matthew, John, Luke, Psalms and
Prophets (Staab, 1926, p. 71). Sickenberger (1902, pp. 25-27) was the first to propose
the idea that Nicetas was the nephew of the homonymous bishop of Serrae based on
a note transmitted in the codex Athens 1379, but this identification was countered by
Chrestou (1957, pp. 56-57), who argued that Nicetas of Serrae should be identified

with Nicetas syncellus and chartofylax, who became metropolitan of Heraclea.?

24 According to Sickenberger (1902, pp. 25-27), the expression (6) Tov Lego@v in the manuscript should
imply dveidc instead of the more traditional vidg, hence the assumption that Nicetas was the nephew
of the bishop of Serrae. Chrestou proposed his theory about the identification of Nicetas in his edition
of the writings of Nicetas Stethatos (the Studite also known as the author of the Life of Simeon) including
letters addressed to Stethatos by Nicetas diacon and didaskalos of the Great Church (Heraclea) and

Nicetas To0 Zepowv but it is Chrestou’s opinion that the two are the same person. The hypothesis that
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The second catena is a commentary ascribed to Theophylact, who was deacon of
Hagia Sophia, when he was appointed as teacher for his son by Emperor Michael
Doukas (1071-1078); then, he became Archbishop of Ochrid in Bulgaria (ca. 1078). This
catena shows some similarities with the third catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius (Staab,
1926, p. 213), although it is mainly based on scholia of Chrysostom (Parker, 2008, p.
268). It is relevant to highlight that Theophylact assumed teaching roles in his career
and this may further stress the possible pedagogical aims of his exegetical putput.

The Pseudo-Oecumenian catena is considered to be the richest type of catena on the
Pauline Epistles as well as the oldest (Houghton and Parker, 2016, p. 19); being
significantly different from the meagre comments of Nicetas, it counts about 80
manuscripts, of which 53 codices were analysed by Staab in his 1926 study and

divided into five types, as discussed in the next section.

I.3 Discussions of the authorship of the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius and the five
types.

A few years later, in 1933, Staab published his own edition, defined as “the first fruit
of an extensive exploration” (Hardy Ropes, 1926, p. 383), of the so-called catena of
Pseudo-Oecumenius. In particular, Staab edited numerous scholia from exegetes of
the Antiochene School, such as Didymus of Alexandria, Eusebius of Emesa, Acacius

of Caesarea, Apollinaris of Laodicea, Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia,

the name of Nicetas’ uncle, a bishop of Serrae, was Stephanos was advanced by Darrouzes (1960, p.

182) on the basis of a theotokion ascribed to Nicetas.
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Severian of Gabala, Gennadius of Constantinople, Oecumenius of Trikka, Photius of
Constantinople and Arethas of Caesarea.

Although the Messina, Bibl. Region. Univ. S. Salvatore 99 (thirteenth-century),
known as GA 2053, preserves a commentary on the Apocalypse of John, authentically
ascribed to Oecumenius,® the Monophysite sixth-century bishop of Trikka, whose
views were close to Origen’s, none of the manuscripts of the catena mentions him in
the title (Staab, 1933, p. XXXVII). In some argumenta to some of the manuscripts of the
Pseudo-Oecumenius, including a few of those also analysed in this thesis (GA 1982,
GA 1916 and GA 2183), it is possible to read the name of Theodoret. However, in
recent years, A. Lorrain demonstrated that the argumenta ascribed to Theodoret were
summaries of Chrysostom’s argumenta to the Pauline Epistles (Lorrain, 2015, p. 491).

The first modern scholar to ascribe the catena to Oecumenius of Trikka was
Bernardinus Donatus, known as Donatus Veronensis, in 1532. Donatus based his idea
of the authorship of the catena on a scholium on Colossians reporting the name of
Oecumenius (PG 119, col. 56). Since that discovery, the name of Oecumenius was used
to identify the whole compilation of scholia. However, Staab proposed some
objections to that theory following the observation already made in 1905 by O.
Bardenhewer, who had pointed out that Donatus’ reference should have been

considered as a mere quotation, probably from Oecumenius’ commentary on the

» A modern translation of Oecumenius’commentary on the Apocalypse was recently published: Suggit,
J. (2006), Oecumenius, Commentary on the Apocalypse., Washington DC: Catholic University of America
Press, 2006.
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Apocalypse, and not as a statement of the authorship of the catena on the Epistles
(Staab, 1926, p. 95). However, Staab found other factors putting in discussion
Oecumenius’ authorship of the catena. Firstly, in the manuscripts some scholia
appeared to be outside the numerical sequence, as a later supplement to a pre-existing
commentary; secondly, Oecumenius’ activity should have been dated at least four
centuries later, as he himself was in the number of the authors in the catena, which
included authors of the ninth century; finally, there are no other cases in the history
of the catenae of compilers adding their own scholia (Staab, 1926, pp. 94-96).% For all
those reasons, Staab identified the compiler of the catena as Pseudo-Oecumenius. It is
in Staab’s opinion that the compiler selected the best materials from the Vaticanus
catena, mainly from GA 1915, which contained exegetical texts on Romans and 1-2
Corinthians only, and added further scholia to the other letters especially from authors
such as Theodore of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius of Trikka and Photius the Great. Those
turther additions were classified by Staab as the Corpus Extravagantium and the Scholia
Photiana (Staab, 1926, pp. 10-11). Staab used the name Corpus Extravagantium from
Canon Law to indicate those unnumbered scholia which appear together with other
numbered comments in the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition, and which can be found
with or without signs and ligatures before them. The Scholia Photiana are scholia

ascribed to Patriarch Photius of Constantinople (858-867; 877-886) generally through

% Staab also mentions that the Oecumenian Catena was dated to the ninth—tenth century because of ‘a

wrong interpretation of some codes.” However, he does not give any more details about that.
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the ligature ¢t/@wt written in the margin. By combining the catena of the Typus
Vaticanus with the ‘Extravagantes” or Corpus Extravagantium (1926, p. 165), the Pseudo-
Oecumenius created an extended and almost complete commentary of the Pauline
Epistles that became very popular among Byzantine scholars.

Staab categorised the Pseudo-Oecumenian manuscripts by dividing them into five
groups: The Normal Typus, the Specialtypus, the Erweiterte Typus, the Secundirer
Erweiterterungs Typus and a restricted group of other manuscripts.

In the Normal Typus most of the scholia are numbered, with the exception of those
belonging to the Corpus Extravagantium; Staab considered those scholia as additional
to a pre-existing catena with numbered scholia, which he defined as Urtypus (Staab,
1926, p. 101). The Normal Typus was also divided into four subgroups according to
features such as structure, text layout and incipit plus further divisions according to
the presence or not of the Corpus Extravagantium. In recent years, the possible
relationship between the manuscripts of this type have been object of investigation by
Th. Panella in her doctoral thesis, where she provided the description of four sub-
groups of Normal Typus manuscripts (Panella, 2017, pp. 57-72).

The second group identified by Staab is the Specialtypus, comprising only Citta del
Vaticano, Bibl. Vat., Vat. gr. 1430 (eleventh—century), known as GA 622 (Aland, 1994,
p- 83), which combines several types altogether: the Normal, the Erweiterte and the
Secundirer. Because of the constant use of GA 622 in time, Staab conjectures that the
different types were used to replace losses and damages which affected the

manuscript for over four centuries (Staab, 1926, p. 126).
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The third group, Erweiterte Typus (‘expanded type’), consists of an expansion of the
Normal Typus with the addition of several scholia from other authors, most
importantly the Scholia Photiana, which are the object of the investigation in this thesis
and for which I provide further details in the next section (chap. L. 4i, I. 4ii).

According to Staab, as for the Erweiterte Typus, the Sekundirer Erweiterungs Typus
(‘secondary extended type’) was another extension of the Normal Typus and included
manuscripts that did not fit with the other categories (Staab, 1926, p. 160). However,
recently this type of catena has been the object of new examination by Panella in her
doctoral thesis; Panella highlights its link to the Erweiterte Typus, although the only
three manuscripts of this type did not play an active role in the evolution of the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena (Panella, 2017, p. 85; pp. 159 ff.). She also examines the
three witnesses of the Sekundirer Erweiterungs Typus: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de
France, Coisl. gr. 26 (tenth-century), known as GA 056 (Aland, 1994, p. 24); Miinchen,
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Monac. 375 (tenth-century), known as GA 0142 (Aland,
1994, p. 32); Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 35 (343) (eleventh-century),
known as GA 1925 (Aland, 1994, p. 156). Panella concludes that those manuscripts are
related as exemplar and copies (GA 056 as the earliest and GA 1925 as the latest) on
the basis of internal and external features of the catena and the New Testament text
(Panella, 2017, p. 176). Unlike Staab, who simply defines the Sekundirer Erweiterungs
Typus as an expansion of the Normal Typus (Staab 1926, p. 160), Panella more precisely
describes the three manuscripts as the product of three different sources: a stage of the

Pseudo-Oecumenian catena when the Corpus Extravagantium was already included in
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the Erweiterte Typus but not yet the entire collection of Scholia Photiana - she called this
stage the Fourth Group (Panella, 2017, p. 159, p. 85); scholia ascribed to Chrysostom
preserved in the Typus Parisinus and scholia from Theodore’s Commentary on the
Pauline Epistles. In combining the material from those three sources, the compiler
occasionally paraphrased the texts and connected them with linking words to create

a well-balanced collection (Panella, 2017, pp. 198-199).

The last group consists of manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena that do not
fit with any of the other categories; they have only a few scholia and are to be
considered the result of the specific interest of their compilers.

Panella, who also rediscusses the classification of the five types, confirms that the
catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius was the oldest among the first three types Staab
identifies. He proposed the mid eighth century as the terminus post quem for its first
appearance in Byzantium, probably under the influence of what Panella described as
the ‘encyclopedism movement’ that became more and more productive in the ninth

century (Panella, 2017, p. 201).”” However, it should be clarified that the definition of

7 The proposal of dating the catena of Pseudo—Oecumenius to the mid eighth century is due to the
presence of some scholia of John of Damascus, who compiled a commentary on the Pauline Epistles in
the seventh-century by combining scholia of Chrysostom with his own comments; additionally the
Codex Zacynthius, preserving the earliest catena on Luke was also dated back to the seventh century
as a further proof that the production of catenae prolified from that moment driven by the
encyclopedism (Panella, 2017, p. 202). There is not yet a total agreement on dating the Codex Zacynthius
(E) to the seventh century like Parker and Birdsall proposed (Parker and Birdsall, 2004, p. 121), but
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‘encyclopaedism’ in the Byzantine context, as the production of literary works based
on series of excerpta from different ancient authors, was revisited by P. Odorico who
replaced it with the so-called ‘culture of the cuAAoyr)” (Odorico, 1990, p. 12). In his
article, Odorico began with a definition of ‘encyclopaedism” in the Byzantine world
adopted as an extension of ‘encyclopaedia,” as applied to a wide literary medieval
production, which was also the object of reflection by P. Lemerle (Odorico, 1990, p.
4).%8 Starting from the definition of cvAAoywWlouevog, alluding to the philosophical
process of the ‘deduction,” Michael Psellus saw a philosophical and rhetorical
connotation in the activity of the compiler; hence the value of the cvAAoym,
‘collection,” as the result of a philosophical process, in which pre-existing data are

collected in a certain methodical way (Odorico, 1999, p. 9).

1.4 The edition of the Scholia Photiana on the Pauline Epistles.

I. 4.i Observations on the manuscripts GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91, GA 1907
and GA 2183.

In his edition of 1933, Staab published the collection of Scholia Photiana on Paul’s

Epistles preserved in the manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenius Erweiterte Typus.

there is also the hypothesis to date it to the seventh/eighth—century (Metzger, 1992, p. 27) or even to the
sixth century (Kannengiesser, 2006, p. 979).

2 Even though Lemerle admitted that an interest in encyclopedism existed already in the ninth century,
he sees its main period as the literary production which flourished under Constantine VII in the tenth
century; Odorico’s objectionto Lemerle is the lack of coherence in the identification of the works
categorised as ‘encyclopedia,” which would exclude other works which were not under the patronage

of Constantine VII (Odorico, 1990, p. 4).
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Additionally, Staab used the Typus Vaticanus, Vat. gr. 762, known as GA 1915 (Aland,
1994, p. 156) that he identified as the most representative codex of that type, which
also preserved a large number of Scholia Photiana (related to Romans and 1-2
Corinthians). Indeed, before the work of Staab, an edition of some Scholia Photiana in
the catena of Typus Vaticanus had been produced by Cramer in the volumes of Catenae
Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum (vols. IV-V, 1844). However, in Staab’s
opinion, the work of Cramer was not enough to support the hypothesis of the
existence of Photius’ own commentary on Paul’s Epistles and offer a complete
investigation of the case (Staab, 1933, p. XL). As a matter of fact, Cramer’s edition of
the Scholia Photiana have some limits. For example, he based his edition of the catena
on Romans (vol. IV, 1844) mostly on the late Typus Vaticanus Oxford, Bodleian Library,
Auct. E. 2. 20 (Misc. 48), a late paper manuscript of the sixteenth century that might
have belonged to Constantine Lascaris or his family; he also used the Typus Monacensis
GA 1909 as a supplementum to complete his edition (Cramer, 1844, vol. IV, pp. III-1V).
The table below shows a list of the Photian scholia on Romans edited by Cramer

compared to those in the edition of Staab.

ed. Cramer, 1844, v. IV ed. Staab, 1933

(Auc. E. 2.20)
Rm 5, 15 p. 47,11. 5-10 p. 497, 1. 35-38; p. 498, 11. 1-11.
Rm 5, 20 p. 55, 1. 15-33; p. 56, 11. 1-9. pp. 498, 1. 12-39; p. 499, 11. 1-13.
Rm 7,6 8-11 |p.95, 1I. 28-34; p. 96, 1. 1-28 p. 594, 11. 1-34
Rm 8,28 | p.148, 1. 19-20 p. 512,11 1-2.

(GA 1909 supplementum)
Rm 7,12 p. 166, 11. 1-6.
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Rm 7,12 p. 178, 1. 7-11
Rm 7,12 pp- 179, 11. 24-34; p. 180, 11. 1-14. | p. 504, 11. 35-37; p. 505, 1I. 1-11.
Rm 7,13 p. 181.11. 25-33; p. 182, 11. 1-15. p. 505, 11. 1-34.
Rm7, 16 p- 192, 11. 24-34; p. 198, 11. 1-16. p. 506, 11. 8-35; p. 507, 11. 1-6.
Rm 7,21 p. 199, 11. 26-33.
p. 200, 11. 1-16. p. 507, 11. 20-35; p. 508, 11. 1-18.
Rm 3§, 4 p. 218, 11. 20-29.
Rm8§8, 7 p. 223, 11. 28-33; p. 224, 11. 1-3. p. 509, 11. 19-27.
Rm 8, 25 p. 256, 11. 22-34; p. 257, 11. 1-10. p. 510, 1l. 25-34; p. 511, 1I. 1-15.
Rm 8§, 32 p.- 279, 11. 9-15. p. 512, 11. 3-9.
Rm 8§, 32 p. 280, 11. 3-12.
Rm 8, 34 p. 283, 11. 16-23.
Rm9, 5 p. 310, 11. 5-23.
Rm9, 13 p. 329, 11. 8-18. p. 516, 11. 15-24
Rm 11,11 p. 402, 11. 3-20. p. 524, 11. 30-34; p. 525, 11. 1-13.
Rm 11, 15 p. 407, 11. 32-35; p. 408, 11. 1-22.
Rm 11, 29 p. 421, 11. 11-35; p. 422, 11. 1-29.
Rm 12,3 p. 486, 11. 9-23.
Rm 12,3 p. 438, 11. 1-17.
Rm 13,11 p. 466, 1. 20-28 p. 535, 1I. 1-10.
Rm 14, 6 p. 474, 11. 23-30.
Rm 14, 6 p. 474, 11. 22-34; p. 476, 11. 1-17

(Table 1. Scholia on Romans edited by Cramer and Staab)

Cramer published only very few scholia, even though he had combined manuscripts
from two different types. In this light, the work of Staab becomes the very first great
attempt to provide as complete as possible an edition of the catena, although, asI show
in the next chapters, not all the material in the same manuscript Staab analysed was
always edited.

Then, Staab added to the material in GA 1915, the Scholia Photiana in the Pseudo-

Oecumenius, Erweiterte Typus. Overall, the manuscripts Staab included in his edition

of the Scholia Photiana are:
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o Typus Vaticanus: Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Vat.,, Vat. gr. 762 (tenth-century),
siglum V (Staab, 1933, p. XLVIII), known as GA 1915.

e Pseudo-Oecumenius, Erweiterte Typus: Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana,
gr. Z 33 (eleventh-century) siglum G (Staab, 1933, p. XLVIII); GA 1923 (Aland, 1994,
p- 156).

° Pseudo-Oecumenius, Erweiterte Typus: Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, D 541 inf.
(eleventh-century), siglum K (Staab, 1933, p. XLVIII); GA 1982 (Aland, 1994, p. 60).

e Pseudo-Oecumenius, Erweiterte Typus: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France,
gr. 219 (eleventh-century) siglum O (Staab, 1933, p. XLVIII); GA 91 (Aland, 1994, p.
482).

° Pseudo-Oecumenius, Normal + Erweiterte Typus: Oxford, Magdalen College 7
(Rm-2 Cor 1, 12) and Cambridge, University Library, Ff. I 30 (2 Cor 1, 13-Heb)

(eleventh-century), siglum Q (Staab, 1933, p. XLVIII); GA 1907 (Aland, 1994, p. 155).

The Vatican manuscript GA 1915 is a tenth-century codex in minuscule script, where
biblical words in the scholia are in capitals; there are no ornaments and the scholia are
generally identified by either a ligature in the margin or the genitive of the name of
the author in the text, before the scholia. More specifically, this manuscript preserves
an ‘alternating catena’ but has also the advantage of a ‘frame catena.” In a ‘frame

catena’ a large portion of biblical text is written in the centre of the page and
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surrounded by the commentary composed by a group of scholia;» while in an
‘alternating catena’ the biblical text is generally separated by the sections of the
commentary; furthermore, the abbreviated quotations introducing the commentary
work in order to call to mind the verses to which the comments relate, whereas in
‘frame catenae,” the biblical text accompanies the commentary continuously from one
page to the next (Houghton and Parker, 2016, pp. 25-26). In this perspective, GA 1915
could be seen as a sort of hybrid catena. Together with the scholia ascribed to Photius
there are also scholia from John Chrysostom and Origen and Gregory of Nazianzus,
whose ligature looks very similar to that for Photius, in the form of an ‘alternating
catena’ where the comments follow the biblical lemmata. From an examination of the
work of Staab, it seems clear that the German scholar used GA 1915 as the basic text
for the Scholia Photiana on Romans and 1-2 Corinthians. The handwriting I observed
is clear and tidy, with initials in ekthesis which make the organisation of the exegetical
material clear and easy to navigate, although ff. 113r-119r, preserving part of the
commentary on Rm 8 seems to be written by a later hand.

The Pseudo-Oecumenius (Erweiterte Typus) GA 1923 preserves the best and clearest
handwriting of the Scholia Photiana; the scholia are written in the form of a ‘frame-
catena’ with an additional Pauline quotation (lemma) introducing the corresponding

explanation in a clear ink, whilst other darker colour additions are in the edges.

2 This would be the typical appearance of the catenae; alternatively, the commentaries may follow the

text in a separate column (Sloane, 1967, p. 146).
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According to Staab, after the compilation of the text, through the collation with
another manuscript of the same Pseudo-Oecumenian family, the compilator must
have corrected the text, filled some gaps and made the style more accessible to the
reader; he also restored classical forms, replacing &v + indicative with the subjunctive
and correcting cases of iotacism (Staab, 1933, p. XLII). This is also the manuscript Staab
used as the basic text of the Photian scholia not preserved in GA 1915, including the
groups commenting on the letters Galatians—Hebrews (corresponding to the scholia
from Sch. Ph. 387 to Sch. Ph. 562 in my classification).

The manuscript GA 1982 seems to be closely related to GA 1923; they probably both
belong to the same model now lost, so that Staab referred to them as sisters,
‘Schwestern’ (Staab 1933, p. XLII). However, Staab underlines how the quality of some
variations between the two manuscripts could be controversial and show a clear
preference for GA 1923. Additionally, the general condition of the manuscript is not
good as a few pages in GA 1982 have been completely or partially lost, such as ff. 22r—
25v relating to the catena on Rm 9-11 (Sch. Ph. 123-Sch. Ph. 148), which led to some
mistakes I observed in the indications provided by Staab in the editions of those
scholia on Romans and the following groups, for which I had to provide correct
numbers of folia in the tables in Appendix 1. Moreover, in the eleventh century, this
manuscript was also reworked, and a few anomalies were amended (Staab, 1933, p.
XLII). Another manuscript, Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 223, GA 1933
(Aland, 1994, p. 157), shares several common mistakes with GA 1923 and GA 1982;

even if Staab does not find it relevant enough to be considered in his edition since it
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preserves very few scholia, he considers GA 1933 and GA 1923 closely related (Staab,
1933, p. XLII). Furthermore, Staab does not pay much attention to Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Palat. gr. 204 (GA 1998) either. This manuscript, with
the siglum P in the 1933 edition (Staab, 1933, p. XLVIII), which can be dated to the
twelfth century, is also related to GA 1923 (Staab, 1933, p. XLII), but it is too late to
add any additional value to the edition of the Scholia Photiana.

With regard to GA 91, this is the manuscript on which Donatus Veronensis based
his edition of the catena in 1532; that edition was reworked and translated into Latin
by Morellus in 1631%° and reproduced by Migne in PG 118-119. According to Staab,
GA 91 might have not been a reliable source for the Scholia Photiana, because there was
no perfect correspondence between the beginning of the scholia, marked by a capital
letter and a lemma, and the beginning of the Scholia Photiana as he knew them from
the other manuscripts (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII). The difficulties Staab encountered in
examining this manuscript are indeed challenging. Having investigated the
manuscripts myself, I realised that this ‘alternating-catena” was composed by adding
together scholia of different authors® under the same lemmata (sometimes a single

word, sometimes a phrase) without any clear definition of the beginning of the single

30 Morellus, F. (ed), Hentenius, I (transl.) (1631) Oecumenius commentaria in hosce Novi testament tractatus:
In Acta Apostolorum. In omnes Pauli Epistolas Catholicas omnes. accesserunt Arethae Caesareae Cappadociae
episcopi Explanationes in Apocalypsis: Opus nunc primum Graece et Latinae editum, interprete Ioann.
Hentenio, emendatore et praelectore huius sitionis Fed. Morello, Lutetiae Parisorum: Sumptibus
Claudii Sonnii.

31 This is confirmed though my analysis of the Scholia Photiana, especially Sch. Ph. 320 (pp. 171-172).
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comments or the endings. Additionally, ligatures are rare and not always useful in
terms of identification of the specific text they relate to. The following example

illustrates the difficulties involved in the analysis of the Scholia Photiana in this

manuscript:
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(Image 1: GA 91, £. 110r)

Image 1 shows the two scholia I have classified in this thesis as Sch. Ph. 185 and Sch.
Ph. 186 (as I shall explain in chap. 1.6), preserving an exegesis of 1 Cor 1-2. The first
one, Sch. Ph. 185, is introduced by the lemma Kat Zwo0évng, begins with Mr) yao
(Image 1,1. 5=GA 91, £. 110r, 1. 11) and ends in cwpa (Image 1, 1. 9 =GA 91, 1. 15). In
this case, the scholium is easily defined by the capital letter and a full stop followed
by the white space (Image 1, 1. 9= GA 91, 1. 15). Although the ligature, ¢r, identifying
the author of the scholium is not exactly located next to the line where the scholium

begins, the comparison with all the other manuscripts preserving this text - including
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GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 1907, GA 2183, GA 1905 and GA 1916 - confirms that
the text between Il. 5-9 in Image 1 is a complete Photian scholium. However, this is
not what happens with the following Sch. Ph. 186: in this case, the text starts with ov
povov (Image 1, 1. 13 = GA 91, 1. 19) and that is clear by the presence of the lemma YX0v
ot tolg ErukaAovpuévols and the capital letter.3? A comparison with all the other
manuscripts confirms that the actual Photian text starts one line below with écov
éxetvol (Image 1, 11. 14-15= GA 91, 11. 20-21).

There is also the doubt that the Scholia Photiana may include some other phrases or
lines before their supposed beginning. The situation seems better for the end of the
Scholia Photiana, which generally correspond to a pause or the beginning of another
section of text, generally defined by a capital letter. Furthermore, many Scholia
Photiana are preserved as anonymous, which makes them difficult to detect, and there
are only a few instances of ligatures which allow a precise identification.

The two English ‘alternating-catenae” manuscripts which make up GA 1907, Mag.
Coll. 7 and Ff. I 30, are what Staab defined a ‘happy supplement” to GA 91, although
they may occasionally show the same problem about the location of the ligatures
(Staab, 1933, p. XIII). The two parchment manuscripts, dating back to the eleventh

century, preserve two parts of the same text; therefore, they must be considered as a

% Trascription: [GA 91, f. 110r, 1. 19-20] Xov ma(ot) 1(oic) émuka(Aovuévorc)- OV pév(ov) DUV T(0Lg)
kopvBi(owg) en(oi) xaoic kat eigr)(vn): &AA(&) ovv m(aot) t(oic) émkaA[o]upé(voig) T(ov) (XooTtdv)
&v ot 01 mot(e) Tom(o)v. &v @ (elot) éketvol Te Kat Dpels: 6oov éketvol [...] from now as in Staab 1933,

p. 544, 1. 14 ff.
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single manuscript (Staab, 1933, p. XIII). The first part, Magd. Coll. 7, includes a
commentary from Rm to 2 Cor, 1-12, while the second one, Ff. I 30, preserves scholia
from 2 Cor 1, 13 to Heb 12, 19; the end is lost. In addition, a mixture of the two
categories, Normal Typus and Erweiterte Typus, characterizes ff. 3-171. The Normal
Typus combines a basic text of the tenth century with parts of a commentary by John
Chrysostom (ff. 114-119). The later Erweiterte Typus, twelfth-century, is written in
three different scripts and ends every letter with T Aeimovta. Comparing these two
parts of GA 1907 to GA 91, Staab concluded that these manuscripts were closely
related with some exceptions among the Scholia Photiana on Romans (Staab, 1933, p.
XLII). Unlike GA 91, in GA 1907 the scholia are not always introduced by a lemma,
but the capital letters make the start and end of every scholium clear enough to allow
a precise identification.

Despite the issues encountered in GA 91, all the manuscripts above preserve scholia
which are clearly ascribed to Photius through a ligature used as a symbol for the name
of the Patriarch. The ligatures are rather standardized among all the manuscripts as
pwrt or T, as the two images below show:

-
T
h |
¥

(Image 2: Example of Photian (Image 3: Example of Photian
ligature in GA 91, £. 127r) ligature GA 1982, f. 12r)

The ligature defines the authorship of the scholia more easily and this is probably

the reason Staab decides to use these codices for his edition.
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However, there is another manuscript of the Pseudo Oecumenian catena, which also
shows clear Photian ligatures identifying scholia all through the catena, from the
Epistle to the Romans to the Epistle to the Hebrews, which Staab does not mention
either in his 1933 edition or in the 1926 monograph: Hagion Oros, Monastery Vatopedi
239 (eleventh-century, 1045), known as GA 2183 (Aland, 1994, p. 172). This manuscript
preserves the commentary in the form of a ‘frame-catena.” The Scholia Photiana in GA
2183 are often preserved in a different redaction, being sometimes more extended than
that in the other manuscripts in Staab’s edition. Compared with those manuscripts, it
seems to combine different scholia in a single text and vice versa. For example, in GA
2183, the first scholium edited by Staab on Rm 1, 1 (Staab, 1933, p. 470) is preserved in
a more extended version than in the other manuscripts, so that in my classification I
indicate the extra lines in GA 2183 as Sch. Ph. 1a and the rest of the text as Sch. Ph.
1bc.® Conversely, in the case of the scholium I classified as Sch. Ph. 286, corresponding
to the first paragraph of 1 Cor 14, 12-18 (Staab, 1933, pp. 576-577), the version in GA
2183 is briefer than the one preserved in the manuscripts used by Staab in the 1933
edition. Additionally, there have been a number of cases in which a scholium in GA
2183 was also in GA 91 (e.g. Sch. Ph. 1a; Sch. Ph. 2; Sch. Ph. 43) and that helped to
define better the extension of the text that could have been considered part of the

scholium of Photius in that problematic manuscript. Overall, the analysis of this codex

3 ] provide an exhaustive portrait of the situation of Sch. Ph. 1a, Sch. Ph. b and also Sch. Ph. 1c in the

manuscripts in the corresponding sections in chapter II on the Scholia Photiana on Romans (pp. 41-45).
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led to the detection of several new scholia ascribed to the Patriarch, which I have
reported in the following chapters and provided with a translation and some

observations.

I. 4.ii Observations on the manuscripts GA 1905 and GA 1916.

The list of the manuscripts preserving Scholia Photiana on all the Pauline letters
includes also the following:

e  Pseudo-Oecumenius, Normal + Erweiterte Typus: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale
(BNF), Coislin. gr. 27 (tenth-century, with additions of eleventh-century); GA 1905
(Aland, 1994, p. 155).

e Pseudo-Oecumenius, Erweiterte Typus: Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana, Vat. gr. 765 (eleventh-century); GA 1916 (Aland, 1994, p. 156).

The difference with the other manuscripts listed above (supra, p. 28) is related to the
absence of the ligature enabling the scholar to identify the Scholia Photiana as such. In
fact, in both GA 1905 and GA 1916, the Scholia Photiana are generally indicated with
signs of multiple shapes before them. More specifically, in GA 1905, the Scholia
Photiana are later additions in the margins of a pre-existing ‘frame catena.” The second
hand who added the scholia, probably in the eleventh century (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII)
is distinctive and recognisable and does not seem to follow any specific standard

writing. Although it is possible to read the names of Anastasius of Sinai and
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Athanasius on two occasions, 3 most of the material seems to coincide with the Scholia
Photiana in GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91 GA 1907 and GA 2183. Staab highlighted
especially the similarities with GA 1923 and believed the additional scholia in GA 1905
belonged to GA 1923, putting the two manuscript in strict relationship (Staab, 1933, p.
XLIII); however, my recent analysis put in discussion this hypothesis and provides
evidence in support of a relationship between GA 1905 with GA 91 (Sch. Ph. 398; Sch.
Ph. 407). Because the majority of the additions is of Photian material, it is reasonable
to think that the second compiler knew he was transcribing Scholia Photiana and did
not find it necessary to write the name of the author.

In GA 1916, the handwriting is also clearly legible and the beginning of the scholia
are often indicated with capital letters in ekthesis. However, these can be only
distinguished through some signs, often similar to a cross, before them. Although it is
not always possible to distinguish all the Scholia Photiana from other texts which are
also indicated by signs, I have provided an indication of the locations of each scholium
I was able to recognise as a Scholium Photianum in the Appendices.

I also made a few attempts to examine London, British Library, Add. 22734
(eleventh-century), known as GA 641, which also seemed to preserve some Scholia

Photiana. Although the number of them is very small and the manuscript is not always

3 Staab stated clearly that it was possible to read the name Avaotaciov twice in the manuscript, but
after an analysis of the secondary additions throughout the manuscript, I have found the name
Avaotaoiov T00 Ziva 6povg mentioned only once (GA 1905, f. 191v). For the text of the scholium

ascribed to Anastasios see c. VI. 4, p. 224.

37



clearly legible, I was able to identify ten Scholia Photiana in Rm, Col, Gal, 1-2 Thess

and I provide an indication of their location in Appendix 1.

I. 4.iii A discussion of the use of biblical lemmata.

In my analysis of the Scholia Photiana and the manuscripts preserving them, I found
relevant the use of the biblical quotations introducing the single scholium or, as in the
case of the ‘alternating catena’ in GA 91 entire sections of scholia. In recent years it
was argued that the scholia ascribed to Photius in GA 1923 are characterised by a
repetition of the lemma text preceding the comment (Panella, 2017, p. 124 — see also
chap. V.2). However, in my analysis of the manuscripts I found this is a feature not
only ascribed to the Scholia Photiana but also not always documented for all of them.
It seems that the manuscripts deal with this use of additional lemmata introducing the
exegetical texts differently. To provide a clear portrait of the nature of the lemmata in

the manuscripts I report a few examples in Table 2, as follows:
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Biblical verse | GA 1915 GA 1923 (GA | GA91 GA 1907
1982)
(Rm 1, 16)
Sch. Tovdatic d& Tovdatie d¢& Tovdaiw d¢& NA NA
Ph.13 | mowTov. TEWTOV. TIQWTOV.
(Rm 1, 18) NA
Sch. Tov mv Tov v Tov v NA
Ph.17 | aAnOexv év aAnBewxv év | aAnOeav év
aduia aduilax adwkia.
KateXOVTV KATEXOVTWV
[...]
(Rm 2, 27) NA
Sch. Kat kowein) éx | Kal kowet) Ovxin NA
Ph. 34 | pvoewg €K PUOEWS axpofuvotio
axpopuoTtia. axpopvoTtia avt(n) eig
TLEQLTOUNG
A(...) kat
KOLVEL
(1 Cor 2, 14) NA
Sch. Puyikog O¢ 0 Yuxikog 0 Puyikog d¢ | 0 Puyikog
Ph. avOowmog ov avOpwTog
201 OéxeTaL T Tov
TIVEVUATOG
oL Oeov.
(1 Cor 7, 26) Eic tov dux
Sch. [...] dux TV Awx v NouiCw ovv ™V
Ph. Eveotwoav éveotwoav TOUTO KAAOV gveotwoav
232 avayknyv [...]. | avayknv. AVAYKNV.
(1Cor9, 6) H povoc éyw | H povog éyw | H pdvog oVK éxopev
Sch. H povog éyw | kat BagvaBag | kat yw Katl éEovolav tov
Ph. kat Bapvapag | ovx éxouev BaovapBac. BaovaBag un
239 OUK €XOuEV ¢Eovoiav Tov éoyaleoBOat.
¢fovolav tov | un
un ¢oydleoOal.
éoyaleoOat.
(2 Cor 1, 24) Ovyx o6TL Ovyx o6TL Ovy 6Tt Ovy 6Tt
Sch. Ovy 6t KLQLEVOUEV KLQLEVOUEV KUQLEVOUEV | KUQLEVOLLEV
Ph. KUQLEVOUEV VU@V TNG VU@V VU@V TG VUV TG
327 VU@V TG TOTEWS TUOTEWS THOTEWG
miotewg |[...].
(2Cor12,1) KavxaoBat KavxaoBat
Sch. KavxaocOaidrn | KavxaoOat on On ovupépet
Ph 370 | ovpgégeL ol | o1 ovpgépet pot
[...}. Lot

(Table 2. Examples of additional lemmata to the Scholia Photiana in the manuscript tradition)
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The first column in Table 5 reports the number of the Photian scholium following
my classification, while the second column has the biblical quotation that is the origin
of the lemma introducing the scholium following both the editions of NA 28 and RP
2005. The other columns show the lemma as it appears in the main manuscripts of the
Scholia Photiana. The biblical quotation works as an introduction to each scholium; its
use is understandable, considering that the Scholia Photiana are not numbered scholia
in the catena. Copyists might have felt the need to introduce them in order to
‘navigate’ the commentary more easily, especially considering that in ‘alternating
catenae’ there is no biblical lemma in the centre of the page to refer to.

In GA 1915, the additional lemmata introducing the Photiana are treated as part of
the scholium and often not clearly distinguishable by the exegetical text. There are
cases in which the quotation is part of the comment and often introduced by the article
10 (e.g. Sch. Ph. 10; Sch. Ph. 12; Sch. Ph. 121; Sch. Ph. 151 etc). Whereas, in GA 1923
and GA 1982, although the catena is written around the main biblical lemmata, there
is a tendency to re-write the lemma in a briefer version to introduce the Scholia
Photiana. The fact that the Scholia Photiana are written in minuscule, as is the rest of the
catena, while the additional lemmata are in majuscule allows one to distinguish them
very clearly. In GA 2183, which is also a frame catena, the additional lemmata are
completely absent. In GA 1905, were the Scholia Photiana are secondary additions in
the margins, the additional lemmata are absent as well. However, it is also true that
GA 1923 (and GA 1982) is a ‘“frame catena,” with no need to have further biblical

quotation to introduce the exegesis. Hence the hypothesis that such additions could
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have been introduced for the first time in an “alternating catena.” In the “alternating-
catenae” of GA 91 and GA 1907 the lemmata are clearly distinguished from the
exegetical text as they are written in majuscule. In GA 91, the lemmata introduce the
whole exegetical sections, but not always the Scholia Photiana directly. In GA 1907 they
do not recur systematically. Overall, there is no agreement between the manuscripts
on the redaction of the additional lemmata introducing the Scholia Photiana, which

confirm that they were not part of the Scholia Photiana.

1.5 Hypotheses on the genesis of the Scholia Photiana.

The first theory of the provenance of the Scholia Photiana was put forward by the
German cardinal J. Hergenr6ther, who examined the scholia ascribed to Photius in the
catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius and the Typus Vaticanus and those edited by Cramer
(supra, p. 14; pp. 26-28). In particular, in the third volume of his extensive work
dedicated to the Patriarch of Constantinople (Hergenrdther, 1869, pp. 78 ff.), with the
scholia on Romans and 1-2 Corinthians in Cramer’s edition, Hergenrother considered
the exegetical material in the 1631 edition of Morellus, Oecumenius commentaria, where
he also found scholia commenting on the whole letter to Romans and 1-2
Corinthians.®* He then compared that material to one of the most famous works

ascribed to Photius, the Amphilochine Quaestiones or Amphilochia (PG 101). In his

% In his work, Hergenrother identifies the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius simply as ‘Oecumenius.” The

issue of the identity of Oecumenius is also discussed above (pp. 19-21).
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analysis, he observed that, in a few cases, the catena offered a similar explanation to
the Amphilochia; for instance, both the Amphilochin and the catena provided
explanations of the the name Paul and his description as doulos in Rm 1, 1
(Hergenrother, 1869, p. 79). However, Hergenrother also realised that in the vast
majority of the cases, the Amphilochia and the explanations in the catena on the same
Pauline passages were different. Hence his hypothesis that the scholia ascribed to
Photius in the catena belonged to a work other than the Amphilochia, in which Photius
would have reported a more detailed analysis of the whole collection of Pauline
Epistles (Hergenrother, 1869, pp. 85-86). Hergenrother also advanced the hypothesis
that Photius had collected those explanations in a manuscript that was then used as
the main source for the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius (Hergenréther, 1869, p. 95). In
his 1933 edition of the material from the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, Staab supported
the same conclusions (Staab, 1933, p. XL).

Indeed, the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius is not the only one containing scholia
ascribed to Photius. The first collection of scholia ascribed to Photius was found in a
Catena in Lucam, Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1933,
known as GA 868 (Aland, 1994, p. 98), whose first series was published by Mai in 1825;
a second series of the same catena was also published and discussed in 1837 by Migne,
who highlighted some limitations of Mai’s work (PG 101, coll. 1212-1230). In 1896, A.
Papadopoulos-Kerameus published a version of the same scholia from Hagion Oros,
Monastery Iviron, 371 (Lambros 4491), known as GA 1061 (Papadopoulos-Kerameus,

1896, pp. 50-54). In 1892, Papadopoulos-Kerameus had also already published a large
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number of what he believed to be Scholia Photiana on Matthew, preserved in
Jerusalem, Monastery St. Saba 232. However, he made some mistakes in considering
as Photian some scholia preserved in manuscripts where the division between the
materials of different authors, sometimes even anonymous, was not clearly defined
(Reuss, 1952, p. 133). It is also commonly accepted that the catena is ascribed to Peter
of Laodicea and that the Scholia Photiana were only secondary additions (Devreesse,
1928, col. 1166; Reuss, 1966, p. 94; Mango, 1958, p. 7). In 1952, in his own studies of
Photian scholia on the Gosple of Matthew, J. Reuss identified one hundred and twenty
Photian scholia and two different transcriptions of the text: the Normale Form and the
Gekiirzte Form, ‘shortened form' (Reuss, 1952, p. 134). In the unique manuscript of the
Gekiirzte Form, Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 194 (twelfth-century),
known as GA 304, there were almost sixty scholia related to the Gospel and a few of
them appeared to be scholia from Photius” Homiliae (PG 102). Therefore, Reuss
concluded that from the homilies the compiler extrapolated the exegetical material,
including historical and grammatical explanations, but without any rhetorical
adornment. Following his research, Reuss supported the hypothesis that the Photian
scholia in the catena on Matthew might have belonged to an original Photian work; in
this he seems to reach similar conclusions to Hergenrother and Staab. It was also
Reuss’ opinion (1952, p. 134) that Photius’ exegetical activity should have been
considered as an innovation among contemporary exegetes, since he built and
supported his own independent interpretation in a time when the general tendency

was to produce mere compilations from the Fathers: indeed, Photius knew the
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interpretation of the ancient Fathers, like Chrysostom, and showed a deep interest in
the Antiochene School (Reuss, 1952, p. 134); most of all, Photius was able to analyse
critically the old exegesis and moralisation adding his own thoughts.

The Pseudo-Oecumenian catena has not only preserved scholia ascribed to Photius,
but also texts from several other authors, including Arethas of Caesarea (860-940),
who is also the latest author in the collection published by Staab (1933, p. 653 ff.).
Under the name of Arethas there is a commentary on the Book of Revelation, which
is not to be considered as an original work, but as a revision of Andrew of Caesarea
(sixth—-seventh-century), who wrote a Commentary on the Apocalypse (PG 106) in
twenty-four essays (Staab, 1933, p. XLVII).> The scholia ascribed to Arethas in the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena are few, mostly preserved in Venezia, Biblioteca
Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z 546 (786) (eleventh-century), known as GA 617 (Aland, 19%,

p. 83). Some internal references suggest that Arethas wrote his scholia following the

% Andrew lived at Jerusalem, when the city was still under the reign of the Byzantines, therefore before
the Arab conquest of 637; each one of the twenty-four essays of the Commentary on the Apocalypse is
divided into three chapters, having a symbolic value: twenty-four are the Four and Twenty Elders
worshipping the throne of God (Rev 4, 4), while the three chapters correspond to the three parts (soul,
body and spirit) of every one of them (Moreschini and Norelli, 1999, p. 574). Following this division,
Andrew supports the Origenist existence of three levels of writing: the body of the scripture, which has
a literal meaning; the spiritual level, which has a tropological meaning and the psychic level, which has
an anagogical meaning related to the future things to come (Moreschini and Norelli, 1999, p. 574). Even
though Origen’s exegesis had its roots in the application of the allegorical method to Homeric texts by
the ancient Greek philosophers, he was the first one to systematically apply and develop it into three
levels: literal, moral and spiritual, which replaced the anthropological body, soul and spirit (Moreschini

and Norelli, 1999, p. 132).
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reading of other commentaries and explicitly mentioned the interpretations of early
exegetes, such as Eusebius of Emesa and John Chrysostom (1 Cor 4, 19) (Staab, 1933,
p. XLVII)>

In the light of the study on Arethas, it is Staab’s opinion that, in the ninth century,
when the catenae were already circulating in the Byzantine environment, a few
authors, like Arethas, might have started to produce their own scholia as glossae to
enrich pre-existing collections, basing them on previous commentaries (Staab, 1933,
p- XLVII). The hypothesis that Arethas” scholia were produced as additions in the
form of glossae opens the question as to whethere the Scholia Photiana in the catena of
Pseudo-Oecumenius should be considered as additions in form of glossae as well. This
hypothesis would oppose that of Hergenrother, Staab and Reuss on the origin of the

scholia as extracts from a more extended work by Photius.

In addition, another point of reflection in this thesis is the extent to which the
writings of the Church Fathers might have influenced Photius” exegesis. One starting
point is the reading of the Greek scholar T. Antonopoulou, who drew attention to a

significant case that gave rise to the question of whether Photius’ source for his own

%7 Staab also published the scholium ascribed to Arethas in manuscript GA 617 (siglum F) mentioning
the name of Eusebius and Chrysostom: <Kal yvawoopat o0 Tov Adyov TV MEQUOIWHEVOV AAAX TV
dUvapLy.> évteDOEV Tveg PovAovtal detkvival tov év KoplvBw memopvevkdta v Pntoiav wg tav
daoKkovTwy NV kKat Bantilovtwy, oig kat 6 Epeonvoc ovvnyopet EVoéPlos. Twavvng ye punv o
Aodog Kkal TO OTOHA XQLOOUG &V TV avToL AOYOlS Kal mEeTPuTéQov TODTOV TeQLTiOnoLY

a&wopatt (Staab, 1933, p. 659, 11. 19-24).
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exegesis could have been other extracts from the Fathers also available in catenae
(Antonopoulou, 2006, pp. 5546-550). In her study on the Nicene father Eustathius of
Antioch (1337), she examined a scholium ascribed to Photius in the manuscripts of the
catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius (Erweiterte Typus) also published by Staab as a
comment on Heb 7, 3 (ed. Staab, 1933, p. 646).3® The scholium comments on the
genealogy of Melchizedek, an emblematic and mysterious king and high priest of
Salem/Jerusalem mentioned in both the Old Testament (Gen 14, 18-20) and the New
Testament (Heb 7, 3). Antonopoulou compared that scholium edited by Staab to
another scholium ascribed to Eustathius of Alexandria, which is preserved in the
Catena in Genesim® and published in Eustathii Opera Omnia (ed. Declerk, 2002, pp. 174—
175). Because of the evident similarities between the text of Eustathius and Photius
(infra, pp. 272-273), Antonopoulou at first even questioned the authorship of the

scholium in Staab 1933 and checked the manuscript tradition (Antonopoulou, 2006, p.

% In this thesis, the corresponding scholium on Heb 7, 3 edited by Staab is numbered as Sch. Ph. 540
and discussed in chap. VIL1, pp. 271-274, where I also report the two Greek texts of Eustathius and
Photius.

¥ A description and an edition of the 2270 scholia in the Catena in Genesim is available in Petit, 1991-
1996 (vol. 1-4). The catena counts several authors, including Eusebius of Caesarea, Athanasius of
Alexandria, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Didymus of Alexandria, Epiphanius of Salamis,
John Chrysostom, and Cyril of Alexandria (Petit, 1993, p. XVI). This catena is considered the result of
the combination between a primitive catena of the fifth century with another exegetical compilation,
the Collectio Coisliniana in Genesim; the result of this combination was translated into Latin by
Lippomanus (Paris, 1546) and the Greek text was later edited in 1772 by Nikephoros Theotokos, who
based his edition on ms. Athen., Bibl. Nat., 43 (eleventh-century); with the further addition of Procopius
of Gaza, Epitome, the work was known as either Nikephori Catena, from the name of its editor, or

Lipsiensis Catena, from the name of the place of its publication (Declerk, 2002, pp. 277-278).
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547); then, she pointed out that in other contexts, the Patriarch’s quotations of
Eustathius were just second-hand, mostly to be found in the Bibliotheca; additionally
she highlighted how George the Monk, a contemporary of Photius, incorporated a
paraphrase of the same scholium of Eustathius in his Chronicle using a catena as
source, probably very similar to the Catena in Genesim, as it would have been common
for authors at that time (Antonopoulou, 2006, p. 549). It is her opinion that it could
have been possible that Photius accessed a catena as a primary source for his own
exegesis of Heb 7, 3. Could this conclusion be also valid for the other Scholia Photiana
in the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius? To what extent would Photius’ exegesis reflect

the ancient Fathers” works?

In conclusion, this thesis attempts to clarify the extent to which the Scholia Photiana
could be considered as parts of another work from Photius, maybe a sort of more
extended commentary on Paul’s writing, as Hergenrother thought in the first instance,
or whether the Scholia Photiana could be considered more as additional glossae, as Staab
thought for the scholia of Arethas. Additionally, I shall reflect on the extent to which
the Scholia Photiana are influenced by the writings of other Fathers, paying attention
to possible reminiscencea of the Fathers and considering how they fit within the

context of the Scholia Photiana.
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1.6 Education in Byzantium and the role of Photius against the Iconoclasm.

The environment in which the Scholia Photiana might have been circulating must also
be considered. Indeed they might have worked well in the scholastic context as a
teaching tool for Byzantine students, allowing them to approach Paul’s text more
easily. However, it should be clarified what a “school” in Byzantium was. According
to Dvornik, the institution of the University of Constantinople had its roots in the
Hellenistic scholastic tradition beginning under Ptolemy Soter (323-285 BCE), inspired
by the Athenian philosopher Demetrius of Phalerum, who gathered in the Mouseion
of Alexandria a number of writers and philosophers; then, with the expansion of the
Roman Empire, the emperors followed the model of Ptolemy and promoted the liberal
arts in the main cities of the Empire (Dvornik, 1951, p. 108 ff.). When Constantinople
ascended as the new capital, it followed the other cities with the institution of a
university in 360 CE, which was then reorganised by Theodosius II in 425 (Dvornik,
1948, p. 13; 1951, p. 109). However, the definition of a ‘university” at Constantinople,
may be misleading, because its main purpose was educating high level administrators
and politicians, who played an active role in the Church and at the imperial, rather
than educating people for the sake of learning (Harris, 2017, p. 27 ff.; Dvornik 1948, p.
13, n. 4). Additionally, the intellectual debate and the transmission of knowledge at
Constantinople usually took place in more than one place, such as the Great Palace
and the Palace of Blachernai; some of those scholars were not only administrators but
also philosophers and historians and that dual role was the main feature of the

Byzantine higher education (Harris, 2017, p. 28). Nevertheless, the imperial court was

48



not the only one to manage the education and the transmission of knowledge and
learning. In fact, not all those who were educated moved to administrative roles, but
some entered the clergy as well, for whom the Church provided an alternative to the
University in the Patriarchal School (Harris, 2017, p. 31; Browning, 1962, p. 167).

The foundation of the first theological schools is also to be found in the ancient
tradition established in Alexandria, where in the early centuries education was
addressed to new clergy and catechumens who were still influenced by the pagan
culture (Dvornik, 1951, p. 109). Together with Alexandria, cities like Antioch, Nisibis
and Edessa also became important centres of theological studies, able to compete with
the Western Rome. The first head of the School of Alexandria, Clemens, combined
Greek philosophy with Christian theology, establishing a tradition that was adopted
by the other centres of theology, where a great part of the didactical activity was
dedicated to the teaching of oriental theology, Greek philosophy, grammar and
rhetoric (Simonetti, 1994, pp. 110-111).

Nevertheless, Constantinople could not compete with centres like Alexandria and
Antioch at the beginning. Dvornik highlights how there was no mention of the
Patriarchal School in Constantinople in Cassiodorus (sixth-century), who complained
of the lack of a theological school in Rome and would have probably referred to
Constantinople if he knew about the school; there is also no reference to that in
Justinian’s legislation, who showed a deep interest in the University; Dvornik
concludes that the education of the clergy was probably under the management of the

bishops and that legally the emperors had no involvement in it at all (Dvornik, 1951,
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p. 110). The Patriarchal School is firstly attested under the Patriarchate of Sergius I
(610-638) but neither Dvornik nor Browning excludes that it may have existed since
at least the fifth century or even under Constantine (Browning, 1962, p. 168; Dvornik,
1951, p. 111). On public occasions, teachers would have delivered panegyrics and
orations and produced some poetry; they were also actively involved in the
theological controversies of the time and successful teaching careers may regularly
have led to the rank of bishop (Browning, 1962, p. 168). The theological teaching was
conducted in St Sophia and focused on the Psalter, Epistles and the Gospels;
presumably each one was taught by a specialised theological teacher in his own
learning-room (Browning, 1962, pp. 169-171).

In the ninth century, during the controversy about the worship of icons, the
Patriarchal School was the object of a number of reformations which affected mostly
the teaching of philosophy, grammar and rhetoric (Dvornik 1951, p. 118). In particular,
the moderate Patriarch Methodius (843-847) recognised the importance of those
subjects in preparation for the priesthood and promoted them in the Patriarchal
School, while his successor, Patriarch Ignatius (847-858; 667-877),% being closer to the
extremist views of the monk of Studion, showed his hostility towards the secular

sciences and the pagan philosophy, going so far as to significantly reduce their

4 The main source about Ignatius is the Vita Ignatii ascribed to Nicetas David Paphlagon, from which
we know that Ignatius was the son of Emperor Michael I Rhangabe and his wife Procopia; in 813, he
was forced to join a monastery by Leo V of Armenia, who had usurped the imperial throne. (ed.

Smithies, 2003, pp. 5-6).
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teaching, if not completely suppress it (Dvornik, 1951, p. 119). The rise of Ignatius
brought further political consequences for both Church and the State, worsening the
disputes between extremists and moderates; the last one led by Bardas (1866), brother
and opponent of Empress Theodora (Dvornik, 1953, p. 75).4 The political conflict
resulted in the assassination of Theoctistus, the relegation of Theodora to a convent,
the assumption of the the government by Michael III and Bardas himself, the
abdication of Ignatius and the election of Photius as Patriarch (Dvornik, 1953, p. 76).
At the time of his first election as Patriarch of Constantinople, Photius was a highly
placed layman,* related to Bardas (1866) and Patriarch Tarasius (784-806), who was
also his great-uncle; Dvornik reminds us how Photius accepted the role of Patriarch
for the pure sense of duty which distinguished him among his contemporaries,
probably inspired by Tarasius himself, who had attended his same duties in the
imperial service (Dvornik, 1948, p. 3). With Photius, the moderate party, guided by
Bardas and the bishop of Syracuse, Asbestas, gained the support of the new Patriarch.
He supported again the teaching of the secular sciences, which underwent a time of

renewed promotion in the higher education system (Dvornik, 1951, p. 119). In this

4 For more details on the history of the controversy as the result of a process of transformation already
started in the eighth century and characterised by the influence of oriental ideas, whose iconoclasm
was only the most notorious symptom, see also the study of Dvornik on the involvement of Photius in
the schism of the ninth century (Dvornik, 1948).

# His family had suffered during the period of Iconoclasm and both his parents had been persecuted
and died in exile; a successful career in the central administration had brought Photius to become
protoasecretis, Head of the Imperial Chancellery, then ambassador to the Arabs. Comprehensive

bibliographical references about Photius are also available in Chadwick, 2003, p. 21 ff.
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climate of change, the regent Bardas reorganised the University of Constantinople and
moved it to the palace of the Magnaura in 863. Dvornik accepts that even before
accessing the Patriarchal Throne, Photius had been a teacher at the University of
Constantinople; it seems that his previous role as teacher might have inspired his
interest in the reformation of the Patriarchal School (Dvornik, 1951, p. 120). However,
Mango (1980, pp. 168-169) believed that Photius never taught in any higher education
context in Constantinople, including the Magnaura, while Lemerle (1986, p. 189)
believed he actually taught in the new Byzantine institution of the Magnaura, or at
least he introduced the study of Philosophy there. Despite the uncertainty about his
role as an active teacher in the Magnaura or in the Patriarchal School, it is commonly
accepted that Photius played an active role in the fight against Iconoclasm, which he
describes as a barbaric heresy, showing a clear desire to eradicate it from Byzantium
through the recognition by the Second Council of Nicea and the Seventh Oecumenical
Synod (Dvorik, 1951, p. 125). In this light, Photius” main response to the Iconoclasm
would be the promotion of the literal reading of Scripture, reflecting the iconophile
appreciation for the concrete and material reality of the historical Christ opposing the
allegorical reading of the Scripture, which the Byzantine authorities would have seen
as a further obstacle to the cultural uniformity and politcal order required to re-
establish the orthodoxy (Constas, 1999, p. 108).

Considering the role Photius played in support of the orthodoxy, my analysis of the

Scholia Photiana will also investigate the extent to which the Photian exegesis of the
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Pauline writings in the Scholia Photiana could provide further evidence to support

Photius’ role in the restoration of orthodoxy in Byzantium.

I. 7 The critical edition of twenty-five new Scholia Photiana found in manuscripts
of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena.

Following the analysis of the Scholia Photiana in the manuscripts of the Erweiterte
Typus of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, I classify each scholium ascribed to Photius
as ‘Sch. Ph.” (abbreviation for ‘Scholium Photianum’) and the number indicating the
progressive order in which the scholia appear in the manuscripts. Tables with the data
related to the classification and location of the Scholia Photiana within the manuscripts
are provided in Appendix 1 (p. 301 ff.) The results of my research are discussed in six
chapters, one for each group of scholia.

I have also produced an edition of the unpublished Scholia Photiana found across the
manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus and analyse elements confirming their authorship,
which I describe in the following chapters.

In this thesis I provide an editio princeps of new exegetical material detected in the
manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus GA 2183, GA 91, GA 1907, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA
1905 (Appendix 2). The new scholia edited in Appendix 2 belong to manuscripts of
the Erweiterte Typus of the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius. I have been able to isolate
twenty-five unpublished scholia, which have been numbered in relation to the whole
collection of the Scholia Photiana, preserved in the same manuscripts and listed in

Appendix 1.
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I provide below a brief list of the new Scholia Photiana and their locations, which are

also reported in Appendix 1 (see the blue sections) and Appendix 2:

Scholium GA 91 GA 1905 GA GA GA 1982 GA 1923 GA 2183
1907 1916

Sch. Ph. 1a f.69r ff. 6v-7r
anonymous

Sch. Ph. 2 f. 69r f.7r
anonymous

Sch. Ph. 4 f.5v

Sch. Ph. 6a f.5v

Sch.Ph.43 | f.76v f. 20r
anonymous

Sch.Ph.45 | f.76v f. 20r
anonymous

Sch. Ph. 83b | f. 85r f. 34v
anonymous

Sch. Ph. f. 59rv

135b

Sch. Ph. 204 f. 56r £.90

Sch. Ph. 212 f. 60r f. 94r

anonymous
Sch. Ph. 288 f. 140r
Sch. Ph. 296 f. 74v f. 103r f. 137r f. 169r
anonymous anonymous | anonymous
Sch. Ph. 297 f. 75r f. 103r f. 137r f. 169r
anonymous anonymous

Sch. Ph. 324 f. 3r

Sch. Ph. 335 | f. 152r f. 6v f. 201r

Sch. Ph. 338 | f. 144r

Sch. Ph. f. 159 f.221v

535a

Sch. Ph. 390 | f.171v f. 253r
anonymous

Sch. Ph. 411 | f. 170v f.272v
anonymous

Sch. Ph. 430

Sch. Ph. 463 ff. 313v-

314r

Sch. Ph. 466 f.317v

Sch. Ph. 470 f. 319r

Sch. Ph. 528 | f.223r f. 160r f. 432v
anonymous

Sch. Ph. 529 f. 160rv ff. 432v—

433r

(Table 3: New Scholia Photiana)

In producing the edition of these new Scholia Photiana I considered the presence of

the Photian ligature, but most importantly the results of the analysis of the style of
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each scholium. I provide further details related to the content, the style plus an English
translation of each one in the corresponding sections in Chapters II-VIII of this thesis,
which can be consulted by following the indications in italic and bold font (e.g. Sch.
Ph. 2, p. 63).

It is important to note that not all the manuscripts preserve the same number of
scholia and that I could not always use the same manuscript as the base-text for all of
them. Moreover, when a text is preserved in more than one manuscript, I found very
few textual differences. These never affect the meaning of the exegesis — a sign that
the Greek text of the scholia is well-established in the tradition across the eleventh
century. However, in each scholium, where different readings are found, I report them
in the critical apparatus underneath the text in Appendix 2.

When a new scholium is preserved in GA 2183, I use this manuscript as the base-
text for my edition, for the following reasons. Among the twenty-five new scholia,
eight are preserved in both GA 91 and GA 2183 (Table 1). In GA 91, the scholia tend
to be anonymous, while in GA 2183 they are always ascribed to Photius using the
ligature @t or @wt. Similar ligatures are common to all the Erweiterte Typus
manuscripts (see Images 2, 3 on p. 34). The scholia in both GA 2183 and GA 91 are
remarkably similar, although occasionally GA 2183 offers a slightly more refined
version of the text (e.g. dx Twv mEopnTwv instead of dix mEognTwV in Sch. Ph. 1a; O
¢v ayloig KvpirAog in Sch. Ph. 335; a superfluous, movable -v is avoided in Sch. Ph.
45). Other differences between GA 2183 and GA 91 are related to the inconsistency in

GA 91 in introducing the scholium with the pronoun &AAog. Both &AAwg and &AAog
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are sometimes found in GA 1923 as well. With regard to the use of this
pronoun/adverb in the manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, it has been
recently observed by Panella that phrases such as dAAog ¢notv, kat &AAog opoiwg
enoiv, aAAog d¢ @notv, dAAwg, 1) o0Twe, and 1) Tt were probably part of the source
itself, belonging to an early stage of the catena when the ligatures to identify the source
were not in use yet (Panella, 2017, p. 137). Therefore, where GA 2183 preserves the
pronoun, I have kept it in the edition.

There are also scholia which are not only in GA 91 and GA 2183, but also in GA 1907;
for instance, Sch. Ph. 335. In this case, the main difference between the three witnesses
is in the position of the phrase ¢v 1@ mowtw twv kata TovAiavov BiBAiw, which
appears at the beginning of the scholium in GA 2183, but is postponed in GA 1907 and
GA 91. As the three witnesses do not show any other difference, I decided to follow
GA 2183 as the base-text for consistency with the scholia described above. GA 2183 is
the only source for Sch. Ph. 430; Sch. Ph. 463; Sch. Ph. 466 and Sch. Ph. 470.

However, GA 2183 displays some occasional inaccuracies. For instance, in Sch. Ph.
466, the scribe mistakenly writes the infinitive ¢00nvat instead of foOnvat. There are
also a couple of cases of itacism. The first one is in Sch. Ph. 296, where the diphthong
el- (eitar) is replaced by (- (itar). More challenging is establishing if there is itacism in
Sch. Ph. 353a, where the scribe of GA 2183 writes mao’ 1juwv, while the one of GA 91
writes maQ” pwv. From the context I am inclined to accept the pronoun Opwv as in

GA 91, which seems to fit with the wider content of the exegesis rather than fjuawv.
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I continue to use GA 2183 as the base text with the edition of the scholia above for
the edition of Sch. Ph. 297; Sch. Ph. 335; Sc. Ph. 390 and Sch. Ph. 411.

Two other scholia, Sch. Ph. 204a and Sch. Ph. 212, the longest among the new scholia,
are preserved only in GA 1923 and GA 1982. In the first case, there are no differences
between the two manuscripts. In Sch. Ph. 212, there are several dissimilarities; the
most relevant is the phrase maAawov émedav Tvwv dvwbev UNVILATWYV €IG TTELQOY
é¢rumtov, which appears only in GA 1982 and not in GA 1923. I decided to include this
sentence in the text and follow GA 1982 as the base text for the edition of Sch. Ph. 212,
because the phrase adds further clarity to the context, fitting with the exegetical aim
of expounding 1 Cor 4, 13 mavtwv megoiynua. In the edition of Sch. Ph. 212, both
manuscripts GA 1923 and GA 1982 preserve the aorist optative onuavai, although
considering the context and the following aorist infinitive magaotnoat, I corrected
this to onunvat (Appendix 2, p. 371).

With regard to Sch. Ph. 6a; Sch. Ph. 288 and Sch. Ph. 324, these scholia are only
preserved in GA 1907. The texts did not require any editorial intervention as the
reading of the manuscript was entirely clear.

For all the scholia edited in Appendix 2, the punctuation is given according to the
base-text per each scholium. I interpret the upper dot as an English semicolon; where
the base-text presents a lower dot clearly making the end of a sentence, I replace it
with the full stop. In some cases where the upper dot clearly divided the main clause
by subordinates introduced by prepositions such as @wg or tva, I replace it with a

comma.
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Additionally, where I identify biblical quotations, I indicate them in italics and add
the reference to the Bible following NA28. In cases such as Sch. Ph. 212 and Sch. Ph.
324 where the text of the scholium gives a different reading to the NA28 edition of the
New Testament and the RP 2005 edition of the Byzantine text and the lectiones were
not to be considered as examples of flattening, I have provided an indication in

footnotes.
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II. A new analysis of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Romans.

I1.1 A brief introduction.

As I already explained in the Introduction, my analysis of the Scholia Photiana is
based mostly on the examination of GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91, GA 1907,
which are the same manuscripts Staab used for his edition of the catena, plus GA
1905, GA 1916 and GA 2183.

In approaching the analysis of the Scholia Photiana in the edition of 1933, I found the
work of Staab often misleading and sometimes imprecise; firstly, in grouping of series
of scholia into one single text. This happens especially in regard to more extended
scholia, which Staab divided into paragraphs: in fact, each paragraph corresponds to
a single independent scholium in the manuscripts. This emerged very clearly in the
majority of the scholia edited in 1933. For instance, Staab published a long text in seven
paragraphs of different extension under the title Rom 1, 16-18 (1933, pp. 474-477), but,
after an investigation of the manuscripts, I realised that this scholium consisted of five
scholia (Sch. Ph. 13-Sch. Ph. 17), whose exegetical material was only partially
combined (Sch. Ph. 14-Sch. Ph. 16) in one manuscript, GA 1915.

Furthermore, Staab puts at the head of each paragraph, as a title, the Pauline verse
to which the exegetical text refers. However, it is not always possible to connect each
scholium to a specific verse, because the exegete tends to develop a fluid connection
between several biblical verses for exegetical purposes. For these reasons, I have tried

to give a portrait of the exact situation in the manuscripts through Appendix 1-Tablel.
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From a new analysis of the manuscripts it is possible to confirm that Scholia Photiana
commenting on chapter 1 are mostly preserved in GA 1915, GA 1923 and GA 1907.
GA 1905 does not preserve the catena from the beginning and it is possible to read the
biblical text and the commentary with the additional Photian scholia only from f. 7r,
where the catena on Rm 6 begins, therefore no Scholia Photiana on Rm 1-5 are reported

in GA 1905.

I1.2 - The Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Romans.
Sch. Ph. 1abc. The first scholium ascribed to Photius in GA 2183 (ff. 6v-7r) is a
comment on Rm 1, 1-2. Before describing the scholium, it is necessary to mention that
there is a text on Rm 1, 1 already edited on the basis of ms GA 1915, GA 1923 and GA
1907.43 The version preserved in GA 2183 is also in GA 91 (f. 69r) as anonymous. The
tirst part of the text is unpublished, while the second part agrees with the text in the

other three manuscripts as Staab edited it; however, the first three manuscripts also

# Rm 1, 1, Ilooéta&e 10 INavdoc, undé daigery otdHa dvev TOL HepvRoBal TS dEOTOTIKNG
eveQyeoiag PovAodpevog, olov: I[TavAog, enotv, 6 kal adTnV TV KANow €€ eveQyeoiag, €K XAQLTOG,
&Kk Llotipiag Exwv deomotikng: IlavAog, 6 mavta péowv &mo tob XQLoTo, TNV kAo, TV [p. 470,
L. 5] xaouv, v moALteiav. - AovAoc avt@ Yo 0Aog mémapat, EAevOepwOeic ATIO TOL VOUOU Kol TG
apatiag. doVAOC TOUTO oL TO &&iwpa, dd ToUTOL BovAopaL TTAOL YVwILeoOal. ol eV év kKOO Uw
AVAOTQEPOLEVOL ATO TV &V KOOUW allwpdtwy dnAovobat PovAovial, VAtovg €avtolg kal
otoaTtnyoug avayoagovtes, ITavAw d¢ aoket eig péyeOog [p. 470, 1. 10] a&ipatog T0 dovAoc eivat
Xpiotov (Staab, 1933, p. 470, 11. 1-10). The three manuscripts Staab used for his edition of the text report

exactly the same text without any variations.
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preserve a third part of the scholium which does not appear in GA 2183 or GA 91.
Therefore, I describe the three parts of the Photian exegesis on Rm 1, 1 as:

Sch. Ph. 1a (GA 2183 and GA 91);

Sch. Ph. 1b (GA 2183, GA 91, GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1907);

Sch. Ph. 1c (GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1907).

My decision to name them all as Sch. Ph. 1, even if I make clear the unity of the text
by using the letters a, b and ¢, is due to the fact that the three parts always appear
combined as a whole text in the manuscripts and not as independent scholia. I have
made an edition of Sch. Ph. 1a and Sch. Ph. 1b as they appear in GA 2183 and GA 91,
together with a translation; since Sch. Ph. 1b is already edited by Staab, it is indicated
in bold characters:

[Sch. Ph. 1a] AAAog: ITavAog, olov 0 detva T detvt xalpewy ovp@aivel, peta& TOV
TEQLTOL DAY YEAIOL AGYOV KL EAVTOV TO HEV EVAYYEALOV, UT) OE KATX XQOVOV Elvat
VEWTEQOV, AAAX mEOKATNYYEADAL pEV dx TV MEOENTWV VOV d& mepaveQwOat
paokwv. Emtepvi)odn d¢ kat tov Aauld meog OV 1] UTTOOX OIS KAL EAVTOV ELTTE TOVTOV
K1jovka TEoPePANcOar we av ur meometws peta v Iétoov ddaokaAiav mEog
10 ETOTéAAey EANAVOEvaL dokoln: Oelov d¢ paAAov Emitaypa EKTANQV.
ITootattel d¢ TO olicelov Ovopa. 1) kata ovviBetav dpxaiav. olov KAavdiog Avolag
T KoaTloTw 1 yepove Pdikt xaipew. 1) [Sch. Ph. 1b] mooétae to IavAog unde
Olaigelv otOua &vev TOU pepvnoOal deOTOTIKTG EVEQYEDLAG BOVAOUEVOG, OlOV
IMavAog, pnot, 0 kal avTnVv TV KANow &€ evepyeoiag kal @ulotipiag EXwv
oeomnotikng: [IavAog 0 mavia péQwv &mo XQLOToU TNV KANOLY, THV XAV TIV
moALTELA.

(tr.) “Also, “Paul” (Rm 1, 1) that is to say that such a man showed to rejoice at such a
thing, meanwhile saying that the discourse around the Gospel and his own Gospel
showed now, were not that recent, but had already been proclaimed by the Prophets.
It is also mentioned the name of David (Rm 1, 2) to whom the promise said he would
have proposed himself as herald of that. As it would not be good, according to Peter’s
teaching, coming hastily before sending a letter, fulfilling a rather divine command,
he (Paul) puts his own name at the beginning either because of the ancient tradition,
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such as, “Claudius Lysias, to His Excellency, Governor Felix: greetings!” (Act 23, 26),
or he wrote, “Paul”, because he did not want to rise his speech without remembering
the Lord’s benefit: “Paul”, he says, who received the call for benefit and desire of Lord;
“Paul” who bears everything from Christ: the call, the celestial citizenship.’

With regards to the authenticity of Sch. Ph. 1a, the paternity of the attribution to
Photius is determined only on the basis of the ligature in GA 2183 and its combination
with Sch. Ph. 1b, which is Photian in all the other manuscripts, but some doubts arise
after a more detailed analysis of the style. It is true that there is no strong evidence
against the Photian paternity of the scholium, but the verb paokwv remains unusual
in the collection of the Scholia Photiana, where the form eincv is largely found. With
regards to the contents, Sch. Ph. 1abc provide the reader with a thorough exegesis of
the world dovAog in Rm 1, 1 as a synonym of “apostle’ in Paul’s epistle. According to
the interpretation, Paul is to be considered as a servant of Christ, because he was sold
to him and freed by him from the Law and sins; unlike famous leaders looking for
honours, Paul’s satisfaction is to be a servant of God.* There is also a similar passage
in Amphilochia, Quaestio 136 (PG 101). It is remarkable how in both texts, the Patriarch
aims to explain why Paul starts the epistle introducing himself with his own name,

also remarking on the ideological connection between the choice of a new name and

his duty as ambassador of the Gospel:

#The epithet of servus Dei often attributed to leaders of Israel, such as David, Abraham, Isaac and

Moses, is already widespread in the Old testament, see Is 52, 13-15; II Sam 7, 8; Gen 16, 24 etc.
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Sch. Ph. 1b (Staab, 1933, p. 470, 11. 1-
5):

IMgoétate 10 [lavAog, unde dxigety
OTOPA AVeL TOL pepvnoBar tng
OE0TOTIKNG gvegyeoing
povAopuevog, oiov: [lavAocg, pnotv, 6

Kat ooty v  KAnow €€
gvepyeoiag, €k XAQLTOG, €K
eUotiplag  EXwV  DEOTIOTIKNG'

IMavAog, 6 mavTa EéQWV &TO TOL
Xgtotov, TV KANOW, TV XAQLV,
TV moALtelay. - AoDAOG" aUT@ YaQ
O0Aog mémpapal, éAevBepwOels amo
TOV VOHOUL Kol TNG AUAQTIAG.

Photius, Amphilochia, Q. 136 (PG
101, col. 749):

IMgotatrtel twv EmiotoAwv avtov
ITavAoc 6 Oelog tO Ovopa, pNdE
dlapat oTOUA XWELS TOU HepvNoOat
TG  AeOTMOTIKNG  €VEQYEDIAG
BovAopevoe. Kal yoo avtq: kat thv
KANOW 1 XA Eékatvioev, elg
ITavAov tov ZavAov, @omeQ TOLG
TEOTOVG, OUTW dtapePALEVT) Kl T
onuata. Ao enot IavAog, 6 xai
avTv  olovel TNV  KANOwWw €k
AeomoTikng pulotipiag @éewv, [col.
749] 6 mavIa mMAovToag ATMO TOU

XgLotov, 10 dvoua, TV TloTy, TOV
ooV, TOV OQOUOV, TIV ATTOTTOAT|V,
T TTOALTEVUATA, EKOTWS TOLYXQOVV
kat 6bovAoc Xptotov [...].

AsIreport in the Introduction (supra, p. 41 ff.) the German scholar Hergenrother had
noticed some similarities between a few scholia in the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius
and the Amphilochia. However, he also recognised that in the majority of cases, the
scholia ascribed to Photius in the catena reported interpretations that were different
from those proposed in the Amphilochia; hence his hypothesis about the existence of a
more extended Photian work on the Pauline Epistles (Hergenrother, 1869, pp. 79). Sch.
Ph. 1b is one of the very few scholia preserving verbatim quotations from the
Ampbhilochia - as was also noticed by Hergenrtther — but as this thesis will illustrate,
the verbatim quotations are only few and the interpretation reported in the Scholia

Photiana seems to be independent from the other Photian works most of the times (e.g.

Sch. Ph. 5, Sch.Ph. 12, Sch. Ph. 259); this would be a further confirmation of what
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Hergenrother believed with regard to the existence of another Photian work on the
Pauline Epistles.

Through an analysis using the TLG, a comparison between Photius and the other
authors in catenae has given no positive results about the influence of previous
exegetes on Photius from the point of view of contents. The Scholia Photiana and the
other texts in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena seem to complement one another
creating a complete exegetical work on the Pauline Epistles. Indeed, there are four
other scholia on Rm 1, 1 in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena; these three scholia belong
to exegetical authors dating back to the fourth and fifth century, conventionally
grouped under the definition of ‘Antiochene School,” (supra, p. 7 ff) such as Eusebius
of Emesa (300-359), Theodore of Mopsuestia (350-428) and Severian of Gabala (tafter
408). However, none of these scholia shows any similarities in interpretation with the
others. Indeed, because of the sacred nature of Paul’s writings and the general fortune
of the Epistle, quotations of this passage were common among the Byzantine
authors.*

Sch. Ph. 2. This is also a comment on Rm 1, 1 only preserved in GA 2183 with a
Photian ligature and GA 91, where it does not have a ligature and it is combined with

other anonymous lines to create one scholium that makes its identification impossible

% Just to quote a few examples of exegesis on Rm 1, 1: Gregorius Nyssenus, Antirrheticus adversus
Apollinarium (ed. Mueller, 1958, vol. 3, p. 191, 1. 3); Gregorius Nyssenus, Refutatio Confessionis Eunomii
(ed. Jaeger, 1960, sec. 30, 1. 9); Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos (PG 27, col. 313, 1. 35); Basilius,

Enarratio in Prophetam Isaiam (ed. Trevisan, 1939, c. 111, sec. 107, 1. 6).
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(f. 69r, 1. 12 £f.); this may be the reason Staab did not insert the text in his edition. The
Greek text of the scholium follows below with a translation:

EiwBwg 08¢ ovvamtewv 1@ oikew ovopatt 10 AmOoToAog, VOV TO dOVLAOG

nootétaxev el evAaPewxv Pwpalovg  évdywv, ovtw  yap  noav
TLEPQOVNUATIOHEVOL, WS Ynelopatt Oeolg avayopevety oUg BovAnOetev, 60ev wg
AdYOC Yvweloavtog avToig Tov kata Tovdaiav &oxovtog mept XpLotov, Ott tva Tiva
vevopevov éviavBa Oavpatog mowv peta Odvatov éynyéeOatl Aéyovot katl Oeov
Kknovttovoy amonicacOoal ToUTo DX TO MAQA YVWHUNV ATV TetoAunobat fv
0¢ Oelag oixovoulag, wg av ur d0&n xkat avOpowmivny TovTo KeKQATNKETAL
OoTIOLdNV.
(tr.) “Although (Paul) used to add “Apostle” to his name, in this letter he added
“Servant,” leading the Romans to the right doctrine - indeed, they had been so
neglected to proclaim the gods they wanted by decree -whence the speech on Christ,
known to them as the King of Judea, that they ask, “Who is this man who was born
and after the death has been raised? and they proclaim to refuse it with their
submission to the knowledge, which is proper of the divine ministration, so that
nobody would think that this would be ruled with human zeal.’

Even for Sch. Ph. 2 there is no strong evidence against possible Photian authorship,
but there are no proofs to support it either. However, GA 2183 shows a clear Photian
ligature next to the scholium, therefore Sch. Ph. 2 should be kept in the list of the
Scholia Photiana identified in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena.

Sch. Ph. 3. This is a very brief scholium of only one sentence preserved in GA 1915

and GA 1923 and published as a comment on Rom 1, 2 (Staab, 1933, p. 470). In

particular, this brief text comments on the phrase evayyéAiov Oeov, where the
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genitive Oeov is to be intended as ‘related to God.” According to the exegete, Paul
preached the Gospel of God that is to be distinguished from the Gospel of ‘the father’
predicted by the prophets.

Sch. Ph. 4a. GA 1907 (f. 5v) preserves two unpublished lines preceding Sch. Ph. 4b,
which correspond to the first paragraph of the scholium on Rm 1, 3-5 as edited by
Staab (Staab 1933, p. 470, 11. 16-17), and make one scholium with it. From the content
it seems to comment on Rm 1, 2, 0 mpoemnyyeilato dix TV MEOENTOV AVTOL &V
voapaic ayiag (NA 28). The transcription of the Greek and a translation follow
below:

Mndelg @not katvoTtopetv VopLoT): taAat éENYYeATO TOUTO TO eVAYYEALOV: TO O
&V yoapelot OnAot: 6TL oL povov EAgyov ol Tpo@nTal, AAAX Kat éypagov.

(tr.) "He says that nobody makes a new road to a belief; the ancestors proclaimed this
as the Good News. It is clear in the Holy Scriptures that the prophets not only used to
say that, but they also wrote it.’

The scholium is too brief to allow further discussion of its authorship, but the ligature
in front of the scholium confirms it as a Scholium Photianum.

Sch. Ph. 4b-Sch. Ph. 5. These two scholia were published as one text commenting on
Rm 1, 3-5; more specifically Sch. Ph. 4b correspond to 1. 15-17 and Sch. Ph. 5 to 11. 18
tf. (Staab 1933, p. 470). However, as very often happens, the editor combined multiple
scholia into one longer scholium commenting on multiple verses. Sch. Ph. 4b and Sch.
Ph. 5 are the example of this practice; in Appendix 1-Table 1, I have provided a clear

picture of how the exegetical material is distributed in the manuscripts. Sch. Ph. 5 is
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particularly interesting from the point of view of the content, because of its similarities
to two passages in the Amphilochia. The scholium comments on the verse Rm 1, 4, tov
00100 £VTOG LIOL OOV €V DVVAUEL KATH TVEDUA AYWOVVNG €€ AVATTATEWS VEKQWV
(NA28). In Sch. Ph. 5, Quaestio 136 and 283 the exegete provides the reader with an
explanation of the verb 0oplo0¢évtog, ‘appointed” (Abbott-Smith, 1937, ‘0oilw,” p. 323)
using the same words to describe the coming of the son as revealed by prophets, signs

and miracles as well as by the Holy Spirit :

Sch. Ph. 5 (Staab, 1933,
p. 470, 11. 18-23):

Tov opLoBévrog,

émyvwobBévrtog,  eig
Yvwow  &avOpwmnolg
éA00vTog elwOapev
Y& Ot OQLOHUWV TIVWV
ETILY LVWOKELY a
PePaiwg kal ovk €V
dloTaAY W

éruotapeda. elta g
ovv wEloOn; Mg elg

Yyvoow - fkev; €k
TEOPTTIKWV

XONOoHWV, €K TV
OLVVApEWV ag
EMeTéAe, €K TOL
MVEVIATOG TOU
ayiov 0 mageixev
TOlG €ig avTov

nemotevkoaw [...].

Photius, Amphilochia,
Q 136 (PG 101, col.
752):

To 0& Opobévrog
Yiov év oOvvauel, kal
éEng, TowvTNV  TIVQ
pot doket tr)v Bewolav
éxerve  Opo0évtog,
pnotv,
EmyvwoBévrog, eig
Yvwow  &vOowmnolg

OLlOVEL

éAnAv0Ooroc.
EiwOapev  vyag 0
ovopaTt Tt

KataAappPavery o
nodyuata, 1 Owx
TWVWV 00wV AdYwvV
elg v

apveloOat
EMiyvworv.

avTWV
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Photius, Amphilochia,
Q. 283 (PG 101, col.
1113):

Tt ¢otu Tov
optoBévtoc Yiov Ocov
&v dvvapel.

Tov el yvwow
eéAOovTOG, OV
Emyvwo0évtog 1uiv
Kal  @&veQwOévtog
Wiov Oeov- moOev d¢
YVwoBévtog;

Olx Twv mEoYnTwy,

o TWV
emdeLXOéviwv

onueiwv Kal
ovvapewv, dx TOL
AYLAOTIKOU  AVTOV
ITvevpatog 0

MaQEédxe ToOlg  Elg



avTOV TLOTEVOVOLV

[...]

I identify with Sch. Ph. 5 another one of the passages that Hergenrother noticed as
one of the cases where the scholia in the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius show
similarities with the Amphilochia (Hergenrother, 1869, p. 79) and conclude what I have
already stated about Sch. Ph. 1b (supra, pp. 61-63).

Sch. Ph. 6a. Similarly, to Sch. Ph. 4a, GA 1907 (f. 5v) is the only manuscript
preserving Sch. Ph. 6a, a very brief sentence which precedes Sch. Ph. 6b, which is
edited as part of the scholium commenting on Rm 1, 5-7 (Staab, p. 471, 1. 12-14). The
text of Sch. Ph. 6a is as follows:

Ovk €€ olkeiwv @Notv katoPOwWUATWVY EA&BOEV TV ATTOOTOAT)V, AAAX TO TtAv
XAOLTOG Kol dwQeas E0TL.

(tr.) ‘He says that not from his own success he received apostleship, but everything
belongs to the grace and the gift (of justice).”

The sentence refers to Rm 1, 5 8" 00 éAaPopev xaowv kat ATOOTOANV €lg VTTAKONV
niiotews (NA28) and it appear to recall John Chrysostom, Expositiones in Psalmos, o0
Yo Ao TV oikelwv katopbwudtwv EAaBov to dnoAafetv v ateida (PG 55,
col. 408). There are some faint reminiscences of the ancient Fathers in the Scholia
Photiana; in particular, the Patriarch often quotes John Chrysostom in his commentary
on the Epistle to Romans. Quotations can be verbatim or adapted and grammatically
adapted to the context of the Greek. This is only the first of many occasions on which
Photius seems to be inspired by Chrysostom’s Homiliae, although in most of the scholia

his interpretation tends to remain independent. This is probably not a surprise, as the
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importance of Chrysostom in the exegetical field had been widely recognised since
the fourth century together with the authority of Gregory of Nyssa, Basil of Caesarea
and Theodoret of Cyrus.*

Sch. Ph 6b-Sch. Ph. 9. Staab edited these four brief scholia (Sch. Ph. 6, Sch. Ph. 7, Sch.
Ph. 8 and Sch. Ph. 9) together as a single exegetical text on Rm 1, 5-7 (1933, pp. 471-
472). They are combined in this way only in GA 1915, which is the basic text for this
group of Scholia Photiana. The combination in GA 1915 is not the only one the tradition
preserves; in fact, GA 1923 combines as one scholium Sch. Ph. 6b and Sch. Ph. 7,
corresponding to the first and the second paragraph of the scholium (Staab, 1933, p.
471, 11. 12-19), while the scholia appear as four independent scholia in GA 1907.#
Specifically, Sch. Ph. 6b, Sch. Ph. 7 and Sch. Ph. 8§ comments on Rm 1, 5 while Sch. Ph.
9 comment on kAntoic in Rm 1, 6-7. In regard to the style, I highlight the use of avti
tov in Sch. Ph. 6b followed by the exegesis of the verse, which is documented several

times, especially in the Scholia Photiana on Romans (e.g. Sch. Ph. 19; Sch. Ph. 25; Sch.

4% As Kolbaba mentions in her contribution on Byzantine orthodox exegesis, ‘To understand how
Byzantines interpreted the Bible, we need to read what they read. They read the exegesis of recognised
giants in the field John Chrysostom (c. 347—-407), Gregory of Nyssa (c. 335—post-394), Basil of Caesarea,
Theodoret of Cyrus and others and of figures less well known to us — and they read them not as
complete, discursive texts, but rather gathered in chains (catenae) of citation.” (Kolbaba, 2012, p. 488).

4 GA 1907 (f.6r, 11. 26-27) preserves another sentence before Sch. Ph. 8 (corresponding to Saab, 1933, p.
471, 11. 20-26): o0 Yy €0TL MR’ AVTQ, dOTOAT TTAovTiov kal mévntog (tr. ‘Before him there is no
difference between rich and poor’). This is a case comparable to Sch. Ph. 4a and Sch. Ph. 6a, though this
time I found the sentence too brief to be listed as an independent scholium and it is also unclear which

Pauline verse the line refers to exactly.
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Ph. 38; Sch. Ph. 59a; Sch. Ph. 88; Sch. Ph. 102; Sch. Ph. 177). Photius uses the phrase
avti tov when he points out that Paul writes éA&Bopev xdotv kai dmootoAnv (Rm 1,
5) instead of (avti tov) éAaBopev xaow eig amootoAny, following a rhetorical
structure (oxnua) common in the Sacred Scriptures.

Sch. Ph 10-Sch. Ph. 11. These two scholia were combined by Staab as the single long
paragraph of the scholium on Rm 1, 11-12 (Staab, 1933, pp. 471-472). After an
investigation of the manuscripts, I noticed that Sch. Ph. 11 is anonymous in GA 1915:
Staab must therefore have considered it as Photian on the basis of GA 1923 and GA
1907.

Sch. Ph. 12; Sch. Ph. 13. Sch. Ph. 12 is a long section preserved in GA 1915, GA 1923
and GA 1907. It is the first with a reference to the syntactical use of hyperbaton, as a
transposition of text implying an alteration of the order of the words especially to

emphasise an idea,*® which Photius proposes to apply to Paul’s texts in all the groups

4 The first grammarian who talks about the use of hyperbaton as a support to help the audience
understand was Hermogenes, [Tegi pefddov detvéttog, in the third century (ed. Rabe, 1913, s. 14).
Hermogenes considered hyperbaton as a necessary tool to anticipate the causes of the main action in a
text and not a mere rhetorical ornament; in other words, he described hyperbaton as the way to avoid
confusion among the audience and the rise of any possible enquiries about the reason something
happens. Therefore, to some extent, hyperbaton has a didactical purpose and Photius seems to exploit
this device greatly. It is important to remember that the grammar handbooks of Hermogenes together
with those of Dionysius Thrax became very popular in the early Christian and all through the Byzantine

centuries (Mango, 1980, p. 126).
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of Scholia Photiana for exegetical purposes. The text of the letter and Photius’
interpretation are as follows:

[...] MOAAGKIC EoeOéuNV eABelv eog  [Sch. Ph. 12]: [...] moAAakig meoeOéunv

vHaGg, Kal EKwAVONV &xoL Tov devEo, €ADelv TEOG VUAS v TV KAQTIOV
va tva Kapmov oxw Kat &v OHLlV  oxXw, AAA” EKwAVONV dxoL tov devo.
kaOwg [...] (Rm 1, 13) (NA 28). (Staab, 1933, p. 473, 11. 1-7).

In brief, by anticipating the purpose clause, Photius makes the purpose of Paul’s
visit clearer, also justifying the exegetical focus of his scholium about the explanation
of the metaphor kapmov oxw. In fact, according to Photius, the metaphor of the fruit
stands for the reciprocal gift exchanged between Paul and the Roman community. In
his interpretation of the passage, Photius underlines how the Roman Christian
community has already worked independently to become strong, but this is not a
good reason for Paul to neglect a visit to them, especially showing how pleased he is
with their success and his desire to participate in the harvesting. In other words, the
Apostle recognises their faith and thinks that his preaching will be able to make them
even stronger. Two other authors in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena pay attention to
the metaphor of kapmog: Apollinaris of Laodicea (Staab, 1933, p. 58), who refers to the
fruitful activity of the apostles, and Gennadius of Constantinople (Staab, 1933, p. 354)
interprets kaQTog as a profit for those spreading the Good News. However, the catena
tends to preserve scholia of different authors giving a different interpretation of the
same Pauline verse, rather than preserving similar exegetical materials.

It is also possible to compare Sch. Ph. 12 with Amphilochia, Quaestio 91:
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Sch. Ph. 12 (Staab, 1933, p. 473, 11. 12—
22):

[...] 6o O¢ mwes @noiv: iva Tva
K&PTIOV OXW Kl €V Opiv; TOUTO PEV
Oetkvig, OTL O €KElVWV KAQTOG
oikelog €EAoyiCeto

tw IlavAw kaQmog, oikelog
éAloyiCeto T IavAw kaEmog, kai
oUtwg &xaugev [l. 15] év toig Twv
mAnoiov katopfwuaoty, Wote kal
avTog EXELWV T]YELTO TOV KAQTOV.
TOUTO O MAALV DekvUg, OTL EVEKEV
NG aUTWV WEEAELAG TNV TQEOG
avToUG £omevde oteilaoBal
nogeiav, AAA' wate d¢ kat [IavAov
KaQmog NV &Anbwg 6 éxeivwv
KAQMOG €QYOV YAQ 1)V KAl OTtevdn)
TO KAQTOQPORELY T £0vr. KaAwg
oUV PNOLWV' [Va TIvd KapTiov ox @, [1.
20] Aapoteoa dMAWV, kKai  TO
EKELVOUG TNV AQETNV KAQTIOWOQELV
KAL TO EKEIVOV AVTOVS TOUTOVG® €V
YOQ TN éKElvwV KaQmo@opia T
TOU IMavAov €deikvuTo
Kamo@opia. dAA' oUtw pév Tavta.

Photius, Amphilochia, Q 91 (PG 101,
col. 572):

[...] Opa 6¢ mwg wnow Tva Tva
KapTiov oxw Kol €v vpiv. Tovto pev
OekvUg we Ekelvwv KaEmog: Kal
oUTWG EXALQEV €V TOLS TV TANOloV,
woel T AAAOG KAQTMOV OXW, TOV
EKelvwv KaQTOV olkelov TIOépEVOG.
Tovto d¢ maAw magotag ot g
avtVv Evekev w@eAelag TV TEOG
avTovg mogelay €0TtéAAeTo. AAAWG
Te 0¢ Kal el TS akoPwe EmiokoTtoln,
IMavAov kapmog &ANOwg éativ O
ékeivwv kagmds. "Egyov yag nv
ékelvw Kal OMOLAT) Kal YewQYLov 1)
v avlpwmwyv cwtnola, kat To
KQQTIOPOQOVLVTAG avTovg
TIAEAOTNOAL TV EVOEPREIAV Kol TAG
QAQETAGC.

Kalwg oOv ¢now, Tva twa
Kapmov oxw. [..] kai To ékeivovg

v  év  katogbwuaow oty
KOAQTO@OQEELY, KAl TO AUTOV
avtovg ékeivovs. 'Ev yag 1
EKELVWV  KOQMOE@OQRLX 1) TOU
IMavAov Aapmowg  €deikvuTo
YewoQyla.

This could be one of the cases Photius is quoting himself verbatim, as has been
observed for Sch. Ph. 1b (supra, pp. 61-63) and Sch. Ph. 5 (supra, pp. 66-68). The
similarities between the two texts are certainly interesting, but there are cases in which
his interpretation shows different perspectives between two works, as Hergenrother

also noticed (Hergenrother, 1989, p. 85). For instance, in Sch. Ph. 13 (section below),
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commenting on Iovdaiw te mowtov (Rm 1, 16), Photius states that the Jews had a
prominent role in the evangelisation process, since Jesus Christ used to live and work
among them and teach them. On the other hand, in Quaestio 164, Photius assigns them
the traditional role of the chosen people to whom God addressed the Law. He also
compares the Old Law addressed only to Jews with the equal and universal nature of
the Gospel, in which lies God’s dwkatoovvn (PG 101, col. 852). Therefore, the analogy
between the two texts is mainly based on the verbatim quotation of the Amphilochia,
although this remains an important proof in regard to the use of the Amphilochia as a
source of the Scholia Photiana.

Sch. Ph. 13-Sch. Ph. 17. Staab decided to publish this group of five scholia as one
long scholium on Rm 1, 16-18 dividing it into eight paragraphs (Staab, 1933, pp. 474—
477); again, his edition does not reflect how the exegetical material appears in the three
manuscripts. From the analysis of the manuscripts it seems that in GA 1915, Sch. Ph.
14, Sch. Ph. 15 and Sch. Ph. 16 are combined as one scholium, but they are treated as
three independent scholia both in GA 1923 and GA 1907. The decision to publish this
large group of scholia together must have been taken by Staab on the basis of the
content. The focus of the group is on the relationship between faith, miotig, and apet).
Sch. Ph. 13 explains the reason behind Paul’s statement defining the Jews as the first
people who should have had faith; this is mainly because Christ was born as a Jew
and among the Jews he lived, taught and performed his miracles. Sch. Ph. 14
introduces a definition of justice strictly linked to faith: in fact, according to Photius,

justice is revealed to those who follow the Gospel and therefore act by faith. In the
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very brief Sch. Ph. 15, the exegete adds a reflection of the need to have faith in the
incarnation of God, which is followed by the Kingdom of Heaven; the incarnation and
the Kingdom of Heaven are defined respectively as the principle, doxr and the
fulfilment of faith, téAoc. In the following scholia, Photius carries on with the
relationship between justice and faith.

Sch. Ph. 18-Sch. Ph. 24. Similarly, the seven paragraphs of the scholium published
as Rm 1, 19-26 (Staab, 1933, pp. 477-479) correspond to seven different scholia which
the manuscripts combine differently. For example, GA 1915 combines Sch. Ph. 19 and
Sch. Ph. 20 as one text, as well as Sch. Ph. 22, Sch. Ph. 23 and Sch. Ph. 24 (Appendix 1,
Table 1).

Sch. Ph. 25. This brief scholium is ascribed to Photius in GA 1915 and GA 1907, but
is anonymous in GA 1923. However, as can sometimes happen in any of the
manuscripts of the tradition, it could be that the scribe either forgot to add the ligature
or chose not to write it because Sch. Ph. 25 directly followed Sch. Ph. 24, which already
had the ligature in front of it. This brief scholium shows another example of the use of
avtl Tov to introduce the exegesis. Although the scholium refers to the phrase
naQedwkev 0 Oedg (Rm 1, 28) it is clear that the comment is on the whole sentence
Maédwiev avTOLG 0 Oe0g el AdOKIHOV VOLY; in particular addkipov vovv should
be intended as a reference to the hubris, insolence and blindness towards God.

Sch. Ph. 26. This is another very brief scholium commenting on Rm 1, 29-32 and

preserved only in GA 1915, GA 1932 and GA 1907. It is a reminder by the exegete that
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the death penalty for those who offended God with their insolence was established by
the Law of Moses.

Sch. Ph. 27; Sch. Ph. 28; Sch. Ph. 29; Sch. Ph. 30. Sch. Ph. 27 is the first of the scholia
on Romans 2. The manuscript tradition preserves eight scholia covering the exegesis
of Rm, 2 1-7 and no other unpublished scholia were found after an investigation of
the manuscripts. With regard to Sch. Ph. 27, Sch. Ph. 28, Sch. Ph. 29 and Sch. Ph. 30,
there is a general correspondence between the exegetical materials as preserved in the
manuscripts and the edition of Staab. With regard to the contents, it could happen that
Staab occasionally published a scholium under the indication of the Pauline verse to
which the scholia refer, but it is also possible that some of the references are imprecise;
this happens with Sch. Ph. 29, published as a comment on Rm 2, 15-16, but in fact
commenting on Rm 2, 16 only; the same for Sch. Ph. 30, which was edited as a
comment on Rm 2, 18-21, but it comments only on Rm 2, 20-21.

Sch. Ph. 31-Sch. Ph. 33. Staab published this group of three scholia as one text on
Rm 2, 22-26 (Staab, 1933, pp. 482-483), although most of the manuscripts preserves
them as independent scholia, except GA 1923 which combines Sch. Ph. 32 with Sch.
Ph. 33 as one scholium only. Photius is the only commentator in the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena to interpret Rm 2, 22-26, paying much attention to the topic of
circumcision. This is seen as a mere physical act also in Chrysostom, Homilia V1, (PG
60, col. 435), although there is no relevant comparison between the two texts which

suggests that Chrysostom inspired Photius in this case.
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Sch. Ph. 34-Sch. Ph. 35. These two brief scholia are combined in GA 1915 (f. 22r) and
that could explain the reason Staab edited them as one text. It should also be noted
that GA 2183 preserves only Sch. Ph. 35, which may lead to the hypothesis that the
two were separate scholia originally.

Sch. Ph. 36; Sch. Ph. 37. This is a scholium commenting on Rm 3, 3 (Staab, 1933, p.
484) and preserved in GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 91, GA 1907 and GA 2183. In particular
GA 2183 (f. 17r) also specifies its authorship with the Photian ligature in the right
margin. It is also introduced by &AAwc.

In regard to the content, the exegesis focuses on the value of the circumcision if
supported by faith; in fact, according to the exegete it is in faith that the teaching of
God and its benefits need to be realised. Sch. Ph. 37.comments on Rm 3, 4 (Staab, 1933,
p. 484). With regard to the contents, it is linked to the previous Sch. Ph. 36 and the
following Sch. Ph. 38.

Sch. Ph. 38. Noticeable is the use in Sch. Ph. 38 of the phrase dpa cogiav (Staab,
1933, p. 485, 1. 33) —as already mentioned in the paragraph on Sch. Ph. 36 — with a
specific reference to Paul’s wisdom, which is also documented in Sch. Ph. 400 on Gal
3, 21 (Staab, 1933, p. 608, 1. 11). There are few cases in which Photius addresses the
audience directly, especially when he wants to move their focus on a specific passage,
by using the second-person sg. imperative dpa, often followed by mawg (e.g. Sch. Ph.
64; Sch. Ph. 102; Sch. Ph. 140; Sch. Ph. 159; Sch. Ph. 184; Sch. Ph. 215; Sch. Ph. 248; Sch.
Ph. 269; Sch. Ph. 350; Sch. Ph. 400; Sch. Ph. 498; Sch. Ph. 512) or the second-person pl.

opate (Sch. Ph. 474) and the hortatory subjunctive 6pag (Sch. Ph. 498, Sch. Ph. 414;
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Sch. Ph. 512).# This is a practice that could be explained by considering the possible
oral context in which the scholia had their origin. The scholium focuses on Paul’s
observations on circumcision among the Jews: firstly, according to the Apostle, the
real Jew is the one who observes the Law regardless of circumcision; secondly, the real
circumcision is not physical and due to the Law, but it belongs to the Holy Spirit. In
the following lines, Paul carries on the debate on the superiority of the Jews, the first
whom God entrusted with his words, even if they turned out to be sinners. In his
scholium, Photius supports Pauline opinion about the fear of condemnation of all the
sinners, especially the circumcised, who follow dikawwpata vopov. This content is
also reiterated in the following two scholia. It is typical of Photian exegetical style
frequently to repeat contents, sometimes with a paraphrase; to some extent the scholia
may often sound redundant and rambling.

Sch. Ph. Ph. 39-Sch. Ph. 41. Here is another case of three independent scholia
combined as a single text by Staab (1933, pp. 486—487), but the manuscripts do not
agree on the division of the three scholia. For instance, Sch. Ph. 39 seems to be
combined with Sch. Ph. 40 in GA 1923 (f. 16v), where the two are consecutive and
there is no ligature before Sch. Ph. 40, which prompts the idea that the two were

actually one text only. GA 1926 preserves both Sch. Ph. 39 and Sch. Ph. 40 in sequence,

4 Such verbs are also documented in Photian scholia in the catenae on John (ed. Reuss, 1966) and
Matthew (ed. Reuss, 1957). Specifically, the imperative 6pa mag is documented in fr. 1 (1. 2), f. 109 (1.
1), f. 68 (1. 1) of the catena on John and fr. 64 (col. 11, . 17) and fr. 92 (1. 68) of the catena on Matthew.
The subjunctive form opag mag is fr. 1 (L. 8), fr. 24 (1. 21), fr. 37 (1. 13 and fr. 44 (1. 23) of the catena on

Jonh.
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but in this manuscript there are two different ligatures (¢T; ToU a0TOV), meaning that
both are Scholia Photiana but considered as two separate texts (although it is always
very difficult to define the scholia as ‘separate” since we do not know if the original
source was a commentary on Paul and, if so, the distance between the scholia in that
source). Instead, in GA 91 both Sch. Ph. 40 and Sch. Ph. 41 are anonymous. There is a
different situation in GA 2183, where there is only Sch. Ph. 40. It seems, however, that
for the edition of Rm 3, 9, Staab mostly follows GA 1923 as his basic text, although for
the Scholia Photiana on Romans, there is a general tendency to use GA 1915 as the base
text. This probably happens because he decided to join the three scholia together
considering that Sch. Ph. 39 is not in GA 1915, but there is no explanation from Staab
about this choice.

Sch. Ph. 42. Sch. Ph. 42, is also in GA 2183, where it is introduced by &AAov, which
relates with what has already been said about Sch. Ph. 36.

Sch. Ph. 43. Both GA 2183 (f. 20v) and GA 91 (f. 76v) preserve an otherwise unknown
scholium on Rm 3, 20. There is total agreement between the two texts, with the
difference that in GA 91 the text is introduced by &AA(oc) with abbreviation and there
is no ligature before the scholium. The Greek text and a translation of Sch. Ph. 43
follow below:

Eic Tovto @not 6 vVOHOG €AVOITEANCEV, EYVWQRLOEV ULV TNV AHXQTEIV OV TQ
ATIYOQEVOAL VOLOV TNV TOAELY TWV ATOTIWV. AAAX KAl TG TAQAKOVOVTAG oVTOV

THEETOAL  HT) €MPEQOEVNG YAXQ KOAATEWS TOLG AHAQTAVOLOLV, OVK AV
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Eyvwoloapev VT V- dlx TOVTWV TOLVLY TAVTWV AKOPWS ovoTroag L' auaQTE oty
TTAVTAS OVTAG. ETIAYEL AOLTIOV DEKVUS TOV Oikelov AdYOoL TO TteQLTTOV.

(tr.) ‘In regard to this, he says the law pays what is due, it makes us know the sin not
by refusing the law as it is practice of those who are out of place, but also by
succouring those who disobey him.’

With regard to the style of the unpublished scholium, it is difficult to state whether
the scholium is from Photius for reasons other than the ligature in GA 2183. The use
of infinitives as substantives, such as t@w amayopevoatr and @ THwEeloOaL, is
abundant throughout the groups of Scholia Photiana; there are also features such as the
phrase émayet Aowmov, the widespread use of compound verbs, such as
empeopevng, which are typical of the style of numerous exegetes, although not
specifically Photian.

Sch. Ph. 44-Sch. Ph. 45. Staab published both these scholia as one text on Rm 3, 21
(p- 487). The scholium, which I have classified as Sch. Ph. 44, is preserved in GA 1915,
GA 1923, GA 1907, GA 91 and GA 2183. From my investigation of the scholium on GA
2183 I make four observations. Firstly, Sch. Ph. 44 was preserved in a more extended
form in this manuscript; secondly, the unpublished part preceded Sch. Ph. 43; thirdly,
the two were combined as one scholium only, without pause in between or capital
letters; fourthly, from the point of view of the contents, the two scholia were inverted:
the first part commented on mepavépwrtai, while Sch. Ph. 44 commented on
ducatoovvn Oeov. In fact, the Pauline verse states: Nuvi d¢ xwolg vopov dukatoovvn

0eov mepavépwTal HaETUEOLHEVT DTIO TOL VOROL Kal Twv moentwv (NA2S).
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However, after having observed GA 91 (f. 76v), I discovered that this manuscript also
preserved these unpublished lines, but as an independent scholium following Sch. Ph.
44. The sequence in GA 91 is more in line with the Pauline verse, which is the reason
I have decided to classify it as Sch. Ph. 44. The reason Staab did not edite Sch. Ph. 45
could be due to the fact that this is anonymous in GA 91, meaning that the ligature is
absent. However, in GA 91 Sch. Ph. 45 directly follows Sch. Ph. 44, which is identified
by the ligature ¢t: this gives rise to the hypothesis that the compiler decided not to
repeat the ligature twice in the same sequence. The text of Sch. Ph. 45 is identical in
both GA 2183 and GA 91 and I have edited it as follows:

To @avegovpal dNAoV wg NV HEV EKEKQUTITO OE TNV OVV KALVOTOUIAV peUYwV Kal
10 doKeELV MEOOPATOV elval TO krjouyua. Eime, mepavépwtar ovy anAwg, dAAX katl

nipopapTuEnOetoav VIO Mwoéwe: 00TOG YAQ O VOHOS KAL TWV TTQOPTTWV.

(tr.) ““I revealed myself,” it is clear that he had hidden himself avoiding the new
departure and that the preaching seems to be recent. He does not only say, “(Justice)
was revealed,” but also that it was testified by Moses; indeed, that is the law of the
prophets as well.”

The scholium confirms some of the most common Photian features in terms of style:
the formulation of the quotation with the initial to (1. 1) is often present in the whole
Scholia Photiana and there is also the practice of adapting quotations (grammatically
or syntactically) to the exegesis, creating non-verbatim quotations but reusing the

terminology in the text. In this case, Photius is explaining the use of the verb

nepavépwtatreferring to the justice of God, but also as a metaphor for Paul’s decision
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to visit the community. The phrase ovx amAwg, aAAa (1. 2-3) is also common in the
Scholia Photiana, not only on Romans (e.g. Staab, 1933: p. 488, 1. 14; p. 490, 1. 27; p. 525,
1. 1; p. 531, 1. 32; p. 549, 1. 6; p. 603, 1. 13; p. 610. 1. 10 etc.).

With regard to the contents of the brief scholium Sch. Ph. 44, the topic is dikatoovvn
through faith, also commented on by Apollinaris (Staab, 1933, p. 61), who also
explains the value of ducatoovvn Beov in Rm 3, 21 as righteousness through faith in
Christ. According to Photius, the righteousness of God also offers relief, which seems
to be an idea expressed also in John Chrysostom in In Epistulam ad Romanos, Homilia
VII (PG 60, col. 433). Additionally, both the Patriarchs highlight the redeeming role of
the ducatoovvn of God, but there are no close textual similarities between the two.

Sch. Ph. 47-Sch. Ph. 48. Staab published Sch. Ph. 47 and Sch. Ph. 48 as one scholium
commenting on Rm 3, 25-26. (Staab, 1933, p. 488), although it seems that Sch. Ph. 48
comments on Rom 3, 27 as well. These two scholia are preserved in the manuscripts
Staab used for his edition, GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 91, GA 1907, but not in the additional
manuscripts I have examined. In Sch. Ph. 47, the exegete develops some observations
on the consequence of paying a penalty for committing a sin. Justice is also the topic
of Sch. Ph. 48.

Sch. Ph. 49. The long Sch. Ph. 49 is related to the exegesis of Rm 4, 1-3, but Photius
is not the only author in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena who comments on this
passage; in fact, there is another scholium ascribed to Gennadius in GA 1923 (f. 20r)
and the two propose a very similar interpretation. In fact, both the exegetes pay

attention to the syntax in Rm 4, 1:
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Ttovv égovpev evonkévat ABoaap tov Tl oOv €povuev APpaoap TOv matéoa
TIQOTIATOQA TJHWV KATX OAQKA; Nuv eveNKéval kata oagka (RP 2005)
(NA28).

Gennadius and Photius offer an alternative reading of the biblical text avoiding the
hyperbaton of kata oagka. For Gennadius, it would be more logical (dkoAovOwc) to
avoid hyperbaton. On the other side, Photius does not criticise the Pauline syntax and
supports the presence of hyperbaton (supra, p. 70) in the biblical text as clearly

functional to the presentation of Abraham, as father by nature, kata gvov, and not

by appearance, kata oxnua:

Sch. Ph. 49 (Staab, 1933, p. 488, 1. 31): Gennadius, Rm 4, 1 (Staab, 1933, p.
362,1.7):

To kata capka év UmeQPatw KeltaL. MeOunégBatog 1) 0ONoOKc  E€oTLv

N 8¢ kata PUOW AAAX un Kata axoAovOwC Yo oVTwG, el Twg av v

oxnNua éounveia tov Adyov: Ti ovv OUYKEWEVT)  TL  0UV  EPODUEV

épovuev  Afpaau  evpnkévar  Tov evpnkéval ABpac TOV KATX 0AQKAX

KATY 0ApKA UV TATEPQ; natéoa NUWV; [...]

This observation is also connected with what Photius explains in Sch. Ph. 43 and Sch.
Ph. 44 where, keeping again to the Pauline text and eventually quoting Gen 15, 6, he
sees Abraham as the example of one who is £€dwkaww0On, ‘justified,” by God for his faith.
The same Pauline pattern of Abraham receiving justification for his faith and
righteousness is also in Chrysostom, Homily VIII (Migne, PG 60). Commenting on Rm
4, 1-3, the Golden Mouth states:

Ti ovv épovuev APpaau tov natépa nuwv; Emedn yao dvew kal KATw TOLUTO

¢otoepov Tovdaioy, OTL 6 MATOAQXNG Kal T Oe@ @idog meprtounv €déEato
TOWTOG, PoVAeTaL dellal, OTLKAL EKELVOG €K TtloTEWS €dkawOn- [...] (PG 60, col 452).

82



Sch. Ph. 50; Sch. Ph. 51. These are other two independent scholia published by Staab
as comments on Rm 4, 5 and Rm 4, 6-10 (Staab, 1933, pp. 489—490). The only
manuscripts preserving Sch. Ph. 50 are GA 1915, GA 1923 and GA 91; I also found Sch.
Ph. 51 in GA 2183. Sch. Ph. 50 consists of only one sentence that reiterates the idea that
faith will be judged, while Sch. Ph. 51 is longer and the topic is how faith will be
judged. With regard to the contents the two scholia are closely related, but Staab still
kept them as separate scholia.

Sch. Ph. 52. This is another example in the group of Scholia Photiana on Romans of
an unpublished scholium preserved as anonymous in GA 91 and ascribed to Photius
in GA 2183. However, the tradition is unclear on the authorship of this scholium,
whose text is also partially preserved in the manuscripts of the Vaticanus and
Monacensis types as a scholium of Severian (Cramer, 1844, v. IV, p. 29). T have provided
a comparison between the two versions of the scholium below:

Sch. Ph. 52 Cramer, 1844, v. IV, p. 29, 11. 6-9:

[GA 2183 (f. 23v), GA 91 (f.78V)]:
TLEQLTOUT] €000M dx TEElC TavTag {Zevnowxvov} meprtoun €000mn dux

attiag. ote onUeloV eival TOTewG, TOELS alTlag TavTaG. WOTE ONUELOV
kat tov APoapaiov yévoug eival etvat miotewg, kat Tov ABoapixiov
dNAwtikdv, kal ovuPoAov kal Yévoug  elval  dnAwtikov,  Kal
alviypa moArtelag  kaBapag  kai ovupoAov kal atviypoa moAltetog
owWEPEOVOC, WoTE ovx. ws kaBapag Kal owEEOVog, Wote OVY

dkaloovvIG oMtk €d00n, AAAX WG dkaloovVN G ToL APBpad.
oEOAYIC KAl _Onuelov  TNC €K
TUOTEWS DKALOOVVTC.

(1. 1) dAAo meportour) GA 2183

(tr.) “The circumcision was practised (tr.) “The circumcision was practised
for three reasons: like it was given as for three reasons: like it was given as
a sign of faith, as an indication of the a sign of faith, as an indication of the
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descendance from Abraham and as a descendance from Abraham and as a

remarkable * symbol of pure and remarkable symbol of the pure
chaste citizenship (in Heaven), so it citizenship (in Heaven), so it was
was given not as creator of given not as creator of the
righteousness, but as a seal and sign righteousness of Abraham.’

of the righteousness that belong to

the faith.’

For his edition of the scholium, Cramer used a late Oxford manuscript of the Typus
Vaticanus where part of the text is missing at the end. In fact, Cramer indicated a lacuna
in the manuscript after tov ABoadap. (Cramer, 1844, v. IV p. 29). It must also be
considered that this manuscript, Auct. E. 2. 20 is rather late, dating back to the
sixteenth century (Cramer, 1844, v. IV, p. V). Conversely, GA 2183 and GA 91 are far
older than the Oxford manuscript, being both dated to the eleventh century. It should
also be considered that in GA 2183 the ligature ascribes the scholium to Photius. In
order to find further proof to support the Photian paternity of the scholium, I have
explored the contents and noticed two main features. First of all, it seems clear that
the exegesis focuses on Rm 4, 9b-11:

(9b) €Aoyiobn o ABoaau 1) miotic eig dkatoovvnv. (10) mwg odv EAoyiodn); &v
TLEQLTOUT) OVTL 1) €V akEoPuotia; ovk &v Tteputopn aAA” év axpoPvotia- (11) xatl
onuelov EAaBev TEQLTOUNG O@EAYIDA TNG dKALOOVVNG TNG MioTEWS TNG €V TN
arpoPuoTia, €ig TO elval aLTOV MATEQA TAVTIWY TWV TOTELOVTWYV 0L AkpoBuoTiag,
elg to AoywoOnvat [kai] avtolig [tv] dikaoovvnv (NA 28).

Secondly, it seems to be possible to combine the version in Auct. E. 2. 20. with Sch.

Ph. 53, which comments on the same passage. The latter is ascribed to Photius in all

5] translate with ‘remarkable symbol” ovpBoAov kat atviypa as the two are synonims (Lampe, 1961,

‘ovpPorov,” p. 1282; ‘alveyua,’ p. 50).
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the manuscript tradition and was also published by Staab (1933, p. 490, 1. 14-26). The
result is a perfectly coherent exegetical text on Rm 4, 9-11:

Photius, Sch. Ph. 53 (Staab, 1933, p. 490 Cramer, 1844, v. IV, p. 29:

11. 14-26):

Awx i, pnol, mowtov éAoyiocOn adtw eic  meprropr) €000m dwx  TEElC  altiag

Oukatoovvny, kKat oLtw meQLETUN O, TAVTAGS. (OTE ONUEOV Elval TMIOTEWS,

MEWTOV HEV, tva w¢ onpelov vouloOn kat tov  APoapiaiov  yévoug elvat

AQETNG 1] meQLToun), Kal ovX s ONAwtikdv, katl ovuBolov kal alviypa

AUTONQETN Kal katdépbwpor 10 Yo moAtelag kabapag kal owEEOVOoG,

ONUELOV TNG TIEPLTOUNG, PNOL oPpayic OTe OLX WG dkAooLVNS ToL APBoad .
0Ty, olov: OnNuUEWwV  €0Tt KAl

TAQACTAOLS TNG &V axgofuotia Ox

THOTEWS dKALOOVVTC.5!

Considering the style of the Scholia Photiana I have observed, it seems to me that the
exegete of the Scholia Photiana usually builds the exegesis by adopting a ‘spotlight
technique,” going gradually into depth and attempting not to leave any
misunderstanding, which therefore may sound redundant and repetitive, the two
scholia match perfectly with each other and create a coherent explanation of Rm 4, 9-
11. A link between the two texts is provided by dwx ti as well as the following pronoun

avt@ in the biblical quotation, which could have been adapted to avoid the repetition

of ABoaau. However, even considering the other version of the scholium, the

51 (tr.) “The circumcision was practised for three reasons: like it was given as a sign of faith, as an
indication of the descent from Abraham and as a remarkable symbol of pure and chaste citizenship (in
Heaven), so it was given not as the reason of the righteousness of Abraham. Then why, he says before,
‘It was credited to him as righteousnes’ and so he was circumcised? First of all, because the circumcision
was believed to be a sign of virtue and not as an absolute virtue and achievement; indeed, the phrase,
‘Sign of the circumcision - he says - is a seal;” that means that a sign is also the manifestation of the

righteousness through faith, in the uncircumcision.’
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continuity of contents between the text and Sch. Ph. 53 would not be altered as a result
but remains linear.

Sch. Ph. 53-Sch. Ph.55. This is another case in which Staab decided to edit a group
of scholia as a single scholium. Primarily this is done for its uniformity of content. In
the three scholia, Photius insists on the value of AoyilecOatL avt@ eig dikatoovvNy,
‘being justified or receiving Justice for faith.” John Chrysostom spends quite a few
words commenting on the same passages in his Homilia VIII (PG 60), but even if the
two interpretations do not sound in contradiction with each other, it is unclear
whether Chrysostom’s exegesis might have influenced Photius in this case, since the
Pauline text is clear and not in need of any exegesis. However, the adjective
éumeortopwy in Sch. Ph. 53 (Staab, 1933, p. 490 1. 19), which Photius uses often as a
synonym of the classic participle megitun0elg, ‘circumcised,’” is rare in early Christian
and Byzantine authors, > except for Chrysostom’s homilies on Romans and 1
Corinthians, where eumepitopog is documented frequently in different case-forms>
The noun avtoaget (1933, p. 490, 1. 16) is unusual and innovative as well. Photius
uses this to describe the Jewish ritual of circumcision as a principle of virtue.
According to Lampe, Lexicon, the word avtoaget is only recorded twice before

Photius: in the Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis (315-403), where it refers specifically

52 There is only one reference in the accusative case, megitun0eig, in Eusebius, Commentaria in psalmos
(PG 23, col. 84, 1. 31).
5 For instance, there are several references in Chrysostom, In Epistulam ad Romanos (Homiliae 1-32) (PG

60, coll. 437, 457, 458).
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to the avtoapet of God, and in Athanasius of Alexandria (295-373), Contra Gentes
(Lampe, 1968, p. 268). With regard to these two early Christian works, only the
Panarion appears to be in Photius” Bibliotheca (cod. 122).5* After Photius, the only
person to use the same word, but in the genitive case, is Michael Psellus in the
eleventh-century Omnifaria Doctrina, with the same meaning as in Epiphanius
(Westerink, 1948, s. 69).

Sch. Ph. 56. This scholium is preserved in GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 91 and GA 2183.
In regard to the contents it seems to be closely related to the other scholia on Rm 4,
commenting on Rm 4, 14-16. Mainly, the scholium provides a detailed analysis of the
example of Adam as the first circumcised man to receive the law; in Abram, values
such as justice and faith prevailed over being circumcised.

Sch. Ph. 57-Sch. Ph. 58. Both these brief scholia comment on Rm 4, 17 and are
preserved in the same manuscripts GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 91 and GA 2183; Staab
published them as one scholium only (Staab, 1933, p. 492). Apart from Sch. Ph. 57 and
Sch. Ph. 58, the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena preserves another text on the
interpretation of Rm 4, 17, which is ascribed to Severian of Gabala in GA 1915 and
published by Staab (1933, p. 217). The Severian scholium is also in GA 1923 (f. 25r),
although there it is anonymous. The scholium consists of only one sentence explaining
the form katévavty, probably created on the classical katévavtiov, ‘before.” Both

Severian and Sch. Ph. 57 give a literal interpretation of katévavrtu

5 ed. Wilson, 1994, p. 126.
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Sch. Ph. 57 (Staab 1933, p. 492, 11. Severian (Staab, 1933, p. 217, 11. 20-

11-16): 21):

Katévavtr évavrtiov, evwmiov, €ig Katévavti ov émtioTevoey: AvTl TOD
MEOCwWnOV Beov €ic TEOCWTOV évawmniov mpoowmnov ov [1 20]

YOQ TEOCWTOV EIQNTAL OOV (WG €K éntlotevoe Oeov.

TIEOOWTIOL BE0L TO TATEPA TIOAAWV
EOvav téBeika oe [...].

As it is evident from the comparison of the two exegetes, they use similar words in
their exegesis. By comparing authors in the same catena, investigating whether this
supplies any indication that Photius knew the catena and the exegesis of the other
fathers in it. Sch. Ph. 57 may provide us with a clue to be confirmed during further
investigation.

Sch. Ph. 59a-Sch. Ph. 59b. GA 91 preserves an expanded form of Sch. Ph. 59 as is
known from GA 1915, GA 1923 and GA 1907. It seems that this expanded version is
not in GA 2183. The alternative version of GA 91 was noticed by Staab, who included
it in the apparatus to his edition.® Sch. Ph. 59b is too brief to allow and a detailed
analysis of the style, although the phrase &vti tov introducing the exegesis is very
common in the Scholia Photiana, as already mentioned in the analysis of Sch. Ph. 6b.

With regard to the context of the two scholia, commenting on Rm 4, 18, the texts are
not very clear. In the letter, Paul describes Abraham as ‘father,” 6¢ maQ’ €Amda
ETUEATIOL EémloTtevoev el TO YevéoDal avTov matépa MOAA@WV €0vav katd To

eignuévov (NA28). The comment by Photius become clearer only in the light of

5% An alternative version is in GA 91 (f. 79v) [...], avti 100 €nayyeAlaig €miotevoev, TMOAL TO
AvEATILIOTOV €xovoals Kat avOeWmvov AoyLopov, €t EATOL yAQ @not th) toL Beol: mag” EATIOA.

TRc oikelag pvoews e EATOL TG TOL Emayyetlapévov duvapewc (Staab, 1933, p. 492).
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Chrysostom: I'lawg taQ” eATda e’ EATtdL émioTevoe; ITap” EATtda TV &dvOowmivny,
e eATTOL T1) TOL Be0v. AelkvLOL YOQ Kal TO HEYAAEIOV TOV TIOAYUATOG, Kol OUK
a@inow amotnOnvat 1o Aeydpevov: &meQ evavtia aAANAoLg éotiv, AAA” 1) mioTig
avta ovveképaoev. (PG 60, col. 464). According to Chrysostom, there is a contrast
between human hope and hope in God, which contrast each other, but can be blended
together by faith. Although it is not possible to consider this as a clear quotation, it is
clear that Chrysostom’s exegesis had a strong influence on Photius, especially for the
Scholia Photiana on Romans.

Sch. Ph. 60-Sch. Ph. 64. This group of five scholia was published by Staab as one text
under the heading of Rm 4, 24-5, 5 (Staab, 1933, pp. 192-194), although Photius
analyses Rm 5, 1 in Sch. Ph. 60 (as mentioned above, titles in Staab may include
Pauline passages not in the exegesis): the Jewish people, not believing in the
resurrection of Jesus, carries on a war, moAeuog, against God, which is time to stop.
This scholium seems to echo Chrysostom:

Sch. Ph. 60 (Staab, 1933, p. 483, 11. 4-5):  Chrysostom, Homilia IX (PG 60, col

[...] d&AAol  Odwawbévteg, @nolv, 467): Eignvnv éxwpev: toutéoty, UNKéTL

ElEN VNV EXWHEV TIOOS TOV TATEQR, > QHAQTAVWUEV, HUNdE TOOS T TEOTEQX

KATAAVOWHEV TEAEIWS TOV TTQOC AUTOV  EMaveQXwpeOar  toLvTO  YdQ  €0TL

TIOA OV TIOAEOV €XeLV TTQOG TOV BedV [...]

467). Sch. Ph. 61 also seems to recall the same work of Chrysostom, who comments

on Rm 5, 2 a few lines below. The comment on Rm 5, 2 seems also to be influenced by

% By quoting Paul’s letter, Photius says tov matépa, which appears in neither RP 2005 nor NA28.

Whereas Chrysostom uses tov 0e6v also found in RP 2005 e NA.
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Chrysostom. Paul says that Christians have gained access to grace through Jesus
Christ and by faith. In Homilia IX Chrysostom explains that grace consists in achieving
the truth and obtaining all the blessings which come through baptism. Photius
mentions baptism, as well. According to the Patriarch, baptism is the means by which

faithful people achieve grace:

Sch. Ph. 61 (Staab, 1933, p. 493, 1. 13— Chrysostom, Homilia IX (PG 62, col.
15): 468):

[...] €émtt molw katoEBwpaTL ADTN 1) [...] T0 kaTa&wONvaL ¢ ToL Ocov
XIS €000, Eémi mioTel HOVY: HOVOV YVAOOEWGS, TO TNG TAAVTG

YXQ ETUOTEVOAEV, KAL DX TOV amaAAaynval, to v aAnOeiaxv
Pamtiopatog mavTa ULV TavTa 1) ETIYVQOVAL, TO TAVTWYV ETUTUXELV TWV
XIS éxaplioarto. dwx ToL Pamtiopatog dyabwv [...].

Other similarities between Photius and Chrysostom in the interpretation of Rm 5, 3—
5 can be found in Sch. Ph. 64. In that passage, Paul explains how we glorify God not
only in the state of grace, but also in our sufferings, which are a source of perseverance:
[p. 493, 1. 24 seq.] T6Oev kavxwpeBa €v Tailc OAWPeov; OTL €QWHEV TPOOQX TOL OOV
[...]. John Chrysostom believes that the OApeg, ‘tribulations,” are good to train people
to be patient, but sufferings also play an important role in making humans
experienced and conscientious (PG 60, col 469). Even if Photius’ interpretation sounds
very similar to what Chrysostom says, he includes his own allegories and innovations
in interpreting the Bible; in his interpretation, OAQeic are a sign of the vigorous and
passionate love that God generates in us through the Holy Spirit (Staab 1933, p. 493, 1.

28).
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Sch. Ph. 65. The scholium comments on Rm 5, 6-11 which the exegete defined as ‘the
hyperbole of love” and is explained through different metaphors such as a mother’s
womb, or the dedication of a legislator in fulfilling his duties. The exegesis then
continues with the idea that God even loved sinners, a love demonstrated by his blood
on the cross. In this case, the Photian exegesis seems to be completely independent,
without any influence from Chrysostom or any other father.

Sch. Ph. 66-Sch. Ph. 67. These two scholia have been edited as a single scholium on
Rm 5, 12 (Staab, 1933, pp. 495-496), probably following GA 1915 (ff. 44v—45r) where
the two scholia are combined in one scholium. With regard to the content, another
author in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena interprets Rm 5, 12: Oecumenius (Staab,
1933, p. 424). Like Photius, Oecumenius interprets the passage in the light of the fall
of Adam. However, Chrysostom indirectly refers to Adam as well in Homilia X.
According to Photius, humankind did not only die because of Adam, but also with
Adam, as all became sinners after him: the same interpretation appears in Amphilochia,
Quaestio 84 (PG 102, co. 533), although, even in this case, it is not possible to find any
relevant textual feature that allow a direct comparison between the two texts of
Photius.

Sch. Ph. 68-Sch. Ph. 70; Sch. Ph. 71. To consider Sch. Ph. 68 and Sch. Ph. 69 as two
separate scholia may be challenging, because they are treated as one text in three
manuscripts, GA 1915, GA 91 and GA 2183, although the text of Sch. Ph. 69 is not
complete in GA 2183 (up to fjudotavov), while there is correspondence between GA

1915 and GA 91. However, the reason I decided to keep them as two separate scholia
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is due to GA 1923, where the two scholia are clearly separated, each one being
introduced by its own lemma with an initial in ekthesis. However, we do not know
what the original redaction might have looked like and considering the contents - Sch.
Ph. 68 commenting on Rm 5, 13 and Sch. Ph. 69 on Rm 5, 14 - I believe they could be
considered as two independent texts. On the other hand, Sch. Ph. 70 is clearly treated
as a ‘self-standing text’ in all the manuscripts. With regard to the contents, in these
three scholia the exegete focuses on the existence of the time when the law was absent
and reminds his audience of figures like Adam and Moses. In the light of Rm 5, 13—
14, Photius explains that sin existed, but it was not heeded by humans; it was the law
that made the ideas of transgression and punishment clearer. To support his
interpretation, Photius remembers Sodom and the Great Flood as the two main
example of ancient punishments against sin in the Scriptures.” Very similar examples
of punishment are reported in the scholium ascribed to Oecumenius of Trikka (Staab,
1933, p. 424, 1. 16 ss), who mentions the Sodomites, Cain and Lamech. It could be that
this similarity is not sufficient to demonstrate that Photius knew Oecumenius’
comments, but neither is there sufficient evidence provided from the comparison of
the following Sch. Ph. 71 and the scholium on Rm 5, 14b ascribed to Oecumenius and

also published (Staab, 1933, p. 425), whose texts I report below:

5 On the contrary, in Homilia X Chrysostom quotes positive example from the Bible, like Abel, Noah
and Abraham (see PG 60, col. 472).
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Sch. Ph. 71 (Staab, 1933, p. 498, 1l. 12- Oecumenius, Rm 5, 14b (Staab, 1933, p.
15): 425, 11. 4-7):

Einwv Ot tomoc fv 6 Adap tov [p. 425, 1. 4] Q¢ pnowv, Adap tomoc v
Xowotov, tomog d¢ dnAovott €k ToL TOoU uéAAovtoc €pxecOar toutr Eomi
gvavtiov — g yaQ E€ketvog altiog XQLOTov. MWS; WoTeQ PNol, T Bavatw
avOpwTolg Bavdtov, oUtwg 0 XELoTOg ToL AdAM TAvTES ATéOVnokov, obTwg
alTlog &AvOWTOIS AVAOTATEWS -+ elmwV T  Oavdtw Tov  XQEOTOL TAVTES
o0V, wg Epnuev, 0tL TOTog v 6 Adap (nodpeba kat avaotnoopeba 0 ovv
0L XQLOTOV. TUTIOG €K TOU EvavTiov oLUBERNKeV

Additionally, there seem to be no analogies between Photius and Chrysostom in this
case; indeed, in his interpretation of Rm 5, 14 Chrysostom recalls examples of good
behaviour in the Old Testament, such as Abel, Abraham and Lamech (PG 60, col. 462),
rather than examples of punishment, like Photius and Oecumenius.

Sch. Ph. 72. The exegesis in this scholium shows some similarities with a scholium
ascribed to Gennadius and also published by Staab (1933, p. 364). In the Scholia
Photiana, the exegete often builds up his own arguments and interpretation around
quotations from biblical passages from both Old and New Testament. In Sch. Ph. 72,
Photius interprets Rm 5, 20 by insisting on the value of dualities, such as Adam and
Christ, death and resurrection, law and grace; then, he concludes the chapter stating
that the real purpose of the law was multiplying sins so that grace would arise. To
support this argument, he also quotes Gal 3, 19, 6 vopoc mapelonABev tva mAeovaon)
10 agamtwpa, where Paul reminds his audience that the law was introduced
because of the transgressions of humankind. The same quotation, to explain exactly

the same passage, is in Gennadius, whose scholium is also preserved in GA 1915 (f.

54v):
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Photius, Sch. Ph. 72
(Staab, 1933, p. 499, 1. 20 ss):

0 vouoc mapewonABev va tAeovaon to
TIAPATT@UQ. TOUTO D& VOV €@r), ETELDN)
TV €K TOL ADAU XaAem@Vv ETtepvr)oon,
Kal ToUTV ATMaAAayn)v VooV E@n
vevéoOaL tov owTnoa, tva Ut Aaywotv:

[..].

Gennadius, Rm 5, 20
(Staab, 1933, p. 364, 1. 27 ss):

Nouoc 06¢ mapeonAfev, enotv, va
TIAeovaon 10 Tapadntwua. E0KE TOUTO
@ év ) meog I'aAatag: 6 vopog twv
nagaPdoewv xaow mpooetédn (Gal 3,
19). 10 yao tva kdvravba kato TO
Dwpa  Tébekev, onuailvel yaQ To

axoAovOov. Toig yao kata tov Aday,
PNOoLV, ATAoLY, HAAAOV OE KAl AVTQ TQ
Adap vopov doBévtog [p. 365, 1. 1]
EmAeovaoe TO TAQATTWUA [...].

The element of the common quotation is unusual, although it must be noticed that
the Photian quotation is not verbatim and that their reference to Gal 3, 19 is implicit
in the exegesis of Rm 6, 5.

Sch. Ph. 73. This is a very brief scholium consisting of only one sentence which is
anonymous in the sister manuscripts GA 1923 and GA 1982 and is also preserved in
GA 1915 in the form of a marginal addition on f. 55v. Therefore, we could assume the
scholium was ascribed to Photius by Staab on the basis of only GA 91; however, the
authorship of this brief text is also confirmed by the Photian ligature in GA 2183 (f.
32r). Additionally, the scholium briefly comments on the syntax in Rm 5, 21 o0twg
Kat 1 X&oLs Pacievon dux ducaloovvng el Cwnv alwviov dwx Tnoov Xpotov (NA
28); which Photius suggests reading following the order dwx dikatoovvng g dx
Tnoov Xopwotov, since the dwatoovvn was paid in full, émiteAecOelong xatl

katanapaxOeiong (Staab, 1933, p. 499, 1l. 27-28), by Christ. In the Scholia Photiana,

this is not the first time we find a comment where the exegete reconstructs the order
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of the words in the Pauline verse for exegetical purposes (e.g. Sch. Ph. 12; Sch. Ph. 49);
that would support Photian authorship, beyond the ligature in GA 91 and GA 2183.

Sch. Ph. 74-Sch. Ph. 75. These two scholia are combined together as one text in
Staab’s edition under the heading of Rm 6, 3—+4. While Sch. Ph 74 is preserved in GA
1915, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91, GA 2183 and GA 1916, Sch. Ph. 75 is only in GA 1915,
GA 1923, GA 1982 and GA 91. They offer another example of a paraphrase of the
Pauline verses. Photius reinforces the concept that the baptism allows Christians to be
reborn to a new life; the death of Christ removes sins and shows faith, knowledge and
resolution as sign of perfection. The scholium is an example of how Photius tends to
quote Paul by rearranging and fitting syntactically the text of the epistles to his own
Greek, through the procedure of flattening (Houghton, 2010, p. 271). For instance, in
Rm 6, 4 Paul says, [...] tva @womeg 1yé00n XoLotog €k vekgwv [...] kal fueic &v
Koottt Cwne megmatnowpev (NA28), but in Sch. Ph. 75 we read, et d¢
MEQIMATI|OOUAL €V KAvOTNTL Cwng, dnAovott kal Avaotnodpeda - omeQ yaQ 6
Xototog 1Yé00n éx vekgwv (Staab, 1933, p. 501, 11. 21-22).

Sch. Ph. 76. The scholium begins with the exegesis of the Pauline metaphor of
oVpgutotin Rm 6, 5. The adjective ocvugutog, -ov, ‘born with one/congenial” (Lampe,
1961, p. 1292), but also ‘grown together,” generally referring to plants, (Abbott-Smith,
1937, p. 423), acquires the metaphorical meaning of ‘born to a new life with Christ.’
According to Photius, like a plant lying down in the earth, waiting for death in winter
then reviving at once in spring, the body, which belongs to God, lies in the grave for

the short term, but thanks to baptism it can flourish again in full blossom, towards
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salvation. Chrysostom still underlies Photius” interpretation, but only for the part
related to the tree lying in the earth, which is, according to the Golden Mouth, like a
body buried in baptism; the metaphor then develops in a different way in his Homilia
XI (PG 60, col. 484) where the exegesis focuses more on the fruit of the tree as an
allegory of righteousness. Chrysostom spends the most part of his homily on the
Pauline words opowwtartt tov Oavdtov, ‘in the likeness of his death,” which are also
mentioned by Photius briefly at the end of the scholium as well.

Sch. Ph. 77-Sch. Ph. 78. The two scholia were edited as one text commenting on Rm
6, 6 by Staab (1933, pp. 500-501). However, Sch. Ph. 78 is anonymous in GA 1915, GA
1923 and GA 1982 and that is ascribed to Photius on the basis of GA 91. I can also
confirm that GA 2183 preserves the text with a Photian ligature (f. 33v). The
interpretation of Rm 6, 6 in Sch. Ph. 77 is very close to Chrysostom’s interpretation in
Homilia XI (PG 60, col. 486). According to Chrysostom, the old body in Paul’s epistle
is the allegory of the weakness of iniquity; Photius follows that interpretation and
clearly states that t0 ocwua ¢ apaogtiag is a periphrasis for the sins themselves
(Staab, 1933, p. 500-501, 1. 10 ff).

Sch. Ph. 79-Sch. Ph. 80. From an exegetical point of view, the scholia from Sch. Ph.
79 to Sch. Ph. 86 do not add much to what Paul says in the letter and a comparison
with Chrysostom and the other authors in the catena has not revealed any relevant
results in terms of possible influence on Photius. It is clear, in fact, that the aim of the
exegete is simply to paraphrase Paul’s verses to make the biblical text including Rm

6, 8-14 more accessible. It also worth noticing that Sch. Ph. 79 which Staab published
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together with Sch. Ph. 80 as a scholium on Rm 6, 8-9, is preserved only in GA 1923
and GA 1982.

Sch. Ph. 81-Sch. Ph. 83a; Sch. Ph 83b. In his edition, Staab published a text on Rm 6,
12-14 (Staab, 1933, pp. 501-502) by combining three scholia, Sch. Ph. 81, Sch. Ph. 82
and I temporary call Sch. Ph. 83. However, in observing GA 2183, I found some extra
lines following Sch. Ph. 83. In expanding my research of those lines to the other
manuscripts, I came upon the same in GA 91, where Sch. Ph. 83 is anonymous and
ends with the sign (:) rather than a semicolon (-) as would be expected in that
manuscript. After the sign (:), there is also a blank space, which is another element
which often occurs in GA 91 to separate two different scholia. The extra lines start

without a capital letter (Image 4):

”

« A ’
¥ n/?‘}» ff 11~;cfl.p:ip'l".ﬂ

(Image 4: Detail from GA 91, f. 85r, . 6)

Therefore, at first sight it looks as if the extra lines are to be considered as another
scholium, but the end of Sch. Ph 83 with (:) generates some doubt about that. It seems
that those extra lines are actually part of Sch. 83, so I have included them in the list of
the Scholia Photiana on Romans and named the text as Sch. Ph. 83b:

Iolo duaptia ov xkvpLever; 1) mEO TOL Pamtiopatog dOAOV 8Tt Kal &@inowv 1) xaoLs
TOU XQLOTOV: TOUTO d¢ O VOLOG TOLELV OUK NOVVATO* OUK E€TE 0LV @NOL UTO VOOV

TOV 1) duvdpevov QUoacOat AAAX HAAAOV TLHWQEOVLLEVOV.
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(tr.) "Which “sin will not rule (upon you)”? The one before the baptism. It is clear that
the grace of Christ cancels it. The law was not able to do that and not only he says that
what was not allowed was redeemed by the law, but even more what was punished.’
The scholium definitely shows some feature of the exegetical style of the Scholia
Photiana, especially in its use of participles and infinitives.

Sch. Ph. 84; Sch. Ph. 85; Sch. Ph. 86. As mentioned above in the section on Sch. Ph.
79-Sch. Ph. 80, this group of brief scholia does not add much reflection on Paul’s
exegesis, since the Patriarch tries to simplify the approach to the Pauline text by using
paraphrasis and repetitions. Sch. Ph. 84, Sch. Ph. 85 and Sch. Ph. 86 comment
respectively on Rm 6, 16, Rm 6, 18-22 and Rm 6, 23 (Staab, 1933, pp. 502-503). Unlike
the other two, Sch. Ph. 86 is not preserved in GA 1905, although it is in GA 1923, which
would open new consideration of the supposed relationship between GA 1923 and
GA 1905 that Staab believed (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII).

Sch. Ph. 87-Sch. Ph. 88; Sch. Ph. 89. These two very short scholia are preserved in
the main manuscripts of the tradition and comment on Rm 7, 1-2. Especially in Sch.
Ph. 88 and Sch. Ph. 89, the main focus is on the use of the verb katrjoyntatin Rm 7,
2, M yap Umarvdpog yuvr) @ Cawvtl avdpl dédetal vopw: éav O amobavr 6 avno,
KATNEYTNTAL ATIO TOL VOHoL Tov avdeog (NA28). The same verb is documented
several times in Paul’s writings with different meanings (Liddell et al.,, 1940,
‘katapyéw,” p. 770); for instance, the active voice means ‘to make of no effect’ (Rm 3,
3) and the passive means ‘to be abolished” (Rm 6, 6; Cor 2, 6) as well as “to be parted’

(Gal 5, 4). Photius interprets the verb as synonymous with nAev0éowrai, ‘to be set
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free,” which is different from the amoAéAvtay, ‘divorced,” also in Sch. Ph. 88 (Staab,
1933, p. 503, 1. 23). Four authors in the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius show their
interest in Rm 7, 12 and they comment on the verse in almost the same way: apart
from one scholium by Photius, we also have scholia ascribed to Gennadius, Severian
and Theodore. Photius, Gennadius and Theodore analyse the meanings of the two
adjectives dwkata and dryaO1}, which describe évtoAr] in Paul, but in Photius they are
applied to vopog as well.

Sch. Ph. 90-Sch. Ph. 91. Staab edited Sch. PPh. 90 and 91 as one scholium on Rm 7, 8-
11 (Staab, 1933, p. 504). However, it is clear from the analysis of the codices that these
two were independent scholia, which all the manuscript tradition agrees in ascribing
to Photius. With regard to the contents, the focus of both scholia is on the
reinforcement of the sin for those who denied the law.

Sch. Ph. 92. This scholium comments on Rm 7, 12 and is preserved in all the main
manuscripts, including GA 1916. The exegesis focuses on the explanation of the
attributions of the law, defined by Paul as &yog, dikatog and &ya0dc. According to
Photius the law is ‘sacred,” because it is protected by those who want to avoid sin; it
is ‘just,” because it praises the pure and imposes sanctions on those who break it and
itis also ‘good,” because it is generous with those who behave in any circumstances.

Sch. Ph. 93. The scholium preserves an exegesis of Rm 7, 13. The mention of some
examples of ancient sins, such as Cain, is also in Chrysostom’s Homilia XII (PG 60),
although this might not be enough to prove a close relationship between the two texts,

as the episode of Cain and Abel has always been very popular in ancient tradition.
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Sch. Ph. 94. The most interesting feature of this brief scholium is oxnuatoAoyia
(Staab, 1933, p. 506 1. 7), whose meaning is ‘transference of application” (Lampe, 1961,
p- 1360). It is probably to be intended more literally as ‘shape/structure of the speech,’
from oxnua ‘shape’” or ‘form” (Liddell et al,1940 p. 1745). This refers to the use of the
phrase ¢yw 0¢& capkikog elpL opposing mvevpatkog in Rm 7. 14. According to the
scholium, by using ¢yw d¢ Paul models on himself the transgression of the law in
order to smooth the harsh and critic tone of the accusation of transgressing the law.

Sch. Ph. 95-96. Staab published these two scholia as one text commenting on Rm 7,
15-20 (Staab, 1933, p. 506-507). The two are actually combined as one text in GA 91,
GA 1905 and GA 2183. With regard to the potential relationship between GA 1923 and
GA 1905 (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII), this is another element contrasting with that
hypothesis, since the scholia are preserved as independent texts in GA 1923.

Sch. Ph. 97abc. The three scholia Sch. Ph. 97a, Sch. Ph. 97b and Sch. Ph. 97c are
difficult to find in terms of classification. In fact, the manuscripts preserve these three
texts not always as three independent scholia, but often combining them as one major
scholium. This seems the case in GA 1915, GA 1907 and GA 91, but not in GA 1923
and GA 1982, where Sch. Ph. 97a is ascribed to Photius and treated as a separate
scholium, whereas Sch. Ph. 97b and Sch. Ph. 97c are combined as one anonymous
scholium. It is also possible in cases like GA 1923 that the three texts are given in
sequence and are identified by a single Photian ligature before Sch. Ph. 97a and that
the following two texts are defined by capital initials only. This is the reason I decided

to keep the three together as Sch. Ph. 97, but since I have recognised they could also
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be independent, I have assigned them the letters a, b and c. With regard to the context,
the focus of this group of scholia is Rm 7, 21. At the bottom of his edition, Staab reports
that other authors in catenae commented on the same passage: Gennadius, Theodoret,
Cyril and Diodore (Staab, 1933, p. 507). However, after I have compared Photius with
those authors, I did not find any relevant point in common between them. Indeed,
scholia from Theodoret, Gennadius and Diodore are too brief to allow a possible
comparison with Photius” scholium. Theodoret, who is also traditionally considered
in the group of the exegetes of the Antiochene School (supra, p. 7 ff.), might have been
an inspiration for many exegetes and we also know that Photius expressed particular
appreciation for his works (Bibliotheca, cod. 203), but the connection in this case is
unclear. John Chrysostom interprets the biblical passage as well, but a direct
relationship with Sch. Ph. 97abc seems unlikely.
Sch. Ph. 98. In this scholium, Photius’ interpretation focuses on Rm 7, 22-23:
ovvndouaL Yo T VO TOL Oeol kata Tov é0w avOpwmov, (23) BAénw d¢ Etepov
VOHOV €V Tolg UEAETTV HOU AVTIOTEQATEVOUEVOV TQ VOUQ@ TOLU VOOC HOL Kol
A MAAQTICOVTA e €V TG VOUW TNS AUAQTIAG T@ OVTL €V Tolg HéAeoaiv pov (NA 28).
According to Paul’s writing, there are two laws; the first one is the law of the sin,
which fights against the law of the mind. In his comment, the exegete refers to the
existence of other two laws: the written law, 6 yoamtog, and the natural law, éugutdc.
Therefore, he concludes, the laws are three in total: ypamtog, éugutog and
avtiotoatevopevov (Staab, 1933, p. 508, 1l. 19-23). There are some recurring

stylistical features of Scholia Photiana such as the flattening, t@ vopw To0 Beov and T
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VOU@ TOL VOOS Hov becoming Aéyel vopov Oeov, Aéyel vopov voog, but also the
quotation of the Pauline verses together with their paraphrasis:

0 dx NG ApAETIAG €V Tolg HEAEOLY T|UWV LloXVoAS, OV KAl AvTIOTpaTEVOUEVOY AéYEL
KAl &v Toic pédeov €xewv v loxLV ToL dvtiotpoateveoOatl (Staab, 1933, p. 508, 1L
20-21).

The existence of the three laws is also the object of discussion in Chrysostom, Homilia
XIII. In particular, in commenting on Rm 2, 25-26, Chrysostom states the existence of
the two laws plus a third one, "Eoti Y& vopog 0 uotkog kat £€0Tiv 0 YOoamtog: AAAX
Katl péoog TovTwv 0 dx Twv éoywv (PG 60, col. 435). It is not clear which is the biblical
passage Chrysostom refers to by saying, 0 dix twv €oywv, but he definitely uses the
adjectives, puokog and yoamtog to summarise the Pauline description, 1) ¢k pUoewg
AKQEOPBLOTIA TOV VOHOV TEAOVOA O& TOV dlX YOAHHATOS KAL TTEQLTOUNG TTAQAPATNV
vopov, which brings us to consider another potential echo of Chrysostom in a Photian
exegetical scholium.

Sch. Ph. 99 The scholium consists of a very brief sentence commenting on Rm 8§, 2;
the exegete suggests interpreting the Pauline text vopog tov mvevuatog as vopog
evayyeAwodc. The scholium is in both the Typus Vaticanus and Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena. In the Vaticanus GA 1915 this looks like an addition in the margin next to Sch.
Ph. 98, while in Pseudo-Oecumenius this is a second-hand addition in GA 1905 and it
is part of the body of text of the ‘frame-catena’ in GA 1923 and GA 1982. In my
investigation, I also found the same scholium as part of the scholium ascribed to

Theodore of Mopsuestia in the catena of Typus Monacensis, GA 1909 (f. 50rv), already
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mentioned as the supplementum Cramer used for his edition of the catena on Romans
(supra, p. 17):

Sch. Ph. 99 (Staab, 1933, p. 509, 11. 4-5): Theodore of Mopsuestia

O vyap vopog tov mvevpatocr 0 GA 1909 (f. 50rv):

eVAYYEAKOS 00TOC YAXQ KLElwg vopog "H vopog mvevpatog tov evayyeAtkov

TOV TTVEVHATOG PNoL VOHOV: oUTOG YXQ KULQIWS TOL

TIVEVHATOG VOLLOG.

Although Staab did not mention the similarity between Photius and Theodore, he
pointed out some problems related to the authorship of some scholia ascribed to
Diodore of Tarsus in GA 1915 converged as part of scholia ascribed to Theodore in
GA 1909 (Staab, 1926, p. 40), which affected the reliability of Cramer’s edition of the
catena on Romans. Therefore, it could also be that the Photian comment became part
of Theodore’s scholium though a similar process. In both Photius and Theodore, the
quotations in GA 1909 are not strictly verbatim, but went through a process of
adaptation of the Greek to fit within the new context.

Sch. Ph. 100; Sch. Ph. 101; Sch. Ph. 102; Sch. Ph. 103. This group of Scholia Photiana
explains the verses from Rm 8, 3 to Rm, 8, 15 through the use of repetitions and the
recurring technique of question and answer, which is intended as the popular genre
of Questions and Answers which the Amphilochia belong to (Efthymiadis, 2017, pp. 52—
55), but as the pedagogical use of hypothetical questions that may rise from the
reading of the Pauline texts followed by the explanation of the exegete, is typical of

the Scholia Photiana. As is characteristic of the Photian exegetical style of the scholia,

the exegesis is introduced by phrases such as kaAwg @notv, 6pa ws TovT é0TL, OV
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Yo anAws...aAAq, and for the first time dixwg eéotv éxAafetv..1... which is also
frequently used in the Scholia Photiana on 1 Corinthians (e.g. Sch. Ph. 231-Sch. Ph. 233;
Sch. Ph. 246; Sch. Ph. 285), when there is a need to introduce two alterative
interpretations of the same passage. It is also interesting to notice some similarities
between the interpretation of Photius in Sch. Ph. 103 and a scholium ascribed to
Oecumenius of Trikka, also published by Staab, in particular, there is a brief verbatim

quotation probably recalling Ps 81 (82), 6, which I have highlighted in bold and the

same use of the adverb Tumikwg related to the metaphor of the children:

Sch. Ph. 103 (Staab, 1933, p- 510, 11. 17-
24):

Tovdaiol, &l kal
eKaAovvto Tékva  Ogov, A
TIAUTOAAT]  kKANoews  Ekatéoag Kal
vioOeolag 1 dxpooa: oL peEV yoaQ
TUTIKWG WVOUALOVTO, WOTEQ KAl To

[...] ot 0¢ ve

AAAx avtolg elg TUTOV €teAgito TG

Oecumenius, Rm 8, 15 (Staab, 1933, p.
427,11. 17-20):

Taxa 0¢, el kat ot Tovdaiot Oeot
¢KkaAovvTo Kal viol Ogov. WoTEQ T
naQ’ avTolg TAVIA TUTMOG MV TV
NueTéowv, oVTw Kat 1) vioOeoia- ovte
Yoo kKLOlwg EkANONoav aAAx Tvkwg
viot, ovte kaboAkwg Tvevpa EAaBov.

XAQLTOG, TMUEG 0& OV TUTUKWG AAA'
AVTOTEAWS KAl Ol HEV el Kal EKAAODVTO
viot [...].

This verbatim quotation is indeed very brief, but I would not completely exclude
that in this case the exegete of the Scholia Photiana might have been influenced in some
extent by the scholium of Oecumenius in the catena, since the sentence does not seem
to be documented otherwise. The possible influence on Photius of other authors that

Photius would have read in the catenae was proposed by Antonopoulou in her study

on the relationship between the Photian scholium on Heb 7, 3 and Eustathius of
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Antioch, Epistula Alexandri Alexandrini (De Melchisedech) (Antonopoulou, 2006, p. 549)
already mentioned in the introduction to this thesis (supra, p. 46 ff).

Sch. Ph. 104-Sch. Ph. 108. Staab edited these five scholia as one text on Rm 8§, 23-27.
However, the investigation of the manuscripts has led to the conclusion that there are
tive Scholia Photiana included in the text, although some issues require clarification.
Firstly, GA 1915 ff. 113r-119v is written by a later hand dating to the fourteenth
century. Sch. Ph. 105 is ascribed to Photius in GA 1915, but is introduced by dAAwc in
GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982 and GA 1905. As already mentioned in the analysis of the
group Sch. Ph. 39-Sch. Ph.41, if we consider that dAA(wc) was used in the early stage
of the compilation of the catenae, before the introduction of the ligatures, there is no
reason to consider Sch. Ph. 105 as anonymous in GA 1923 and 1982; in fact, the
repetition of the Photian ligature before Sch. Ph. 104 in all the manuscripts would not
be necessary before Sch. Ph. 105. GA 2183 (ff. 46v—47r) is the only manuscript ascribing
both Sch. Ph. 104 and Sch. Ph. 105 to Chrysostom through the ligatures x(0)vo(o)otou
and t(ov) avtov, soon afterwards - Sch. Ph. 105 follows Sch. Ph. 104. Similarly, in GA
91, Sch. Ph. 105 is introduced by the more extended form t(ov) avt(o0) dAAA(wS ) in
the right margin. Additionally, Sch. Ph. 104 shows another similarity with a brief
Oecumenian scholium also published (Staab, 1933, p. 428, 1. 4). That scholium is
preserved in the Normal Typus, GA 1997 (f. 30v) and the Spezialtypus, Vat. gr. 1430 -
GA 622 - (f. 18r), where the scholium is anonymous; together with Sch. Ph. 104, it is
also preserved in the Erweiterte Typus GA 1923 (f. 43v) and the Typus Vaticanus GA

1915 (f. 113r):
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Sch. Ph. 104 (Staab, 1933, p. 510, 11. 29—  Oecumenius, Rm 8, 23 (Staab, 1933, p.

32): 428, 1. 4):
[...]Tote 1) TV ayabwv dntdAavoig [...]
TOTE MAVTA TA TG vioOeoiag Torte Yoo ta g vioOeoiag

Yvwolopata kal dAmoteAéopata: [...].  amotedéopata.

The Oecumenian scholium is very brief and it has been clearly rearranged and
expanded in the context of the Photian scholium; GA 1915 and GA 1923 preserve both
scholia separately so there does not appear to be a confusion of authorship in the
manuscript tradition, unlike Sch. Ph. 99 and the comment ascribed to Theodore in the
Typus Monacensis. However, Sch. Ph. 104 shows a case very similar to the previous
Sch. Ph. 57, where Photius seems to quote Severian, as well as Sch. Ph. 49, where I
have highlighted similarities with Gennadius. In all those cases, Photius could have
had used the catenae as a source for his exegesis. As I said with regard to Sch. Ph. 103,
although these quotations are very brief, they can still be considered elements
supporting Antonopoulou’s hypothesis of the use of the catenae as a source for the
Scholia Photiana (supra, pp. 45-47).

The information Staab provides in his edition about the location of the brief Sch. Ph.
106, Sch. Ph. 107 and Sch. Ph. 108 is inaccurate (Staab, 1933, p. 511). Sch. Ph. 106 is
preserved in GA 1915 and this is probably the reason Staab decided to publish it, but
this scholium is also in GA 91, although as an anonymous addition in the margin. Sch.
Ph. 107 is preserved in GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 1907 and also in GA 91, where,
however, it is preserved as an anonymous addition in the margin by the same hand

who added Sch. Ph. 106, which leads one to think that both Sch. Ph. 106 and Sch. Ph.
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107 were added to the manuscript at the same time. With regard to Sch. Ph. 108, only
GA 1915 preserves the initial phrase Twv dwx g evxNe dywalopévwy, which is
missing from all the rest of the tradition.

Sch. Ph. 109; Sch. Ph. 110. The first of these scholia is a very brief scholium (Staab,
1933, p. 512), consisting of one sentence only, which comments on Rm 8, 28 by using
the explicative Tout éott. The explicative phrase is abundantly documented in the
Bibliotheca (e.g. codices 194, 222, 228, 229, 232 etc.), but is a feature of all the groups
of Scholia Photiana. Sch. Ph. 110 is a longer comment which Staab published as a
scholium on Rm 8, 30-33 (Staab, 1933, p. 512) although the actual exegesis seems to
focus more on Rm 8, 31. Sch. Ph. 110 is also one of the few scholia preserved as
anonymous in GA 1916.

Sch. Ph. 111. This scholium comments on Rm 8, 34 (Staab, 1933, p. 513) and is
preserved in most of the manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenian Catena, including
GA 2183 and GA 1905. As with Sch. Ph. 103 and Sch. PPh. 104, the brief scholium shows
some analogies with another scholium ascribed to Oecumenius (Staab, 1933, p. 428).
The scholium of Oecumenius is preserved in the Erweiterte Typus of GA 1982, in the
Specialtypus, GA 622, and in the Normal Typus, GA 1997. For their exegesis, both the

authors use quoations from Rm 8, 26 and Rm 8, 30:

Sch. Ph. 111 (Staab, 1933, p. 513, 11. Oecumenius, Rm 8, 34 (Staab 1933, p.
1216): 428):

0 matnE édikaiwoe (Rm 8, 30) kai Kat obtw dvvn vonoat wg meog to
€d0&aag, TO mvevpa KT TOda TOL ONTOL- €L TO MVEVUQ,
ovvavtidappaverar (Rm 8, 26), 0 enotv, avtidappaverar (Rm 8, 26), et
Xowotog kat drébavev DTeEQ MUV Kal 0 matnE édikaiwoev (Rm 8, 30), tic 6
avéor kal évrvy xaver tic [p. 1. 15] KATAKQLVAL DUVAEVOG; DTTOAE(TTETAL,
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AoLmov 0 katakpivwv 1 éykalwv, enotv, 0 VIOG. 6 VIOG oLV, PNoty, Exel

oUTwG ¢ ayiag ToLddog KATAKQLVAL, KALTOL TOOOVTOV AYATIX

vTtepaoTLOvONG Kal dkAoLONG NUAS; WG Kat Odvatov aiprjoacOat vTtEQ
MUV, KAl WV €V deELX TOL TTATEOS Kl
elg v Wiav émaveABwv dOEav ovK
EMavOATO TNG TEOG NUAS AYATNG,
AAAX KAl TAQAKAAEL TOV TTATEQX VTTEQ
NH@V* TOUTO YXQ ONAOL TO EvTVvy XYaveL.
TNV 0& MAQAKANOLV 0UTW VOEL AVTW
T EvNVOQWTNKEVAL TAQAKAAEL TOV
niatéQa VTEQ NUWV.

I mentioned already a similar phenomenon in Sch. Ph. 49, where there could be a
possible echo of Gennadius, since they both quote Rm 4, 1, but Sch. Ph. 111 provides
an even stronger proof of the possible influence on Photius of other authors in the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. Even though the echo of Oecumenius in Photius is not
given by a quotation, it is without doubt that the quotation of the same Pauline verses
in both the scholium reveals a possible relationship between the two interpretations.

Sch. Ph. 112. This brief scholium is preserved as a Photian scholium in most of the
manuscript tradition. It is a comment on Rm 8, 35 (Staab, 1933, p. 513), whose
rhetorical style is defined by Photius as repetitive, ¢ mavaAnmntov, and prolix (Staab,
1933, p. 513, 1. 20).

Sch. Ph. 113-Sch. Ph. 116. The long Sch. Ph. 113 is combined with the brief Sch. Ph.
114, Sch. Ph. 115 and Sch. Ph. 116 in Staab’s edition as a comment on Rm 9, 1-5 on the
basis of GA 1915, where the four scholia appear as one text. This is the first and only
case in the analysis of the Scholia Photiana where those two manuscripts combine the

same scholia. The analysis of Sch. Ph. 113 gives further potential evidence of

Chrysostom’s influence on the Scholia Photiana. It is clear from the analysis of scholia
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such as Sch. Ph. 6a, Sch. Ph. 45, Sch. Ph. 94 and Sch. Ph. 98, that even though there are
not strictly verbatim quotations of Chrysostom in the Photian exegetical material,
links between the collection of the scholia on Romans and the text of Chrysostom’s
Homiliae (PG 60, col. 549) are clear. In Sch. Ph. 113, there could be a common reference
to Timothy, a disciple of Paul mentioned in Acts 6, 3, who is considered a model
Christian even though he is circumcised. Although the name of Timothy does not
appear to be in Chrysostom’s text, the passage in Homilia XVI fits well with the
character of the disciple in Acts. Conversely, Photius quotes the name of Timothy
explicitly (Staab, 1933, p. 515, 1. 19).

Sch. Ph. 117-Sch. Ph. 118. These two very brief scholia are combined by Staab (1933,
p. 516). They are preserved in most of the manuscripts examined; Sch. Ph. 117 is also
in GA 1916, and they comment respectively on Rm 9, 6 and Rm 9, 7. Sch. Ph. 117 refers
to the use of the verb éxmémntwiev in Paul, indicating that the word of God did not
tail; while Sch. Ph. 118 focus on the example of the descendents of Abram, intended
as those who had faith.

Sch. Ph. 119; Sch. Ph. 120. The first of these is a scholium commenting on Rm 9, 11—
15 (Staab, 1933, p. 516) which is preserved in all the manuscripts including GA 1916.
Sch. Ph. 120 is a comment on Rm 9, 16-21 (Staab, 1933, p. 517) which is also preserved
in all the manuscripts, although both GA 2183 and GA 1916 preserve the same version
up to déovta (Staab, 1933, p. 518, L. 38), which is shorter than the one in the other
manuscripts. Another analogy between these two manuscripts is also related to the

following Sch. Ph. 121 and Sch. Ph. 122.
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Sch. Ph. 121-Sch. Ph. 127. This group of seven scholia was edited by Staab as one

scholium in five paragraphs commenting on Rm 9, 22-23 (Staab, 1933, pp. 519-520). It
is clear so far that in most of his edition Staab combined scholia interpreting the same
verses in the Epistles, generally distinguishing them through the use of paragraphs.
One of the few exceptions seems to involve Sch. Ph. 121 and Sch. Ph. 122. Staab
published them as one organic paragraph (1933, p. 519, 1l. 1-31). Indeed, all the
manuscripts preserve the two scholia as one scholium, but with a clear point of
combination between them, 1} paAAov. This is the text following Staab’s edition:
[...] oOkoLV 1) TV MEAYHATWV PUOIS £XEL TO ATIOQOV, AAA' 1] TWV AYVWHOVOUVTWV
10 PAdo@nUOV. ) HAAAOV TV TEO avToL fjottar & BéAwv, ¢notv, 0 Oeoc
voeiéaoOal, xal lva yvwpion, kat eket kAnOnoovtat vioi; [...] (Staab, 1933, p. 519, 1L
23-28).

By checking the manuscripts, I have concluded that the two parts separated by T
HaAAov are indeed two independent scholia, Sch. Ph. 121 and Sch. Ph. 122. GA 1915
preserves the text up to BAdo@nuov with the Photian ligature, then introduces Sch.
Ph. 122 with &AAwg followed by t0 ¢i 6¢ OéAwv kat €ENG TV TTEO AVTOL TjOTNTAL
This sentence is also in GA 1907, GA 2183 and GA 1916. Only GA 1923 and GA 1982
combine the two parts with 1] paAAov twv mEo avtov et tal, where 1) paAAov twv
is a clear link with what the exegete says above. Although there a syntactical coherence
(1] TV... | H&AAOV tV...) between the two parts, the meaning of the whole sentence
is barely understandable. The version 10 ¢l 6¢ OéAwv kal €ENG TV TEO AVTOL

notntatis not only clearer but also closer to Photian exegetical style, especially in the
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use of 10 followed by a quotation and kat é&nc, which is frequently documented all
through the groups of Scholia Photiana. For these reasons, I would rather consider the
two parts as two separate scholia, Sch. Ph. 121 and Sch. Ph. 122. A very similar case
happens with Sch. Ph. 123 and Sch. Ph. 124, which Staab combines in the same
paragraph (Staab, 1933, p. 520, 11.1-20) although the manuscripts preserving Sch. Ph.
124, GA 1923 and GA 1907, preserve it as an independent scholium with its own
Photian ligature.

Sch. Ph. 128-Sch. Ph. 129. These two scholia were published by Staab as one text
commenting on Rm 9, 27-28 (Staab, 1933, pp. 120-122). In cases like Sch. Ph. 104, Sch.
Ph. 57, Sch. Ph. 49 I observed brief quotations from other authors in the catena and I
stated that even though it seemed likely that Photius had accessed the catena as a
source for his interpretation, the potential quotes were too brief to support this
hypothesis. In analysing Staab’s edition, it seems there is a very extended quotation
of Oecumenius in Sch. Ph. 128, which Staab published as a paragraph of the scholium
on Rm 9, 27-28 (Staab, 1933, p. 521). However, in analysing the manuscripts, I found
some incongruences between the edition of the German scholar and the actual
authorship of the scholium in the manuscript tradition, which I clarify. The two
scholia in the 1933 edition are as follows:

Sch. Ph. 128, (Staab, 1933, p. 521,1. 4 ss): Oecumenius, Rm 9, 28 (Staab, 1933, p.

429, 1. 6 ss):
<Aoyov  yap  ouvvteAwv  Kal
OULVTEUVWV €V dkatooLvn.> 0 pev  [...] 6 pev Mwboaikog vopog ¢060n
Mwioaikog vouog £€000n mgodiatvmovvtog TOU Be0ov KAl

MEOJLATUTIOVVTOG Oeov Kal TMEOdLAYQAPOVTOG TOV TG XAQLTOG,
MEOOLAYQAPOVTOG TOV TIG XAQLTOG, TOV d¢ evayyeAlkov didwat cuvTedwv
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TOV 8¢ evAYYeEALKOV dIdwWOL oVVTEAWY
Kol oVVTEéUV WY, Tout' oty
anagTiCwv amavta kal €ig TéAog
AQLOTOV  AYwv, Undeplav
duvapevov Emavoglwotv 1) teAeiwoty
déEaoDaL

- BEtéowc: Ttov Adyov yap ovvteAdwv kai
ovvtéuvwy tivog [1.10] éveka éuvroOn;

Etéoav

WOTEQY  YAQ alTiav  Twva TV
MQOEIQNUEVWY  ATIOOWOVSE  TOUTO
ovvnev. xal Aéyopev OtL  Alav

AQHOCOVTWS Kal VTEQPLOS AVTO dx
MOAAXG altiag émovvpev: TEWTOV
HEV Ydo, ETteldn) eimev: kaAéow Tov 0D
Aaov pov Aadv pov xal €ENg, tva ur Tig
gimn’ kai TL TOUTO; WOMEQ YAQ
£YéVoVTo €k AoV TIVEG oV Aadg, 0UTw
kav &£ o0 Aaov Aaog [521.15]
yévwvtal, o0dev kKwAvEL Kal TOUTOVG
mAALv yevéoOar o0 Aaov.

ovx oUtwg, @noiv: Adyov ydap
OVVTEAWY Kol CUVTEUV WV EKELVA PEV
Yao petémumte Kat petetiOeto €mi TO
KQELTTOV ~ MAVIWV  O@EIAOVTWV
peta@ELOUileaOal, vov d¢ ovkéTt, OTL
TETEAELWUEVT) ETTLV 1] VOV KANOLG KAl
1 mvevpatikr] vopoOeoia wal 1)
UTOOXEOIS. OlX TOUTO HEV EUvioOn
[1.20] to Aoyov yap cvvteAwv. devtegov
O¢, émeldn) eimev OtLéav i 6 adptOuoc twv
viov TopanA ¢ 1 dupoc tne Balaocong

kai &neg, tva pun enwow ot
MOAAAKILG TMOAAWV  EmayyeAlwv
AKOVOAVTEG

1) 000’ OAwg ETUXOUEV T) LETA HAKQOV
Kal oAUV xQOvov - kal yaQ kal
MOAA WV e&emumtov o
axaglotiav  kal  &yvwpoovvnv
avtwv - va [1.25] odv un _ oltw
Aéyworwv oi Tovdaiot, ovx oVtw kal
vov, @noiv, G&AA" éav  uovov
BovANO0E, TeETEAEIWUEVT Kal

™V

Kai  ovvTéuvowv, — TOUT ot
anmaQTiCwv amavia kai elg TéAog

agtotov [L. 10] &ywv.

To d¢ Aoyov yap ovvtedwv
WG  altiav TV  MEOEIQNUEVWY
ATEOWKEV - EMEWT) YAQ elme: kadléow
TOV 00 Aaov pov Aaodv pov Aaov pov -,

tva un) T eimn kai Tl TovTo;

WOTEY YAQ £YEVOVTO €K AXOV TLVEG 00
Aaog, oUtw kav €€ oV Aaov Aaog
Yévwvtal, ovdEV KwAVEL KAl TOUTOVG
MAALv yevéoOar o0 Aaov.

ovx oUtwg, @noiv: Adyov yap
OVVTEAWV" EKEIVA HEV YOQ METETULTITE
KAl METETUMTEV €Ml TO KQELTTOV
MTAVIWV OPEIAOVTWV
petagELOUileaOal vov d¢ ovkéTt, 6Tt
TETEAELWUEVT) ETTLV 1] VOV KANOLG KAl
1) TvevpaTiKTr] vopoOeoia AAAWG Tg,

< 2

émeldn eimev éav 1 6 dpLtOuoc twv viwv

TopanA

kal T €ng, tva un enwow ot
MOAAAKLG  émayYeAlwv — MOAAwV
AKOVOAVTEG

1) 00d' OAwG €TUXOUEV, T] LETA HLKQOV
XQ0VOoV Kal YaQ kKal TOAA@wvV

gémumtov dlx TV AxagLoTiav kai
AYvwpoouvny  avtwv. oVX oUTw
Aéyworwv ot Tovdaiot, ovx oVtw kal
vov, @noiv, &AA' éav PovAnoOg,
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oUVTOUOG €mi XElQag VpwV €0TIv 1] TeAeia Kal OUVTOUOG €Ml XEIQAG VUV
owTnoia. £€0TIV 1] CwTnia.

At first sight the two seem to have a large amount of textual material in common,
which might lead one to think that Photius was quoting Oecumenius verbatim, but
this is not the case. According to Staab, the Oecumenian scholium is preserved in the
following manuscripts:

e GA 1915 (£. 146v);

GA 1909 (£. 1961);

GA 1923 (f. 51v);

GA 622 (f. 21v);

Palat. gr. 10, GA 1997 (Aland, 1994, p. 161) (f. 34v) (tenth-century).

in both GA 1923 and GA 622, the scholium is anonymous (Staab, 1933, p. 429). By
looking at the manuscripts, I observed that Staab’s edition of Oecumenius comment
on Rm 9, 28 was mainly based on GA 1909, which may have some problems with the
ligatures and authorship, as already mentioned above (Sch. Ph. 99). On the other hand,
by looking at GA 1915 and GA 1923, preserving both Oecumenius and Photius’ text, I
found that the material published as Oecumenian indeed corresponds to Sch. Ph. 128,
meaning that the Photian scholium must have been combined with Oecumenius in
the manuscript tradition of the Typus Monacensis, GA 1909. In fact, Sch. Ph. 128 is
introduced by the ligature €tep(wc) in GA 1915 (f. 147r). In brief, on ff. 146v-147r we

have the following sequence:
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e a scholium with an Oecumenian ligature (corresponding to Staab, 1933, p.
429, 11. 4-7);

e Sch. Ph. 127, with a Photian ligature (= Photius, Rm 9, 27-28 in Staab, 1933, p.
520, 1I. 33-35; p. 521, 1. 1-4);

e Sch. Ph. 128, with ligature éteo(wc) (= Photius, Rm, 9, 27-28 in Staab, 1933, p.

521, 1I. 10 ss = Oecumenius, Rm 9, 28 in Staab, 1933, p. 429, 11. 12-23).

The ligature éteg(wc) could be related to Oecumenius, mentioned before Photius; in
this case would be similar to the more common &AA(wg), when this is used to indicate
a change of source, with the difference that Oecumenius was the one before Photius
on the same page. This would justify the confusion in the manuscript tradition in
ascribing Sch. Ph. 128 to Photius and/or Oecumenius that from the Vaticanus passed
into the Monacensis. In any case, I would rather exclude that Photius is quoting
Oecumenius here.

Sch. Ph. 130-Sch. Ph. 131; Sch. Ph. 132-Sch. Ph. 134. This is another example of the
disagreement on the distribution of the exegetical material between GA 1915 and the
other manuscripts. In fact, GA 1915 treat this two groups of scholia as two scholia
only, unlike the other manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus, where the scholia appear to
be always treated independently. Similar cases are also Sch. Ph. 34-Sch. Ph. 35; Sch.
Ph. 40-Sch. Ph. 41; Sch. Ph. 68-Sch. Ph. 69; Sch. Ph. 113-Sch. Ph. 114. As for the other

cases, this would justify the reason Staab decided to publish these as one text.

114



Sch. Ph. 135ab. Sch. Ph. 135a is a brief scholium commenting on Rm 10, 4, in
particular focusing on the interpretation of téAoc vopov Xpiotoc. This is preserved in
manuscripts GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1907, GA 1905 without any different lectio.
However, the version in GA 2183 is more extended and there seems to be no doubt
that Sch. Ph. 13a and the extra lines are parts of the same text; therefore, I have
classified the two as Sch. Ph. 135a and Sch. Ph. 135b. Below,  have reported the scholia
as they appear in GA 2183 (f. 59rv):

[Sch. Ph. 135a] Ilwg téAdoc vouov Xpiotoc; OtL edkalwoev, kal AmeQ €KEVOG

NOéAnoe momoay, ovk loxvoe 0¢, Tavta 6 XLoTog eABWV Amrotioe kai éteAeiwoev
elg Toug avtw motevoavtag. [Sch. Ph. 135b] Emet dn 6Awg kal v €k vOHoL
dkaovVNV €kaAeoev, tva i) voplowoty, dtL dvvatal dikalwoal 6 VOUOGS, ¢nol,
téAog eivat kal TANEWHA TOL VOHoUL Tov XQLoToVv. 1O Ya téAewov [f. 59v] 6 vouog
&v 1) elg XQLoToV TtioTel €XeL. O OVV MOTEVWY, PNOL XQLOT@ TTANQOL TOV VOUOV. €i¢
Oukatoovvny de eNOl: €lg TO duKALOVY TOV OV TV TeAELDTI)V TOU VOHOU TOUTECTL TOV
TUOTOV.
(tr.): 'How is, “Christ is the end of the law”? Because he did justice and, when he came,
Christ fulfilled and brought to perfection in those who had faith in him those things
that he wanted to do but did not accomplish.” [Sch. Ph. 135b] ‘Since he generally called,
“The justice obtained for law,” because they did not believe that the law could do
justice, he says that Christ is the end and fulfilment of the law. Indeed, the law reaches
perfection in faith in Christ. Certainly - he says - the man who is faithful to Christ
tulfils the law. “In justice” - he says - that is to say that the faithful man lives in the
just action, that is the fulfilment of the law.’

The two are clearly part of the same text and both show features of the exegetical

style in the Scholia Photiana, including the use of the compound tva pr)...6tt (1 Cor 7,
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21-22; 1 Cor, 14, 12-18; 2 Cor 13, 5; Eph 4, 16; Hebr 9, 1-2 etc.), and in particular the
redundant and repetitive rhythm of the exegesis for which Photius often repeats the
same idea with few variations, for example in commenting on the quotation eig
dkatoovvNV by saying €ic T0 dkatovv.

Sch. Ph. 136; Sch. Ph. 137. These two scholia are very brief and comment respectively
on Rm 10, 12-15 and Rm 10, 20-21 (Staab, 1933, pp. 523-524. They do not add much
in terms of exegesis, but Sch. Ph. 137 is preserved as a secondary addition by another
hand in the margin on GA 1915 (f. 155r); it is, however, preserved also in GA 1923 and
its relative GA 1933 (f. 21v), although it must also notioce that GA 1933 was omitted
from the 1933 edition as it was considered too late for a significant contribution (Staab,
1933, p. XLII). I also found the scholium among the additional scholium in GA 1905;
however, some other cases already analysed (e.g. Sch. Ph. 95, Sch. Ph. 96) lead to
consider a closer relationship between GA 1905 with GA 91 rather than GA 1923.

Sch. Ph. 138-Sch. Ph. 139. These two scholia provide an exegesis of Rm 11, 6. Photius,
as is typical of his exegetical approach to the biblical text, remarks on what is already
clearly understandable in Paul’s writing by using long sentences and repetitions. In
this case, the pattern of the scholium is the dichotomy between £oya and xdoug, which
is not present in the rest of the catena, apart from a few lines ascribed to Gennadius
(Staab, 1933, p. 398). The interpretation of Rm 11, 6 is also in Chrysostom, Homilia X,
but it does not seem to have anything in common with Photius” thoughts. In addition,

as often happens with Golden Mouth, the exegetical text is far more extended and
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involves many biblical quotations, which is justifiable based on the different nature
and purpose of the homiletic genre.

Sch. Ph. 140-Sch. Ph. 141; Sch. Ph. 142-Sch. Ph. 145. The same can be said about the
two groups including Sch. Ph. 140-Sch. Ph. 141, published as one scholium on Rm 11,
11-15 and Sch. Ph. 142-145 published as one brief comment in Rm 11, 15 and also the
other two brief scholia Sch. Ph. 144 on Rm 11, 16 and Sch. Ph. 145 on Rm 11, 28 (Staab,
1933, pp. 524-526). These show the typical Photiana exegesis style, remarking on what
is already clearly understandable in Paul's writing by using long sentences and
repetitions. An exegesis on the same verses is also provided by Oecumenius and
Chrysostom, but as for Sch. Ph. 138-Sch. Ph. 139, they do not relate to the Scholia
Photiana, as a further demonstration that Photius also gives space to his independent
exegesis.

Sch. Ph. 146-Sch. Ph. 149. This is a group of three scholia published together as one
text in Rm 11, 3032 (Staab, 1933, pp. 527-528). The main feature of this group is related
to GA 91, which combines Sch. Ph. 147 and Sch. Ph. 148 as one scholium, although the
definition of the exegetical material is always challenging in that manuscript: it is
therefore impossible to state if the two could actually be considered as a single text.

Sch. Ph. 150; Sch. Ph. 151. There are two brief scholia commenting on Rm 12, 2 and
Rm 12, 3a (Staab, 1933, pp. 529-530). They seem to be very close to Chrysostom’s
exegesis of the same verses (PG 60, col. 599), with a particular focus on magaxaAw

ovv vuag (Rm 12, 3). Even though from a textual point of view, there are no verbatim
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quotations of Chrysostom in the Photius, both the Fathers agree on the image of Paul
not as a teacher working on his own initiative, but always following God’s orders.

Sch. Ph. 152. According to Staab, the reading wg replaces g at the beginning of
the scholium in GA 1907 (f. 74r), but an examination of the manuscripts has shown
that even in GA 1907 the scholium starts with a majuscule m in ekthesis and there is no
evidence of wg alone. The lectio mawg at the beginning of the scholium in all the
manuscripts shows that the exegete is not quoting Rm 12, 3b verbatim, wg 6 Oeog
Euéploev pétpov miotews (NA28 and RP 2005) but is adapting the biblical text to the
exegetical context. In fact, Photius uses the adverb to introduce his question about the
use of the verb éuépioev in Paul: Tlwg éuégioev, ‘How (God) has distributed ?
However, there is another mistake by Staab, which relates to the indication of the
locations of the scholia in the Ambrosian manuscript GA 1982. In the light of that
mistake, I rechecked the manuscript GA 1982 and have corrected the indications
related to the Photian scholia in Appendix. 1 -Table 1.

Sch. Ph. 153; Sch. Ph. 154; Sch. Ph. 155; Sch. Ph. 156; Sch. Ph. 157; Sch. Ph. 158. This
group of scholia from Sch. Ph. 153 and Sch. Ph. 158 consists of brief single scholia on
Rm 12. As with the groups including Sch. Ph. 140-Sch. Ph. 145, they show the typical
style of the Scholia Photiana, remarking on what Paul says by using long sentences and
repetitions, as well as applying the procedure of flattening and quoting passages from
other Pauline letters or the Gospels such as Rm 12, 14 in Sch. Ph. 153 (Staab, 1933, p.

531, 1. 28-29); Jo 13, 35 in Sch. Ph. 155 (Staab, 1933, p. 532, 1l. 5-6). This is a feature of
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all the groups of Scholia Photiana and is particularly evident in a case such as Sch. Ph.
183 (infra, pp. 121-122).

Sch. Ph. 159-Sch. Ph. 160; Sch. Ph. 161-Sch. Ph. 162. These two groups of scholia
were published as two scholia respectively on Rm 13, 1-4 (Staab, 1933, p. 533) and Rm
13, 5 (Staab, 1933, p. 535). Sch. Ph. 159 does not begin with a biblical quotation serving
as an additional lemma, as often happens in the Scholia Photiana in GA 1915, GA 1923
and GA 1982, unlike Sch. Ph. 160, where we find the biblical quotation at the beginning
of the scholium again. However, it is important to notice the use of the direct address
through the imperative dpa (Staab, 1933, p. 533, 1. 21), which has already been
documented in some of the previous scholia (e.g. Sch. Ph. 38). This is part of the orality
that characterises the Scholia Photiana.

Sch. Ph. 163. This scholium was edited by Staab as a comment on Rm 13, 8-10 (Staab,
1933, p. 534). It is characterised by a good example of the use of flattening (e.g. Sch.
Ph. 75; Sch. Ph. 98; Sch. Ph. 153, Sch. Ph. 155) in the Scholia Photiana. To support and
enrich his own exegesis, Photius quotes Mt 22, 37 ¢v 6A1) 1) kaEdlax oov kat €v OA)
) Puxr oov and adapts it : Twe d' ovXL TO Oclov 00TOg WS AANOWC €€ 0Ang avtov
T1¢ kapdiac kat €€ 6Anc tnc Puvxne avtov dyannoel kat dofoAoynoet (Staab, 1933,
p. 534, 11. 20-21).

Sch. Ph. 164. This scholium was published as a comment on Rm 13, 11-12 (Staab,
1933, p. 535). The metaphor of the day (f|uépav) and the night (vuxtd) in Rm 13, 12 1
VUE mooékoPev, 11 0¢ MNuéoa Tyykev, amobwpeda odv ta €Qya TOL OKOTOUG,

évovowpeOa seems to have been a particularly popular focus of interpretation not
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only among the older fathers, including Cyril of Alexandria, Epistulae paschales sive
Homiliae paschales (PG 77, col. 473) and John Chrysostom, In Johannem (PG 59, col. 309).

Particularly, the Chrysostomian homily seems to have inspired an anonymous

scholium in a catena on John published by Cramer:

Chrysostom, In Johannem (PG 59, col.
309):

[...] Nkt yag tov magovta Piov
KaAel, KOV, Olx TOUG &V OKOTW
kaOnuévovg, 1 dwx TV
apapTNUAtTwy  dvevégyntov. O ¢
[TavAog vukta TtOv Tagdvta  [iov
KaAegL, Ol TO év OKOTw eival Tovg €v
Kakia datoifpoviac kai amoTia [...]

TO

Cramer, 1844, vol. V, p. 287, 1. 33 ss:

[...]. NOkTax yap TOov magovta Piov
KAAEL 1) 01X TO TtaaPadely avTov )
Nueoa €keiv),

1 Ol TO év OKOTw elval Tovg év
Kakia datgifoviag katl AmioTia.

The same quotation, Tov mapovta Biov kaAel referring to vokta, is also in Sch. Ph.
164:
[...] eloTwE d¢ TOV MAOVTA Plov VYUKTE KAAEL TTOOS TNV HEAAovoav MpéQav:
TIOAAX YAXQ TV €V TOUTW VUV WG €V VUKTL KQUTTTOUEVWV EKELQAVEQX WG €V AAUTION
Nuéoa yevioetat, kat mToAAX Twv dyvoovpévay evtavba we év oxotel [...]. (Staab,
1933, p. 535, 1. 15-20):

This could be a proof that in his comment on Rm 13, 12 Photius may have been
influenced by the comment in the catena on John and indirectly by Chrysostom.

Sch. Ph. 165. This is a scholium on the interpretation of Rm 13, 3 (Staab, 1933, pp.
535-536) Also, the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius preserves another scholium
covering the interpretation of Rm 13, 13 from Gennadius, Theodore of Mopseustia and

Diodore (respectively in Staab, 1933, p. 409, 163, 108). They all interpret the Pauline

metaphor as a device describing the knowledge belonging to the light of God
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(Muéoav) opposing the darkness (vuxtd) of ignorance. Additionally, they all use
nouns such as dyvoia , dixywyr) and @ac in their explanation of the metaphor. This
would not be so unexpected considering that in the New Testament, the metaphor of
Christ as light recurs several times (e.g. Eph 5, 8;J0 8, 12;9,5;1Jo 1, 5).

Sch. Ph. 166—Sch. Ph. 167; Sch. Ph. 170-Sch. Ph. 171. This group of six scholia, mostly
brief scholia, comment on Rm 14. More specifically Sch. Ph. 166-Sch. Ph. 167 were
published as one scholium on Rm 14, 1-5 (Staab, 1933, p. 536) without being divided
into paragraphs, as he usually does. By looking at the 1933 edition, it is impossible to
understand that the scholium is actually the result of the combination of Sch. Ph. 166
and Sch. Ph. 167. It is also not possible to understand the reason for this editorial
choice, since the scholia are separated in GA 1915 as well. Conversely Staab did
publish Sch. Ph. 170 and Sch. Ph. 171 as one scholium, but kept the division into
paragraphs (Staab, p. 538).

Sch. Ph. 168; Sch. Ph. 169; Sch. Ph. 172; Sch. Ph. 173. These four scholia comment
respectively on Rm 14, 6-13; Rm 14, 14; Rm 14, 18 and Rm 14, 22-23 (Staab, pp. 536—
339). Apart from Sch. Ph. 168, they are all very brief and seem to add nothing relevant
to this investigation.

Sch. Ph. 174-Sch. Ph. 180; Sch. Ph. 183. The group of scholia on Rm 15 and Rm 16
(including scholia from Sch. Ph. 174 to Sch. 180) is very brief and there seems to be no
evidence of a possible link with the rest of the catena, Chrysostom or any of the other
tathers. However, something more can be said on Sch. Ph. 183, which is an example

of flattening. The use of multiple quotations of other biblical verses for an exegetical
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purpose is frequently documented in the Scholia Photiana and contributes to the
creation of a personal and ‘fluid” interpretation that expands beyond the Pauline
Epistles. The text of Sch. Ph. 183 is as follows:

Sch. Ph. 183 (Staab, 1933, p. 542, L. 8 ss): [...] va ywwokwotv og, pnol, kat Ov
artéoteldag ITnoovv (Jo 17, 3) [...] 0 éwpaxwg éué éwake Tov tatéga [...] (Jo 14, 9)-
Eyw d¢ kat 6 matnp £v eopev (Jo 10, 30) - kat wg 6 ITétpog gnotv étL avtog O viog ToL
Oeov tov Cwvtog éotv (Mt 16, 16) - kal 6t v kelow aocav 0 viog éxet (Jo 5, 22) -
Kat mopevBévteg padnrevoate mavta ta €0vn, Pamtilovtes avTOVS EIlg TO OVOUX
TOV TTATEOG Kol TOL LIOL Kal ToL ayiov mvevpatog (Mt 28, 19) [...].

The following table compares the biblical passages from John and Matthew

(following NA 28 and RP 2005, where the quotations are identical)® with the texts of

Sch. Ph. 183, as follows:

VA YWW@OOKWOLV g€ TOV HOVOV tva ywwokwotv og, @noi, kat Ov
aAnOwvov Oeov kat Ov améotetdag aréoteldag Tnoovv.

Incovv Xowotov.

(Jo 17, 3)

0 £EWOAKWG EUE EDPAKEV TOV TATEQR: O EWOAKWS EHUE EWQAKE TOV TATEQA |[...]

s oL Aéyelg: detéov MUty Tov
ntatéoa; (Jo 14, 9)

YW Kkal 0 matne v Eouev. [...] éyw d¢& ki 6 matnE €v éopev [...].
(Jo 10, 30)

% In regard to the quotations of John in Photius, I mention the studies by Neville Birdsall (1956) in JTS
7.1-2) on the texts of the Gospel in Photius. From an analysis of the quotation of John in Photius, Birdsall
concluded that the Patriarch must have used a Caesarean version of the Gospels, a text that was neither
Byzantine nor definable as any other manuscript or group (JTS 7. 1, pp. 197-198). More recently new
conclusions have been reached by Roderic L. Mullen, who concluded that quotations in Photius could
be considered as representative of ninth-century texts without a specific classification (Mullen, 2019, p.

174). This conclusion must be considered in the light of the very few data available.
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[...] amokpBeic ¢ ipwv ITétoog [...] Beov tov Cwvtog éotv O TTétpog
glmev- gL €10 XOLOTOC O LIOE ToL Beov  @noiv Ottt avtdg 6 Viog ToL BeovL TOL
ToL (WVTOC. Covtog éotwv [...].

(Mt 16, 16b)

0VdE Y&Q O AT KOlvel oLdEVA, AAAx  [...] kal Ot TV kplow maoav O viog
TV Kolow taoav_ 0édwkev T viw [...]  Exet]...].
(Jo 5, 22)

[...] BamttiCovTeg avtovg eig tO Ovouar  [...] PamtiCovteg avtovg €ig TO dvoua
TOL TTATEOS KAl TOL VIOV KAL TOL ayiov  TOL TTATEOGS KAl TOL LIOL Katl ToL &ylov
TVELUATOG |...] TVELPATOG [...].

(Mt 28, 19)

While quotations like Jo 14, 9, Jo 10, 30 and Mat 14, 9 are reported verbatim, others
like Jo 17, 3; Jo 10, 30 and Mt 28, 19 are not quoted literally but reworked and adapted
to fit with the new exegetical context. Most importantly, the adaptation seems to be
related to verbs and pronouns. Indeed, observing the biblical quotations makes it clear
that the most obvious adaptations affect the longer verses, while short sentences, like
Jo 10, 30, are reported without any change. Also, the verb eirtev in Mat 16, 16b becomes
¢notv 6ttin Photius, with consequent harmonisation of the following elements of the
sentence, and the phrase 0édwkev T viw in Jo 5 22 becomes 0 viog éxet. This
procedure of extracting a quotation from its original biblical context by memory and
consequently adapting it into a new context by adding some alterations and is largely
used in Photian exegesis involving either major or minor adaptations by the exegete.

The impression is that Photius has tried to collect the most famous New Testament
quotations to explain the relationship between God and Jesus Christ: firstly, the

exegete uses Jo 17, 3 to interpret the krjouvyua ITnoov Xowotov, which appears in Rm
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16, 25 and may be interpreted as a clear reference to Paul’s mission as Apostle.
Secondly, Jo 14, 9 and Jo 10, 30 might be connected to what Photius is going to say in
the scholium, especially (1. 21) viog wv ToL Beov Kkat Oeog Opoovolog (Staab, 1933).
Finally, Mt 28, 19 introduces the most important mystery of the Christian Church: the
Holy Trinity. Indeed, the whole is about the description and interpretation of every
single attribute of the three hypostases in the final doxology.>

Sch. Ph. 184. The exegesis of this long scholium focuses on Rm 16, 25-27 and begins
with some observations on the phrase kata amokaAviv pvotneiov xEOVOLS
atwviog (Rm 16, 26). According to the exegete, the phrase is clearly referred to Christ,
who, although he had always existed with his Father, was made manifest,
pavepwbévtog, by the Sacred Scriptures and the prophets. There is also a particular
focus on the adjective aiwviog, interpreted as a synonymous of &xpovog and
describing God in the letter. Following Photius” interpretation, however, the same
adjective could refer to the Holy Spirit as well; in fact, the prophets, who are inspired
by the ‘eternal God’ in the Pauline verse, are generally described as inspired by the
Spirit to follow their faith.® So, it is the exegete’s opinion that the adjective aiwviog,
describing Christ in Rm 16, 25 and God in Rm 16, 26 can be referred to the Spirit as

well. The same idea could be applied to the adjective co@ in Rm 16, 27, which refers

% To notice that the Holy Ghost does not appear in the doxology of the Epistle, but Photius does
introduce it in the exegesis of the verses.
6 There is no explicit reference to any other Pauline passage in the scholium or in Staab’s edition, but

it could be that Photius is referring back to Rm 1, 3-5.
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to God in the context of the verse but could also describe the Spirit. In conclusion, all
the adjectives used by Paul in Rm 16, 26-27 are, according to the exegete, to be
considered as interchangeable between the three persons of the Trinity and never to
be referred to one of them only.

Sch. Ph. 184b. This is very brief scholium commenting on the second half of Rm 16,
27b. The scholium was edited by Staab (1933, p. 544) and is found only in GA 91, GA
1907 and GA 1905. In terms of information on Photius’ style, it does not add much,
since it consists merely of a verbatim quotation of Rm 16, 27; in the light of this it is
difficult to decide if should be considered as a proper exegetical text. Although it may
not seem useful in regard to the analysis of the contents and the style, the fact that I
found this brief scholium in GA 1905 is useful in supporting the hypothesis of a
possible relationship between GA 91 and GA 1905 together with Sch. Ph. 93 and Sch.

Ph. 94 in the group of Scholia Photiana on Romans.

II. 3 Conclusion.

The analysis of the Scholia Photiana on Romans has given a clear insight into this
large group of scholia. The interpretation of the Epistle to the Romans clearly had an
impact on the selection of the exegetical material to insert in the catena of Pseudo-
Oecumenius, since this is the largest group of Scholia Photiana among the groups of
exegetical material on the Epistles ascribed to Photius.

The re-examination of the manuscripts reported by Staab gives a clearer view of the

distribution of the exegetical material. Indeed, the edition of Staab does not clearly
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indicate the extent of each scholium in the manuscript. Staab tends to combine
multiple scholia in one longer text and, following the contents, assigns a title based on
the Pauline verses to which they refer. It is a general trend of the edition of the Scholia
Photiana on Romans to use each scholium as a paragraph of the more extended text.
Indeed, I was able to isolate from the catena more that 184 Scholia Photiana, considering
that in a few cases where the text was available in a more extended version in at least
one manuscript, I reported the unpublished parts and those already in the edition of
Staab under the same classification, but adding letters (e. g. Sch. Ph. 1abc, Sch. Ph. 61b
etc.). It is also evident that Staab based his edition mostly on the text of GA 1915 and
when the manuscript did not preserve the scholia, he used GA 1923 (e.g. Sch. Ph. 41).
This is also because the Vatican is older than most of the manuscripts of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian type, but it is also clear that there is new material in the eleventh-century
manuscripts and that this new material is included in the catena on Romans and not
only in the minor letters.

In expanding the research to the extra manuscripts, I also found that there was,
indeed, some important new material in GA 2183, GA 91 and GA 1907. First of all, in
the case where a text is preserved in both GA 2183 and GA 91 (e.g. Sch. Ph. 1a; Sch.
Ph. 2; Sch. Ph. 43; Sch. Ph. 45; Sch. Ph. 51 and Sch. Ph. 83b), the manuscripts preserved
exactly the same version of the scholium, with very few differences, which made me
think that the two can be related for this group of Scholia Photiana. Most importantly,
thanks to GA 2183 it was also possible to understand where the texts of the Photian

scholia began in GA 91, where it is not always possible confidently to identify the
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beginning of a Photian scholium (e.g. Sch. Ph. 1abc), in part because most of the Scholia
Photiana not only do not have a visible initial, but they are also perfectly integrated in
a more extended text, parts of which remain anonymous. It was also possible to find
new material ascribed to Photius by a ligature in ms Magd. Coll. 7, GA 1907, (e.g. Sch.
Ph. 4a and Sch. Ph. 6a).

With regard to GA 1905, this only preserves the catena from f. 7r, meaning that it
can only be compared with the rest of the manuscript tradition from Sch. Ph. 85 (Rm
6, 18-22 in Staab, 1933, p. 502) onwards. The manuscript preserves many Scholia
Photiana, always as anonymous, but with a range of different symbols introducing
them. Since the scholia appear as late additions in the margins of a pre-existing catena,
it seems evident to me that the copyist who added them knew that he was adding
scholia from the same author. Staab stated the manuscript was related to GA 1923
(Staab, 1933, p. XLIII), but I have not yet found strong evidence of this from the
analysis of the Scholia Photiana of Romans, conversely some elements seem to lead to
a possible relationship with GA 91 (Sch. Ph. 95; Sch. Ph. 96; Sch. Ph. 137 and Sch. Ph.
184b).

GA 1916 does not seem to preserve much material on Romans but is also very
difficult to read the manuscript searching for the scholia. The scholia are anonymous
and most of the time are introduced by different signs. Therefore, if any new material
from Photius exists it is not possible to identify it. However, where it was possible to

find it, I found a general agreement with the rest of the manuscript tradition.
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The interpretation of Romans is strictly literal, a fact that prompts some observations
on what kind of theologian the exegete of the Scholia Photiana was and how his
interpretation fits with the portrait of Photius, as we know it from the study of works
such as the Amphilochia. Photian exegesis in the Amphilochia has been investigated by
Louth (2006, pp. 206-221), who pointed out, also refering to the studies of Westerink,
that the Amphilochia do not constitute a uniform group of writings and indeed the title
applies only to the first seventy-five quaestiones. The first seventy-five quaestiones
concern with spiritual passages, while other gquaestiones seem to rework other material
including not only other works of Photius, such as the Bibliotheca, but also Theodoret’s
Quaestiones in various books of the Old Testament, Polychronos, Theodore of
Mopseustia, Olympiodoros” commentary on Ecclesiastes and Chrysostom’s homilies
(Louth, 2006, p. 213). Moreover, Louth highlights how Photius seems to recall exegetes
of the Antiochene School, which are often seen opposing Alexandrian exegesis based
on allegories. This mostly derives from his interest in Theodoret’s exegetical approach
to doctrinal questions based on the explanation of the most difficult passages in the
Scripture rather than writing commentaries in the form of homilies or commentaries
such as Origen did. In brief, Photian exegesis resembles the Antiochene School in the
limited selection of obscure passages rather than in its methodology (Louth, 2006, pp.
213-214). Louth concludes that Photius represents interest in the theological tradition
that was characteristic of the Byzantine centuries, a ‘theological pottering’ based on a
wide learning, interested in doctrinal issues, aiming in ‘tie up any loose ends, but not

fired by any great vision of how it all hung together” (Louth, 2006, pp. 220-221). The
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interest for literal reading of the Scripture, as mentioned in the introduction, would
also agree with an interest in restoring orthodoxy and the desire to establish a cultural
uniformity as a response to Iconoclasm. This is also pointed out by Constas in his
study of 1999, which I mention in the Introduction to this thesis (supra, p. 52).
However, from my observation of the Scholia Photiana, there is a clear exegetical
interest in commenting on the majority the verses in the letter and not only on the
most obscure passages. Additionally, considering the main doctrinal issues which
Photius deals with in the Amphilochia, mainly related to the Incarnation, Photius
represents the position of the Chalcedonian Definition that developed in the sixth
century in response to the Monophysites about the definition of ¢vo1c, VtooTAOIC
and consequently of Opd@ueg or étepdpuec (Louth, 2006, pp. 218-219).

With regard to the exegetical contents, which Louth (2006, pp. 217-219) also
summarises in his study, it is difficult to find points in common between the Scholia
Photiana and the theological topics Photius deals with in the Amphilochia. For example,
the word Uméotaoic (in the accusative form, OtdéoTaowv) appears only once in the
Scholia Photiana on Romans (Sch. Ph. 36) and the exegete mentions nothing relevant to
allow clear connections with doctrinal issues as discussed in the Amphilochia, T d¢&
Adyx tov Oeov peyaAag pev dweeng Kal eveQyeoiaic VMIOXVELTO, AN EV T TV
TAQADEEAUEVWV TUOTEL KAL TAQAPUAAKT) adTAaL THV VTOOTAOLV Kol TNV EKPaoty
eixov (Staab, 1933, p. 484, ll. 6-10), where Vmootaow refers to dwoeag kal
evepyeowaic. However, there is something more distinctive of Photian theology about

the definition of @Uo1c that emerges from the first scholia on Romans, as in Sch. Ph. 5,
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commenting on Rm 1, 3-5, where the exegete, describing the nature of the Son, states,
TOUTWV YA 1) ovvdeour) [...] dDAoKeL TAVTAG AVTOV elvatl TOV AANON kal voEL
LoV ToL Oeov kit Oedv (ed. Staab 1933, p. 470, 1. 23-26). In the passage, the Son is by
nature the ‘true Son and God,” meaning that hypostasis of the Son coincides with that
of the God. It seems to me that this sentence would fit with the definition of pia
ovvOetog vmodtaols (‘one composite hypostasis’) which characterises the Cyrillan
Chalcedonianism, which Photius knows and embraces (Louth, 2006, p. 218). Apart
from this element, it is rather difficult to find in scholia something that is truly
distinctive of the Photian exegesis in the Amphilochia, as Louth summarises it, but it is
clear from the analysis of the scholia there is a high level of literacy and the ability of
the exegete to create a discursive and fluid interpretation of the Pauline text, focusing
on significant and problematic aspects of the letter, often starting from brief phrases.
Indeed, I identified some similarities between the Scholia Photiana and the Amphilochia
(Sch. Ph. 1b; Sch. Ph. 5, Sch. Ph. 12, Sch. Ph. 259) but these similarities are too rare to
consider the Amphilochia as an important source of material for the Scholia Photiana,
which proves what Hergenrother already believed that the source of the scholia in the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena was another unknown Photian work, but not the
Amphilochia (Hergenrother, 1989, p. 79).

Generally, the exegete seems to have an interest in the use of accumulations and
synonyms; he prefers indirect speech and the use of the absolute infinitive after cwg
and tva/tva un as well as the epexegetical infinitive. Expressions such as oiov,

a0p0ov, wg dANBwe, TooToV Tivar as well as amMA@G, pr) yevolito, €@’ €N, 1) OLIMAWS
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are also frequently used. Verbs such as 6pa and okwmel and phrases such as Tt d¢
¢otv or mws and kaAwg gnowv, do suit an oral context, involving the presence of an
audience or a reader which is addressed directly by the exegete. They work as literary
devices catching the attention of a potential audience and invite critical attention to
the Pauline texts. Another typical feature of the Scholia Photiana is switching from a
tirst- into a third-person verb (and vice versa). There is also a tendency to repeat the
same content using different words and the procedure of following the sequence of
the biblical verses with methodical accuracy.

There is a reminiscence of the Fathers, particularly of Chrysostom (e.g. Sch. Ph. 6a;
Sch. Ph. 44; possibly Sch. Ph. 53; Sch. Ph. 59b; Sch. Ph. 60, Sch. Ph. 61, Sch. Ph. 64, Sch.
Ph. 76; Sch. Ph. 93; Sch. Ph. 98; Sch. Ph. 151); but the quotations are not long enough
or strictly verbatim to understand the extent to which the exegete of the Scholia
Photiana was influenced by Chrysostom. It is therefore not always possible to state
whether these references are intentional or if they are due to the influence of the
scholastic canon of Fathers. With regard to other possible quotations of exegetes in the
same catena, Photius may have had access to - I refer here to the point made by
Antonopoulou - I have pointed out a couple of examples of very brief verbatim
quotations from Oecumenius (Sch. Ph. 103 and Sch. Ph. 104); this could be the first
step to support the use of the catena as a source for Photius, but a more complete
analysis of all the groups of Scholia Photiana will bring further details in support of this

hypothesis or not.
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III A new analysis of the Scholia Photiana on the First Epistle to the Corinthians.

III.1 The work of Cramer and Staab, a brief comparison.

Together with the group of Scholia Photiana on Romans, the group of scholia on 1
Corinthians is the largest among the sections of Scholia Photiana in the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena. Before Staab published his collection of scholia, Cramer had
already edited most of the Scholia Photiana on 1 Corinthians in Catena Sancti Pauli,
(Cramer, 1844, vol. V). As Cramer states in the introduction to tome V (1844, vol. V,
pp. II-1V), for his edition he used the following manuscripts:

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 227, (sixteenth-century), known as GA
1937 (Aland, 1994, p. 157);

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 223,(1045), known as GA 1933 (Aland,
1994, p. 157);

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 216, (tenth-century), known as GA 605
(Aland, 1994, p. 482);

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct. T. 1. 07 (Misc. 185) (olim Meermann 53) (tenth-
century) known as GA 2962.

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Roe 16, (eleventh-century) known as GA 1908 (Aland, 1994,
p. 155).

Staab categorises GA 1937 as Typus Vaticanus (Staab, 1926, p. 21) and both GA 1933
and GA 605 as part of the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius, more specifically as

Erweiterte Typus, ‘expanded type,” (Staab, 1926, pp. 132-151). However, in selecting
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the manuscripts of Erweiterte Typus for his edition of some scholia belonging to the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, Staab excluded both GA 1933 and GA 605. In describing
those manuscripts, he considered GA 1933 as closely related to GA 1923 (siglum G in
Staab, 1933), because of several mistakes they both have in common; in addition, Staab
excludes Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Palat. gr. 204 (GA 1998,
known as P in Staab), a late relative of GA 1923, dated to the twelfth century and
considered not valuable to the edition of the scholia compared to his predecessor
(Staab, 1926, p. 148). He also declares that GA 605 contains very few parts of the
Photian scholia, and that Cramer used this manuscript only for the edition of scholia
on 2 Cor, without mentioning 1 Corinthians.

Furthermore, as he had already done for the Scholia Photiana on Romans, Staab based
his edition of the group on the main representative manuscript of the Typus Vaticanus,

GA 1915. In the following Table 4, I have summarised the genesis of the two editions:

Group Edition
Typus Typus Other
Vaticanus Pseudo-Oecumenius
Erweiterte Normal +
Typus Erweiterte Typus
GA 1915 GA 91 GA 1907
GA 1923 Staab, 1933
GA 1982
GA 1937 GA 1933
GA 605 GA 1908 Cramer, 1841

(Table 4. The genesis of the editions of Cramer and Staab of the Scholia Photiana on 1 Cor)
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Essentially, the material published by Staab, although it is based on different
manuscripts, is identical to what Cramer had already published in the fifth volume of

his edition of the catena on the New Testament.

III. 2 The Scholia Photiana on the First Epistle to the Corinthians.

Sch. Ph. 185-Sch. Ph. 187. The first scholium on 1 Corinthians from the Scholia
Photiana was edited as a comment on 1 Cor 1, 1-3 (Staab, 1933, p. 544). This is the result
of the combination of three different scholia, the last two introduced by additional
biblical lemmata. From the analysis of this first group of scholia, it was evident that
Staab’s edition was based mostly on GA 1915. However, the work of the German
scholar is sometimes imprecise: first of all, he reports only the lemmata in GA 1915
and never those of the other manuscripts; not only this affects these first three scholia,
but it is also a general pattern of the whole collection of Scholia Photiana on Romans
and 1 Corinthians. For instance, in GA 1923 (f. 80v) Sch. Ph. 185 starts with the lemma
ITavAog kANTog amtdotoAog Tnoov Xoiotov, which is also clearly legible in GA 1982
(f. 46v), but Staab decides not to publish it on the basis of GA 1915; although he then
accepts the lectio vopionte (Staab, 1933, p. 544, 1. 6), instead of vouiong in GA 1915
and also in Cramer (1844, v. V, p. 7). If there is a general agreement on this group of
scholia among the manuscripts, things look different in GA 91. It is very common to
encounter some difficulties in defining what is Photiana and what is not in GA 91,

even more for the Scholia Photiana on 1 Corinthians than it was for the scholia on
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Romans. In GA 1905 (f. 37r), the three paragraphs appear as independent, anonymous
scholia, but only Sch. Ph. 187 has its own lemma and a capital letter.

With regard to the contents, although Staab published this scholium as a comment
on 1 Cor 1, 1-4, Photius’” attention is only on 1 Cor 1, 1-2; the exegete defines the
Corinthians a holy people by vocation and with them everyone is called in the name
of the Lord.

Sch. Ph. 188 -Sch. Ph. 189. According to Staab, the scholium on 1 Cor 1, 5 is preserved
in GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91, GA 1907; however, it is also in GA 1905 (f. 37v), where,
exactly like the other scholia, it is anonymous and written by a second hand, who has
added it in the upper left margin to the existing commentary. On the same pages of
this manuscript, it is also possible to read Sch. Ph. 189, Sch. Ph. 190 and Sch. Ph. 191,
but Sch. Ph. 192 does not seem to be preserved. The scholium is anonymous in GA
1907, where the only clue to its identification is given by the shape of a wedge in red
ink. With regard to the content, Sch. Ph. 189 shows a particular focus on details, the
choice of words and the syntax of the Pauline text. At other times, Photius proposes
different interpretations of the same word, such as 1 Cor 1, 6-7, where Maptvotov can
be interpreted as t0 ékovol0V Kt cwtrolov taOog, ‘voluntary saving desire’, as well
as 1) Twv onuelwv X&ows kait dweed, ‘grace and gift of the miracles” (Staab 1933, p. 545,
1. 1 ss).

Sch. Ph. 190-Sch. Ph. 192. There is an anomaly in the scholium on Sch. Ph. 190 in GA
91. The scholium, as Staab publishes it, consists of three paragraphs preserved by GA

1915 (£. 221v), GA 1923 (f. 81v), GA 1982 (£. 47v), GA 91 (f. 110v) and GA 1907 (£. 81r).
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In GA 91, the ligature @t confirms Photius” authorship of the scholia, but Sch. Ph. 190
and Sch. Ph. 191 seem to be written in sequence as one text is introduced by the lemma
AU o0 ékAnOnrte. Furthermore, in GA 91, at the end of Sch. Ph. 191, after the word
¢vvorc (in Staab, 1933, p. 545, 1. 18), the text continues briefly with: [...] ékA10nte: oV
(Mv) Yyao ag’éavt(wv) Nrate aAA(x) xaortt exAnonre [...] (f. 110v, 1. 30-31), which
does not provide enough evidence to understand its authorship: unlike some of the
Scholia Photiana on Romans, a comparison with GA 2183 does not help with
understanding the nature of this extra line. Also, Staab considers Sch. Ph. 192 as
anonymous in GA 91, but it follows soon after the previous Sch. Ph. 190 and Sch. Ph.
191. It is therefore possible that the copyist omitted the ligature ¢t on purpose, so as
not to repeat it pleonastically. This is not an isolated case in the manuscripts and
occasionally the same happens in GA 1907, as I will show below. With regard to the
content, there is particular attention to Paul’s usage of specific prepositions, especially
in Sch. Ph. 191, where the exegete points out the use of d" o0 rather than V¢’ o0:

Al 00 éxkAnOnTe AvTi TOL VP 0V €KANOMNTE, Olov O KaAéoag DUAGC: kKal ETOTNOOV
s O O 0V tibnow 6 Oetog INavAog kat €mi Tov atEdg, [...]. (Staab, 1933, p. 545,
11. 15-18)

In this case, Photius explains how the preposition dwx + gen, indicates means, more
specifically referring to God; ‘by God,” is chosen to replace U706 + gen., the efficient
cause; then, he clarifies its similarity with the more common dwx viov, ‘by the Son,’

because of the identical value of the two expressions. In addition, in the following
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lines, the author switches to the third-person, tiOnotv 6 O¢iog ITavAog, and addresses
the audience directly, £vvorg, ‘you consider’.

Sch. Ph. 193-Sch. Ph. 196. This is a particularly interesting group from the point of
view of the exegetical style. Sch. Ph 193 abounds with questions followed by the
answers, which is also a feature of the Scholia Photiana on Romans (e.g. Sch. Ph. 100-
Sch. Ph. 103). The first two questions are addressed directly to Paul: Ti evxaplotelg,
ITavAe, 6tL 0Vdéva VTV ERATTIONG ATV WV €lmag; Un TO PATTIONa €V Booxel
T0épevog A0yw; (Staab, 1933, p. 545, 11. 23-24). Then, the author switches to the first-
-person singular and talks as Paul himself would do, un yevotto, @notv, aAAa dux
dvo tavtag altlag evxaolotw; (1. 23-24); at the end of the scholium the first-person
becomes plural to address the audience, the second-person plural tracing the style of
the Pauline letter:

[...] Vpeig ol und” 6Awe AmooTaAévtes, MWS TOAUATE OAOKAAOLG £avTOLG
amopaiverv; mwg d¢ xal PamtiCete; ) 0Aws i molelte v ovk eAdPete (Rom 1, 5)
xapw kat arnootoAnv; [...] (Staab, 1933, p. 546, 11. 3-5).

In Sch. Ph. 193, the exegete deals with the role of Paul as kaOnyntng, who was sent
to announce the Good News and not to baptise people. Even in this case, the exegete
recalls Rm 1, 5 creating a fluid exegesis to link different Pauline and other biblical
passages to one another.

Another example of interpretation through comparison between letters is in the Sch.
Ph. 194, commenting on 1 Cor 1, 17b, starting with an observation on the use of A6yov

instead of yvwoewg in the Pauline text. This is related to the role of Paul as a teacher
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discussed also recurring in Sch. Ph. 196, in which the exegete again talks about the
misjudgement of the coging Aoyov (Staab 1933, p. 545, 1. 21), proving a solid,
exegetical coherence of interpretation in this group of scholia. Note that 1 Cor 1, 17b
also reports a quotation of 2 Cor 11, 6, which will be considered again in Sch. Ph. 201.

Sch. Ph. 197-Sch. Ph. 199. GA 1915, GA 91 and GA 1907 preserve the incipit 1] xat
oUtwg PovAet pabely, instead of BovAeL paOet as the other manuscripts. GA 1915 has
the incipit 1 otiov preceding this paragraph: is the copyist pointing out the
attribution to Photius again? It is possible, but if he does so, he makes a spelling
mistake. The most suitable explanation could be that the phrase was already part of
the scholium in the catena in a stage before the introduction of the ligature to identify
the author. In GA 1923, the scholium is introduced by the lemma 6tt ©0 pweov tov
Beov (1 Cor 1, 25 NA28). The main difference between GA 1923 and GA 1915 is in the
use of lemmata, which are not always included in GA 1915 or may be different from
those of the other manuscripts. In any case, Staab always follows GA 1915. The three
scholia are anonymous in GA 91 (f. 112rv), but the Photian ligature identifies Sch. Ph.
196 as the last text on f. 111v; therefore, it is again possible that the copyist simply
avoids the repetition.

Sch. Ph. 200-Sch. Ph. 202. Even though Staab publishes this as part of a scholium on
1 Cor 2, 14-16, the sentence is on different pages of the same manuscripts. Although
the editor does not mention it, the scholium is also preserved in GA 1907 (f. 124r)

under the name of Photius.
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From the point of view of contents, in the brief Sch. Ph. 200, the exegete wonders
about the presentation of the messenger in 1 Cor 2, 3 as év doOevela kat év @ow katl
¢v 100U instead of being described as wise, rich and powerful, through the use of
several direct questions. Sch. Ph. 201 deals with the comparison of the Yuvxikoc-man
and the mvevpatkoc-man, that Paul already explains briefly in the letter. The exegete
builds up his interpretation, remaining as close as possible to the text of the letter.

Sch. Ph. 203. Staab’s edition of the scholium on 1 Cor 3, 4-9 follows GA 1915 which
does not present any lemma introducing the text, unlike GA 1923 and GA 1982, where
the introduction éxaotog d¢ tov Wov (1 Cor 3, 8) is clearly legible. In GA 1923, it is
also possible to read an abbreviation that probably corresponds to Aéyetv soon after
TV dWaoKAAWV Aéywv, but this is not in GA 1982. This is the first case in which the
two related manuscripts do not agree with each other.

With regard to the contents, Sch. Ph. 203 might recall Chrysostom, In Epistulam I ad
Corinthios, Homilia VIII, (PG 61) on a couple of occasions. At the beginning of the
scholium, the author quotes the Pauline verse 1 Cor 3, 5 tt o0v ¢0ttv ATTOAAQG; Tl O¢
¢otv ITavAog; and comments on it this way:

[...] émel o0V ikavwg €dofe kabaQelv TOV €kelvwv TUPOV dlx TO Kal EavTov
ovvevtedioat kal ATOAAW, tva pnitveg eimwotv (Staab, 1933, p. 548, 11. 33-35).

The exegete of the scholium explains that in order to destroy the vanity of certain
teachers and to give them no chance to speak ill of him, Paul has degraded both

himself and Apollos. Chrysostom comments on the same verse in PG 61, suggesting
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that the addition of the name Apollos is a censure against some who might show their
resentment and anger against him:

[...] kal 0 adtoL Ovopa TONOL TACAV MEQLAIPWYV TOAXVTNTR, KAL OUK APELS
ooyloOnvat meog tax Aeyopeva. Et yap ITavAog ovdév €0TL kal OVK AYAVAKTEL
TIOAAQ HAAAOV Ekelvoug dvoxepatvery ovk éxonv. (PG 61, col 70).

However, it is clear from the comparison of the two texts, even on a wider spectrum,
that Sch. Ph. 203 has no verbatim quotations recalling Homilia VIII and that the two
also continue with different interpretations of the rest of the Pauline verse after the
reflection on Apollos. I would be inclined to consider the opinion of the exegete of the
scholium on Apollos as potentially a faint reminiscence of what Chrysostom says, but
nothing more.

According to the TLG, the verb cvvevteAiCw appears only once as an infinitive,
ovvevteAiCeoOay, in Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio Catechetica Magna (ed. Strawley, 1905,
s. 14, 1. 17). Lampe translates it as ‘depreciate along with,” (Lampe, 1961, p. 1325) and
gives another reference for the same infinitive in an anonymous note on 1 Cor 10, 1
published in Cramer, as follows:

[...] katétatte TV PeLdATIOOTOAWV Kal TV A0WOEOLVTWV AVTOV, Kal EXLTOV
ovviotnow, eig dvayknv EADwV ToL ur) Kal To KNovyua ovvevteAlodnvalt, el avtog
PavAog 1) owwnn) vopoOein- [...]. (Cramer, 1844, v. V, p. 412 1. 12).

Sch. Ph. 204ab. Both GA 1923 (90r) and GA 1982 (f. 56r) preserve a more extended
version of the scholium that Staab edited as 1 Cor 3, 15 (Staab, 1933, p. 549). The extra

lines that precede Staab’s scholium seem to be only in those two manuscripts and do

not even appear to be in GA 1905, which Staab, as mentioned in the introduction
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(supra, p. 36), considered related to GA 1923 (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII). In both those
manuscripts the symbol @wt is written next to the lemma Ei twvoc 10 €gyov
katakaroetal After the lemma, the text is as follows:

el TLvog oy, To €pyov ok oloeL TOL TTLEOG TNV TTEOTBOANY, AAAX éAeyxOnoetatl
OV TTOVNEOV. TOUTO YAQ TO Katakanoetatl Cnuiwonoetal gnot avto 6¢ cwOnoeTal.
(tr.) ‘He says, “If the work of someone” will not bear the assault of the fire but will be
proved to be worthless. Indeed, “It will suffer a loss and will be burned - he says - but
will be saved.””

This is clear paraphrase of Rm 3, 15 and in keeping with the style of the other Scholia
Photiana, the exegete rephrases the quotation to introduce a more specific and detailed
exegesis in Sch. Ph. 204b. Therefore, it is indeed possible that the two scholia, Sch. Ph.
204a and Sch. Ph. 204b belong to the same author.

Sch. Ph. 205; Sch. Ph. 206-Sch. Ph. 208. Sch. Ph. 205 is a very brief text commenting
on 1 Cor 3, 15 which seems not to add much to the exegetical style of the Scholia
Photiana; although something more can be said on the following groups including Sch.
Ph. 206-Sch. Ph. 208. The three scholia are introduced by the same lemma cote pundeig
kavxaoOw (1 Cor 3, 21) in both GA 1923 and GA 1982, but there is no ligature in GA
1982 (f. 57r) next to either Sch. Ph. 206 or Sch. Ph. 207. Therefore, they should be
considered as anonymous. After few lines the copyist adds Sch. Ph. 208 with another
non-verbatim lemma (1 Cor 3, 22) mavta Opwv oty Dpeic. Staab definitely considers
the same scholium as anonymous in GA 91 (f. 115v-116r). However, the text follows

Sch. Ph. 205, where the Photian ligature is legible: it could be another case in which

the copyist did not write down the ligature twice. I therefore would not consider it as
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anonymous. With regard to the content, Sch. Ph. 206 carries on the topic of the
comparison between the Ppuvxwol and the vepatikol, already discussed by Paul in 1
Cor 2. According to the exegete, it is clear that neither human wisdom nor human
reason can compensate the teaching of the ‘spiritual” men; quoting Ps 93(94), 11, Ei
oLV ol dxAoyopot twv avlpownwv patatol, the exegete reinforces this view. The last
part of the scholium deals more specifically with 1 Cor 3, 23, ueic 6¢ Xolotov,
Xototog ¢ Oeov. ITdvta Opwv. The sentence Xoplotog d¢ Oeov, strictly interpreted as
‘Christ is God'’s offspring,” w¢ yévvnua, is also in Chrysostom (PG 61, col. 84).

Sch. Ph. 209. This scholium is preserved in GA 1915 and GA 1923 and GA 1982,
where it is introduced by a lemma @d&®! Aowov Cntettat év toic oikovopols (1 Cor 4,
2), while GA 1907 shows a different lemma: tvat tiotog tig e0e0On) (1 Cor 4, 2). The
scholium is also in GA 91, but, as in previous cases the division of the exegetical
material on the page (f. 116r) is not very well defined; even if there is a Photian ligature
(1. 12), the preceding line seems to be part of the previous anonymous text on the same
page. This is another example of how the copyist of GA 91 combined scholia from
different sources to produce a complete commentary on the Epistles, but at the
expense of clarity. With regard to the contents, Sch. Ph. 209 focuses on the
interpretation of the rule of those entrusted with the mystery of God as administrators
to prove their faith in 1 Cor 4, 1-5; the one who administers the mysteries can only do

that if he behaves like a servant. At this point, the exegete needs to clarify Paul’s

01 Ode in GA 1923, GA 1982.
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statement about not caring about being judged by human courts, which might suggest
a contrast to what he previously said about his role of messenger and teacher (1 Cor
2). Although Chrysostom talks about this passage in Homilia XI, the Photianum does
not recall his interpretation. As in many earlier cases (e. g. Sch. Ph. 61, Sch. Ph. 98),
there are occasions in which there seem to be some faint reminiscences of Chrysostom,
but in most cases the interpretation of the Scholia Photiana is strictly philological and
literal.

Sch. Ph. 210. In contrast, the comment in Sch. Ph. 210 - on 1 Cor 4, 6 - seems to have
something in common with Chrysostom’s interpretation, which is also included in
Homilia XII. According to Photius, Paul adds the name of Apollos to his own by saying,
dx Tl dL Vpag peteoxnuatioa eig epavtov kat AmoAAw (NA28), because he is
conscious of the internal divisions in the community and in order to avoid further
polemics he addressed both groups at once. Similarly, according to Chrysostom Paul
addresses everyone in his speech without making any distinctions between the two

groups:

Sch. Ph. 210 (Staab, 1933, p. 551, 11 26~
34):

¢rotet d¢ tovto [...] tva un év )
oVt dlakploel wv peEv kadnpato,
TOUTOVG €lC ATIOYVWOLV EUPAAAN, 1) €lg
0QYNV Kat @urovewiav peiCova avayn),
wv O émi toilg éAéyxols ovk ¢uvioon,
ToUTOUG d¢ dQa dlx TOLTO TUPOL
HaXAAOV kal amovolag EUmArorn. Ol
elkOTwe €€ ovopatog ov kadnPato,
AAA' elc éavtov kal ATOAAw TOV
éAeyxov petaoxnuatioag, kaBaov

Chrysostom, Homilia XII (PG 61, col.
96):

[...] o0tw xat ITavAog péAAwvV UméQ
ETEQWV EYKAAELY, HEV @G
AOKOVHEVWY, TV D& WG TEQA TOU
HETOOV TIHWHEVWY, AVTX HEV OUK
£€0nie T mEdowTa, €Tl dE NG EAVTOV

TV

oo yopiag Kal ¢ AmoAAw TOv
Adyov TIQOOTYAYEV, tva
aldovpEVOL TOVTOVG  déEwvTal TV

Oeoamelav- €meldn) d& £0éEavto, TOTE
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Kal  €VTEOC0dOV TNV

KOLVI|V ATIAOLV €TTOW)0ATO.

vovOétnow  Aomov €mekaAvpev VTEQ WV TAVTA
EAeyev.

In this case, there could be a possible reminiscence of the Golden Mouth, but again
this is only a vague echo.

Sch. Ph. 211. According to the scholium, é¢nmiBavartiovg, ‘those condemned to die,’
can be interpreted in two ways; either referring to the disciples, padntai, or as a
metaphor describing those who are constant and truthful in opposing those who do
not respect the law. Chrysostom also interprets the metaphor, but sees in it the
teachers, 01daokaAol, the apostles, since they are always judged by people (PG 61, col.

107).

Sch. Ph. 211 (Staab, 1933, p. 552, 11. 6-
12):

[...] TO d¢ ol émBavatior dixws av
vonOein® 1 6t ol kat avTOV TOV
Odvatov kvpwOévteg etval padnrtal,
OUVTIATTIWV KAl £€XVTOV TOIG AAAOLG
HaONTAlS, KAl ATO TV MAEOVWV 0VTW
TIAVTAG OVOUALWV" 1) HETAPOOLKWS TO
érubavatior  otov ot PéPato, ol
aAnOwvol, ped' obg oLk eloty AAAOL ATTO
Twv «¢miBavatiov duOnkwv» adTol

Yao elot BéPatot kat apetakivnTot [...]

Chrysostom, Homilia XII, PG 61, col.
107):

NHeLS O¢ ol dwdokaAol kal amtdéotoAol,
KQl RO MAVTWV O@eidovTes Aafelv TOv
HoOov, ov  povov  Vpwv  Eoxatot
veyovapev, daAAa kat wg embavaTiot
TOUTEOTL KATADKOL, DIOAOL &V aTipialg
Kal KtvdOvolg kat Alu didyouev

Unlike Sch. Ph. 206 and Sch. Ph. 210, in the case of Sch. Ph. 211, the two interpretations
of Photius and Chrysostom seem too distant from each other to suppose a possible
relationship.

Sch. Ph. 212. GA 1923 (f. 94r) and GA 1982 (f. 60r) preserve a very extended text

commenting on 1 Cor 4, 13 which GA 1923 (f. 94r) ascribes to Photius by adding the
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ligature @wrt, unlike GA 1982 (f. 60r), where the same scholium is anonymous. The
long text is not preserved in the other manuscripts, not even GA 1905, which was
considered to be related to GA 1923 (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII) In addition, the text has not
been ascribed to any other author in the catenae and does not seem to echo any specific
work of the Fathers. The text follows with a translation:

[Tavrwv meplymua 0 mepPnpa dbvatal pev 0VTWS ATAWS VUVL ONUAatveLy TO &V
AT kal olov VMO T {xvn Kelpevov: €yyvtegov O Av &in g onuaoiag 1
ATIOAVTQWOIS: Kal TO olov UMéQ Tvwv Legelwv mpoBuvouegvov: mepipnua Yoo
KAAELV €Kelvog HAAAOV O TaAalog oide Adyog: kat v altiav tolxvT)V maéxetatl
T OVOHATL TO TIAAXLOV €TEWAV TIVWV AVWOEV UNVILATWYV €1G TIELQAV €TUTTOV Kal
TIOWVAG AUTOVE TV TETOAUNUEVWY ameteloOat ovvjobovto- dBpool Tegiotavteg
TWV OHOPUAWYV EVLTIVL OG EpeAAev 1) KANJOw ApooLodels 1) T eoBvuw TS YVWUNg
EKovoiwg VTEQ TAvVTV mMEOOVecOaL kal kaBapolov avTwV YiveDar Tovtov XeQot
EMUpOVTES Kal EMaQweVoL Kat olov VTtopaAacoopevol, mepiymua NUwv éAeyov
Yevou. €keldev ovv 0 TMOAAQX TMOAAAKIS 0o@og alxpaiwrtioag TlavAog eig v
UTTAKOTV TOL XQLOTOL: 0VOEV OE 1TTOV KAl TV £Ew vV ovx 6om kopn yAwTta
Kal evnxog, dAA” don yvnoila onunvatl kat maQaotnoat TO TEOKEIHEVOV: Kal TV
VvV Tavtnv oLAAaPwv: @not meplymua meog KopwvBiovg yodewv mavtov
EYWOUNV: T OVTL YaQ WS TAvVIwV mepinua oVtw dxmavtog Emaoye Kal
ETOHAQITIWQELTO KAl TOIG DEVOLG KATETEVETO: €T AAAQ- Kal yaQ eVQIOKW PWVIV
avuTOL EKELVOL TV AAAWV ATIAVTWV AVTIQQOTIOV: VI TNV NJUETEQAV KavxN oLV koO’

ExdotnVv Nuéoav dmobvrokw: 60ag OTwWS NV TAVTIWV kaBA&EooV Kal tegelov 1ToL
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mteoPnpar ovdE yap vmeE Tovdaiwv HOVOV ETTVETIOAEITO T EVOOV Kl EPAEYeTO KAl
T pooia EEwBev émaoxev: ovd VTEQ OLYYEVQWY, AAAX Kal UTtEQ EAANI VWV kal
BaoPdowv Kal TAvVTwv &A@ avOQWTWV. el Twe TV WS avTdg £B0a dlacwoel O
totvuv &ytveto kaO’' éxdotnv Muéoav: tovto Kal dix ToL Adyov AmayyeAAel
MAavtwv meolpnua  Aéywv yeyevnoOar PePaiol d¢ TO TEOKE(HEVOV  TOV
OTNUALVOHEVOL KAl 1] KATA TTOOA CLVEYXELX TOV ONTOV* OV YAQ EVIQEMWYV VUACS 1oL
TaAvTA AéY@: 0lov 0VK OVELDILw TNV eVEQYETIOY OVDE TAS XAQLTAG AAAX T (G TEKVA
HOVL dryaTnToa VOO eT@: el YAQ T TEKVA TATOLKTG eVEQYETIag pepvnoOat kol ovy,
ATAQGC TéKVA, AAAX KAl &yamntd: TOUTEOTIVIOOOUTOV OLKELOVHAL VA Kal
TOOOVUTOV TNG VPV dyaTn) ékkailopal wote kat mepimnua D@V 0L maQaALtovpatL
yiveoOar Ovua xat tepetov kal kabdpolov mpooayeoOat VTTEQ VU@V VAl O1) Kal 1)
000011g ¢ €V T AdYw oLVOTKNG TEOS TOVTO HAAAOV QETTEL TNG PWVTG* T) TTOOG TO
ONO&v TNV dExnVv: €mel TO HEV NTHWHEVOV KAL KATATITUOTOV TIAOL HAAAOV
amoddotat kata TV ocvvialv aAAovxl mavtwv: 6 d¢ co@og kal Oeoméaiog
ITavAog ov mepiPnua Maotv €yevounv @noL, aAAx mavtwv. ov unv aAAx katl to
TIQONYOVHEVOV XwEIOV TNG AéEews 1) davoix TavTn oLuEOEéyyetalr elmwy yaQ
Aoworovuevol  EAOYOLHEV  duwkOpevol  apexopedar  BAaognuovuevol

TIAQAKAAOVUEV. ETUYOYEV, WG TEQKAOAQUATA TOV KOOUOU €yevi|OnueV: TAVTWV
mteplpnua €wg apTL TovTéoTt Tt Ol kB’ ékaoTov ToLG MOVOLS dTtaPlOueloBat katl

tag OAnpelc Kal Toug dywvag obg UTEQ TG LUETEQAS owtnelag Lelotapay év
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KepaAaiw paval, wg mepkabaguata yevrOnuev ToL KOOHOL: TAVTWV TEQLPTUX
€wg ApTL: Kalyoa o mepikafaguata ondein pev av kal kata ToL €RdeAALYHévou®
KAl QEVKTOV HAAAOV O aQpooeL EVVLUL Ta kabAagot kat T idaotox Ovpata &
UTtEQ AAAWV elwBe OVeoOaL magLoTAV: ATV et Und” €TeQOV TOL OTUALVOUEVODL:
M aAnOeiax Avpailvetatr €kaotog @ HAAAOv xaiger tovTO kal aigelocOal ov

KeKWALTAL 0VTE YO VOV PNOL EMAOAVTO ot meedloVTEC.

(tr.) ”” Scum of everything (1 Cor 4, 13):” simply, in this case the “scum” may indicate
the one in disgrace that lies under the feet and that would be closer to the meaning of
“redemption;” as to say, “The one who was sacrificed for some priests.” Indeed, most
of all he knows he is calling ‘scum” the old Word and explains the reason for this
expression: in ancient times, whenever they fell (Rm 11, 31—32) running into divine
wrath and became conscious of the punishment for those who dared to go too far,
after they were gathered altogether with those of the same kind and banished by one
who voluntarily was to be sacrificed for everyone for legacy or for desire of knowledge
and become the expiation for them all. Those who touched him lightly with their hand
and found relief in him, called him the ‘scum” of our people. Thence, the wise Paul
who often captured many things in obedience to Christ - his refined and melodious
language not less than heavenly sounds, but so genuine to indicate and present what
is said before - having combined this sentence in the letter to the Corinthians, says,
“We became the scum of everything.” Indeed, as the “scum of everything.” For the
Eternal, as the “the scum of everything,” so he suffered for everything, was in distress
and tortured by horrible pains. I leave the rest of the interpretation; in fact, I found a
sentence of his which is equivalent of all the others, “Yes, every day I die, (as I rejoice)
for your glory” (1 Cor 15, 31). Look how the scum was truly a purifying sacrificial
victim for everything. Not only for the Jews, he was inflamed and was burning inside
and suffering countless pains outside and not only for their descendants, but also for
Greeks, non-Greeks and all the mankind in general. If he will save some, which is
what was happening “every day” as he proclaimed, he also announced it through the
Word, by saying he had been “the scum of everything.” What was said before on the
interpretation and the coherence of the passage verse by verse is reliable. Indeed,
“Without making shame of you - he says - I say this” (1 Cor 4, 14): I do not blame the

6 Hapax, probably same lemma of 3déAvypa, —atog, “abomination,” (Liddell et al., 1940, p. 312). To
notice that Photius uses the verb pdeAvEopeOa at the end of Sch. Ph. 220 (Staab, 1933, p. 556).
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kindness and the favour; then what? - “I warn you, as my beloved children” (1 Cor 4,
14). Indeed, the children must remember the kindness of their father and not just as
children, but also for being loved; that is to say, so much I am close to you and ardently
I'love you that I do not even avoid becoming your scum and be led as a purifying and
sacrificial victim for you. Yes! The uprightness of the structure of the speech tends to
that more than the language or to what is said at the beginning, since having been
dishonoured and spat upon mostly refers ‘to all” (taot), according to the syntax, but
not ‘of all” (m&vtwv) but the wise and divine Paul does not say, “We became scum
for all” but “Of all.” In truth, the passage preceding this sentence seems to have the
same meaning as well. In fact, by saying, “‘When we are cursed, we bless; when we are
persecuted, we persist” (1 Cor 4, 12b), when we are told blasphemies, we answer
kindly” (1 Cor 4, 13a). He goes ahead, “We have become the expiation of the world,
the scum of everything, right up to this moment” (1 Cor 4, 13b); that is to say, why
should we pay back each single suffering, affliction and struggle that I have
undertaken for your salvation? In the section he says, “We have become the expiation
of the world, the scum of everyone right up to this moment” and indeed I would have
quickly talked of the expiation and about what was nasty and could be avoided; but
mostly harmoniously I cover the purifying and propitiatory sacrifices, which is the
custom to offer. In addition, since none of the two interpretations - in truth, each ruin
those who favour it mostly, but that does not prevent from choosing one - neither here
he says that those who acted insolently died.’

Indeed, the exegetical style is elaborate and the procedure of introducing other
Pauline quotations for exegetical purposes is common in all the groups of Scholia
Photiana (e.g. Sch. Ph. 75; Sch. Ph. 98; Sch. Ph. 153, Sch. Ph. 153; Sch. Ph. 155). In
addition, swapping from the use of the third-person perspective referring to Paul, to
the first-person verb assuming Paul’s point of view, is typical of the Scholia Photiana
as well (e.g. Sch. Ph. 191; Sch. Ph. 196);. Indeed, Omo tax txvn (1. 2), describing the scum
is also in Photius, Lexicon (ed. Porson, 1822, ‘meptymua,” p. 425). However, the use of
the particle val expressing a strong affirmation is surprising, as I have not found it in
any other Scholia Photiana, where the most common interjection is ur yévotro.
Comments on the Pauline ovvta&ig and xwotov (1l. 31-33) are also in Sch. Ph. 153,

Sch. Ph. 202, Sch. Ph. 231; Sch. Ph. 384 and Sch. Ph. 465 and others, showing the
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exegete’s particular interest in the structure of Pauline speech, although in none of the
Scholia Photiana is the comment as detailed as in Sch. Ph. 212.

Sch. Ph. 213; Sch. Ph. 214. These are two very brief scholia published by Staab as
comments on 1 Cor 4, 19 and 1 Cor 5, 1 (Staab, 1933, pp. 552-553). They do not seem
to add anything relevant to the analysis of the Scholia Photiana. Although Sch. Ph. 214
is one of the few Photiana scholium also preserved as anonymous in GA 1916 (f. 43v)
(see Appendix 1, Table 2).

Sch. Ph. 215. This scholium on 1 Cor 5, 6-8 is anonymous in GA 91, where there is
no indication of author, while in GA 1907 the Photian ligature appears again, even if
it seems to have been added by a later hand. The scholium focuses on the metaphor
of the &lvpot, ‘unleavened bread,” referring to the Jewish tradition of the Passover.
The metaphor probably describes those who following the law of God and keep
themselves apart from the veneration of idols; therefore, leavening must be
considered as a sin. The exegesis of this specific metaphor does not appear in
Chrysostom’s Homiliae. The verse 1 Cor 5, 7 is briefly quoted by Photius in Amphilochia,
Quaestio 264 (PG 101, col. 1085), but from the analysis of the passage no similarities
have been identified between these two texts.

Sch. Ph. 216-Sch. Ph. 217. These two scholia were edited by Staab as one scholium
commenting on 1 Cor 5, 9-11 (1933, pp. 553-554). However, it is evident from the
manuscripts that there were two independent scholia; for instance, in GA 1915 the two
are combined in one text, but the first (up to 6potwov), under the symbol pwrt, and the

second was introduced by tov avtov, clearly re-confirming Photius” authorship. The
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same scholium in GA 1923 has a more extended lemma, "Eyooa Ouiv év )
¢miotoAn, typical of the codex, and the same happens in GA 1982, where the first line
of text is corrupted soon after the lemma. The same lemma is also in GA 91 and GA
1907. This is only one of many cases in which these manuscripts agree on the same
lemma. The interpretation focuses on the double meaning of (1 Cor 5, 11) &deApog
ovopalopevog, ‘called brother.” The exegete suggests two possible interpretations of
the sentence: one considering &deApoc more literally, and the other as brother ‘from
God.” With regard to this exegesis, there are no references in Chrysostom’s Homiliae.
Staab points out in his apparatus that the interpretation of the same passage is also in
Origen’s scholia on 1 Corinthians, but after checking the text I have not found any
common references between Origen and Photius, who harshly criticises Origen’s
Christology in the Bibliotheca (cod. 8).% Strong criticisms are also made by Photius
against another representative of the Alexandrian school, Clement, in cod. 109, where
he comments on the Hypotyposeis. In this codex, Photius uses again words such as
PAao@npel - as he had done in cod. 8 - assimilating the pagan stories to impious talks
(ed. Henry, 1977, Bekker 89a). A detailed analysis of the Photian comments on
Clement was made by Ashwin-Siejkowski, who demonstrated how Photius’s

disagreement with Clement was mainly due to Clement’s views, seen as heretical by

64 [...] &v @ mMAelota PAacnuel, TOV HEV VIOV TOL MAtEOg Temowmodat Aéywv, To d¢ mvedUa VIO
OV LIOD [...] Aéyel 8¢ kal dAAa magaAoywtata kol dvooePeiac AN (ed. Henry, 1977, Bekker 8b.
40) (tr.) ‘In this book, Origen blasphemes greatly in declaring that the Son was created by the Father,

the Holy Spirit by the Son... and many more absurdities and many impieties.’
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Photius, more than his exegetical method based on allegory. Ashwin-Siejkowski
believes that such views need to be considered in the context of Photius’ role as the
defender of orthodoxy in the conflict with Iconoclasm (Ashwin-Siejkowski, 2010, p.
17) - for which I also recall the studies of Constas in chap. I.6 and Louth in chap. IL.3.

Sch. Ph. 218-Sch. Ph. 219. These two scholia are edited by Staab as a comment on 1
Cor 6, 9 (Staab, 1933, pp. 554-556). Staab considers the scholium corresponding to Sch.
Ph. 19 as anonymous in GA 1923 and GA 1982 (ed. Staab 1933, p. 556, 1. 12-15). Indeed,
the symbol does not appear in either of those manuscripts, but the ligature is clearly
legible next to the preceding Sch. Ph. 218; therefore, as already mentioned for some
cases in GA 91, the copyist might have only avoided the repetition of the ligature. The
other manuscripts agree in considering only these two paragraphs as certainly
Photian. Another problem is the presence/absence of the ligature in GA 1907 (f. 127v),
where there is a corrupted sign in red ink (typical of this manuscript) close to Sch. Ph.
217, which is also not in ekthesis as would be expected. With regard to the contents, the
scholia on 1 Cor 6, 1-9 focus especially on the explanation of 1 Cor 6, 3, oUk oldarte Ott
ayyéAovg kotvovpev (NA 28). According to Photius, the failing of the fallen angels
moved God to give humans the power to administer the Law. At this point, the
exegete lists a series of questions about the role of the administrators as typical of
Photian exegesis. These verses are not by Chrysostom neither do they appear in
Photian works, such as the Amphilochia or in the Homiliae.

Sch. Ph. 220. Sch. Ph. 220 - on 1 Cor 6, 13 (Staab, 1933, p. 556) - is under the name of

Photius in GA 1923, but not in its copy GA 1982, where the ligature is definitely absent
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and the text is not very clear. The same happens in GA 1907. For this reason, I consider
them as anonymous. The scholium comments on 1 Cor 6, 13 and provides an
interpretation of the Pauline metaphor of food and stomach, which share a reciprocal
function, ta PBowpata M) Koia kat 1 kolla toig Bowuaow [..] (NA28). The
interpretation of the metaphor evokes Chrysostom’s Homilia XVII:

Kat pnv xat 11 kolla, copa. AAAx dvo ovluyiag £€0nke, ta Poopata Kat TV
YaoTouagytav, 0meQ koiav éxdAeoe, Tov Xpotov kal 10 owpa. Tt 0¢ ot T
Powpata ) kokig; Tax Powpata, @not, mEOg TNV yaotoluagyiav éxet @uliav, katl
a0t oG Tavta. OV dUvVATAL 0DV TIROS TOV XQLOTOV THAS &YELY, AAAX TTOOS TAvTA
éAxel. TIdOoc yap xaAemov kat Onowwdéc €oti, kal OOVAOLS TOLEL, Kal TAUTH)
duakoveloOat magaokevalet [...]. (PG 61, col. 140).

For both the Fathers, the metaphor helps to understand the prophecy following soon
afterwards, 6 d¢ Oe0¢ Kal TAVTNV KAl TAVTA KATAQYNOEL TO D& OWHA OV TI) TOQVELX
AAAX TQ KL, kKal O kKVELOS T owpatt (NA28). According to Photius, the stomach
and food are linked by the appetite: the stomach asks for food because of the appetite
and the food fills the stomach to satisfy the appetite, but with the resurrection God
will destroy them both as neglected and obsolete. For Chrysostom food and stomach
are a metaphor for slavery; gluttony is a strong passion that does not lead to Christ
and keep us under the control of the belly, but in the life to come there will be no
eating and drinking to keep humans as slaves.

Sch. Ph. 221-Sch. Ph. 223. The interpretation of 1 Cor 6, 17-19 in the group of Sch.
Ph 221-Sch. 223, seems similar to Chrysostom, Homilia XVII. According to both the

exegetes, fornication is the worst of the sins as it corrupts the body of the sinner. For

Chrysostom the interpretation is the same (PG, col 141); Apart from Chrysostom’s
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Homilia, quotations of 1 Cor 6 and in particular 6, 15-16 and 6, 18-19 are also in
Photius” Homilia I (Mango, 1958, pp. 41-42; p. 46); however, the two Photian texts do
not look similar, therefore it is not possible to make a comparison between them.

Sch. Ph. 224-Sch. Ph. 225; Sch. Ph. 226-Sch. Ph. 227. These two scholia were edited
by Staab as a brief comment on 1 Cor 7, 12-14 (Staab, 1933, pp. 557-558). The topic is
marriage between spouses of different faiths. What Paul recommends is not to
condemn such unions, as the spouse with faith can often positively influence the other.
The style seems to be the same as all the previous scholia, especially in the use of a
paraphrase of Paul’s words. The following scholia, Sch. Ph. 226-Sch. Ph. 227, on 1 Cor
7,15-17 (Staab, 1933, p. 558) are closely linked to the previous ones and are related to
the topic of divorce, which, according to our exegete, will not give the spouse more
freedom.

Sch. Ph. 228-Sch. Ph. 229. These are two very brief scholia published as a comment
on 1 Cor 18-19, of which Sch. Ph. 228 is preserved only in the manuscripts of the 1933
edition. Particularly interesting about the contents is Sch. Ph. 228, where the exegete
comments on 1 Cor 7, 18, meoitetunuévoc tic &kAnOn, un émomdofw- €&v
axpoPuotia kékAntal TG, pr meprtepvécbw (NA28), in which Paul is essentially
inviting the Corinthians to give no consideration to the condition of being circumcised
(a topic also predominant in Romans). About circumcision, Photius makes his second
reference to Epiphanius of Salamis (supra, p. 87), now recalling De mensuribus et

ponderibus (PG 43, col. 264), d10 @aot tov Oeov eipnkevar eudnda 1o Hoav, to’
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Taxwf npydnmnoa, where Epiphanius reports the example of Esau as the one who first
invented surgical treatment to cure circumcision. Photius writes:

0 &yog Emipdviog toutd @noty, 8t did tivog Oeparmeiag pagpakevtikng dvvatal
TIC TOMOAL TOV EUMEQITOHOV AKQOPLOTOV, Kal OTL TAVTNG TG €MVoiag TEWTOG
evpetNg Yéyovev Hoav. Kat dux toutd gpnowv 6 0eog: tov Hoa éutonoa [...] (Staab,
1933, p. 559, 11. 2-5).

There is no mention of Epiphanius or Esau in either Chrysostom or Photius” Homiliae
or in the Amphilochia, but there is another quotation of Epiphanius in a scholium
commenting in 1 Cor 7, 18 ascribed to Theodore of Mopsuestia and preserved in the
catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius, which was also published by Staab:

Tnv denonuévnv ocagka ov dnmov émomacBal duvatov. O HAKAQLOS O
Emipdviog 6 Kbmpov duvartov €en tovto yiveoOar 1o d¢ Omtwg Toug BovAopévoug
edéval magaméppwpev toig O avToL alpnuévols évtuyetv (Staab, 1933, p. 1. 11—
15).

Theodore’s scholium talks about Epiphanius, but without mentioning Esau, unlike
Photius. Both the scholia of the two exegetes are on the same pages in GA 1915 (f.
266v-267t).

Sch. Ph. 230. This scholium was published by Staab as a brief comment on 1 Cor 7,
21-22 (Staab, 1933, p. 559) focusing on the definition of dovAeia in Paul, to be intended
as slavery to God.

Sch. Ph. 231-Sch. Ph. 233. This group of three scholia was published as a comment
on 1 Cor 7, 25-28 (Staab, 1933, pp. 559-560). With regard to Photius” exegetical style,
Sch. Ph. 233 focuses again on the interpretation of Paul’s verses through rearranging

the order of the words (e. g. Sch. Ph. 12; Sch. Ph. 49; Sch. Ph. 73), specifically in the

verse £av 0¢ kal yaunong, ovx uaetes (1 Cor 7, 28), which Photius suggests moving
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forward with 1 Cor 7, 26 and reading as kaAov avOoww t0 oUtwg eltvat (1 Cor 7, 26),
gav 0¢ kal yaunorng, ovy fjuagtes. According to Photius, this structure would reflect
a more logical order by referring £éav 0¢ kal yaunong, ‘if you married,” to the ones
who are still unmarried, instead of refering it to the man already divorced in 1 Cor 7,
27, like Paul does.

Sch. Ph. 234; Sch. Ph. 235; Sch. Ph. 236. Sch. Ph. 234 is a very brief scholium of only
one sentence on 7, 34 and ending with 7o tovtov in both GA 1923 and GA 1982,
while Staab edits it as o0 TovTwV (Staab, 1933, p. 560, 1. 37). Sch. Ph. 235 is also edited
as a comment on 1 Cor 7, 36-38 (Staab, 1933, p. 561). Sch. Ph. is also edited (Staab,
1933, p. 561) and comments on 1 Cor 7, 40 very briefly. The analysis of these three
scholia did not reveal any significant details about Photian exegesis.

Sch. Ph. 237. This is the only Photian scholium commenting on 1 Cor 8. In GA 1915
the scholium is ascribed to Photius, whose name appears in extended form, gpwtiov,
and not as a ligature; as for all the other scholia above, in GA 1923 and GA 1982 the
scholium is introduced by a biblical lemma, oldapev Ot ovdév; however, the
information about the location in GA 1982 given by Staab is incorrect, as the scholium
is not written on f. 76r, but on f. 73r. This is also preserved in GA 91 and GA 1907 with
both a lemma and a ligature. With regard to the content, the text consists of the
definition of word eidwAov, as a profane representation, whose existence consists only
in thought and not in a proper material substance.

Sch. Ph. 238-Sch. Ph. 240. In Sch. Ph. 238, the exegete comments on 1 Cor 9, 2; in GA

1915, GA 1923 and GA 1982 (the correct location is f. 74v) and GA 1907, there is the
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ligature with an additional lemma, oV t0 €0yov pov Uueic, while in GA 91 the same
scholium is anonymous, with a capital letter in ekthesis. The following Sch. Ph. 239 and
Sch. Ph. 240 comment on 1 Cor 9, 6 and 1 Cor 9, 10. In GA 91 the lemma introducing
Sch. Ph. 239 is Ovxk éxouev ¢£ovoiav and not 1) povog éyw kat BagvaBdg as in the
other manuscripts and Staab’s edition (1933, p. 562, 1. 9); then, the text is like the one
in the previous manuscripts (p. 562, 1. 10 Tov tax mEog teo@nv...). The lemma Eyw rat
BapvaBacg is also in GA 91, but it seems to introduce another anonymous brief text,
which is Sch. Ph. 239. A different lemma is also in GA 1907, ovk €xouev é€ovaiav Tov
un éoyaleoOat The ligature before the scholium, Tov avtov, clearly refers to @wrt of
the scholium before, but there is no defined separation from the anonymous text
following, whose lemma is M1 kata avOowmov (ff. 131v-132r). However, because
the scribe of GA 1907 tends to repeat the ligature, it is probably reasonable to consider
the scholium as anonymous, as in Staab. In addition, Staab indicates two quotations
of 1 Cor 8, 13 (1. 13-15) and 1 Cor 8, 1 (1. 16-17). However, I did not find any evidence
of a reference, verbatim or not, to Cor 8, 13, while I did find a clear reference to 1 Cor
8, 1, as the exegete is using the example of eating meat in 1 Cor 8, 1 for his
interpretation of 1 Cor 9, 6 in Sch. Ph. 239. Additionally, Sch. Ph. 239 is introduced by
the lemma, 1) povog éyw xat BagvaPdc, in both GA 1923 and 1982, but even in this
case Staab mistakes the correct numeration of the folium, giving f. 78 instead of f. 75r.
As in the previous case, I have amended all these mistakes in Appendix 1-Table 2. GA
1923 and GA 1982 preserve Sch. Ph. 240 as a Photian scholium (ligature gwr, as usual)

and lemma 6tt €’ eAOL O@eidet. In GA 1907, the scholium is introduced by the
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canonical Photian ligature up to paOntwv (corresponding to Staab, 1933, p. 563, 1. 5);
then, the rest of the scholium (from Spwg ov) eiAduny, corresponding to Staab 1933,
p. 563, 1. 6) follows as an independent and anonymous scholium.

Sch. Ph. 240; Sch. Ph. 241ab. This is a very brief not on 1 Cor 9, 10 (Staab, 1933, p.
562). With regard to Sch. Ph. 241ab, in GA 1915, Sch. Ph. 241a has both the full name
of Photius and a ligature, @wrt, as often happens in this manuscript. The scholium on
1 Cor 9, 16-18 is identical, lemma included, in GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982 and GA
1907, but it is anonymous in GA 91; moreover, in GA 1907 (f. 132r), it is followed by
another unpublished part, which I have named Sch. Ph. 241b. In fact, the exegetical
text of Sch. Ph. 241a is introduced by the lemma Eic ta el Yo ékwv Tovto mpdoow (1
Cor 9, 17), and starts with a second briefer introduction, 1) obtwc; then Sch. Ph. 241b
is identified by a ligature tov avtov, referring to the indication ¢wt before Sch. Ph
241a. Both the scholia on f. 132v are introduced by 1] o0twc, which indicates that they
should be read as two possible interpretations of 1 Cor 9, 17. The unpublished text
with a possible translation is as follows,

"H obtwe: el un) ékwv To0T0 TTpdoow TO AdATIAVOV TIOEVAL TO evAYYEALOV LLoO0V
Exw- €l 6¢ dxwv, 0VOE OVTWS TPAAAOUAL TL ON)TTOTE: OLKOVOULIAV YaQ TteTtioTELHAL
TOUG O¢ TOW) TNV oikovouiav memiotevuevovs, €£eott Aappavewv. O yao Xootdg
TEOCETAEE TOIG TO eVAYYEALOV KNQUOOOLOLY: €€ avToL €00ietv: TOL d¢ €kwV Kal
AV, a0TN OLAPOA- KWV UEV, EvOa kal AOYLOHOC CLVELDOKEL ABAOWS PEQWV Kol
TelpwV €Ml TQ PEQOUEVE: AWV D&+ €vOa peta Plag Kal avaykag oL AOYLOHOD

TOUTO TIOAOOTEL
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(tr.) ‘Or this way: if I do not manage it promptly, to administer the Good News for
free, I will get a salary; while, if I do not do that on my initiative, I will fall. Why?
Because I have been entrusted with the ministry (of the Good News). In fact, it is
lawful for those who have been entrusted with that ministry to receive money. Indeed,
Christ ordered those who spread the Good News to eat from it. The difference
between the men acting on his initiative and those acting under a command is this: he
who acts voluntarily shows a good attitude, bearing his charge without feeling the
weight and being distressed by it. On the other hand, he who acts under a command
does it strongly and with a good attitude.’

There is no doubt about the authorship of the second Sch. Ph. 241b. Indeed, the
phrase 1] o0twg, introducing both the scholia, implies a link between the two different
interpretations the author provides for the same Pauline verse, el yaQ ékwv TOUTO
MEAOOW, MooV éxw- el d¢ drxwv, otkovopiav memtiotevpat (NA 28). Furthermore,
Sch. Ph. 241b is characterized by the style of the Scholia Photiana, especially considering
the peculiar way the author adapts the biblical quotation to the exegetical context. It
is also frequent in the Scholia Photiana to find more than one interpretation provided
by the same exegete of the same passage separated by the particle 1), but I could not
find a very strong evidence of a sylloge of the Fathers since the scholia seem to show
reminiscence of the ancient Fathers only vaguely and occasionally.

Sch. Ph. 242-Sch. Ph. 243. These two scholia were edited by Staab as a single
exegetical text on 1 Cor 9, 22 (Staab, 1933, p. 563). However, as in many other cases,
the text is the result of the combination of two independent scholia in the manuscripts.
It is also unclear where the text of Sch. Ph. 242 begins in GA 91 (f. 1271). In fact, there
is another line of text preceding Sch. Ph. 242, but the ligature is written as to identify

only the text corresponding to Sch. Ph. 242 as a Photian scholium. The fact that in the

manuscripts Sch. Ph. 242 begins with kai probably allowed the copyist of GA 91 to
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combine it easily with another text with the intent to create as complete as possible a
commentary on the epistle by assembling scholia of different origin.

Sch. Ph. 244-Sch. Ph. 245. In the manuscripts the scholium published as 1 Cor 10, 2—-
4 (Staab, 1933, p. 563) corresponds to two independent scholia, labelled with the
ligature @wr. The first scholium is generally introduced by the lemma kai mavteg eig
tov Mwvonv (1 Cor 10, 2). In GA 91 (f. 128r), the lemma is located a few lines above
Sch. Ph. 244: Eic tov Mwionv ¢Bamntioavto. Contrary to the trend of the manuscript,
in this case the Photian ligature is written in a coherent location, in the left margin
before the Photian scholium, so that there is no doubt as to the beginning of the text.
After a few other scholia on the same page, there is the other part of Staab’s scholium
as an independent comment with a ligature and the lemma Ex mvevuatung
axoAovBovong métoag, (1 Cor 10, 4). A very similar situation is in GA 1907, where
the comment consists of two different scholia; however, the location of the lemma is
unclear introducing the first, which starts with ¢ic éxetvov (Staab, 1933, p. 563, 1. 26).
With regard to their contents, the two scholia focus on the metaphor of the spiritual
stone, which is also described as a spring of water flowing for the Jews from Egypt.
The exegete supports Paul’s metaphor of the stone as a symbol of Christ and describes
it as aloOn), ‘sensible, perceived by senses,” so as to say that the stone/spring is a
sensible and concrete object, whose miraculous flowing is due to the action of the Holy
Spirit. A similar interpretation of 1 Cor 10, 2—4 is also in Amphilochia, Quaestio 245 (PG
101, col. 1087), but there is no evidence of a close connection between the Photian work

and the scholium. It is therefore not possible to state whether the two texts are related.
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Sch. Ph. 246. The scholium on 1 Cor 10, 13 is introduced by the lemma, dAAx ou)oet
oLV T Teaopuw, with some remarkable differences among the manuscripts at the
beginning of the scholium; below, I have reported the text of each manuscript,
underlining the differences:

[GA 1923, f. 114v, Is. 36-37 ] [GA 1982, f. 80v, Is. 35-36] AAAx momoel oLV T

TEELAOUQ: TO AAAX Ttonjoel oLV TQ Tel(QAOUE) ONvaL VUAC VTTEVEYKELY. IOATUQ

KAl TV EKPaotv dLxwg €0tV EKAQUELY: T) KAl OTL KAl TOV TEWRATUOV [...].

[GA 1915, f. 285r, Is. 29-30 ] To dAAax moujoel oLV TQ TEWRAOCUQ Kol THV EKPaoty
dX@C €0TLV EKAapelV: T} Kal OTL Kal TOV Ttelpaouov [...].

[GA 91, . 128v, Is. 29-31] AAA& momoeL oLV TQ TEWRATUQ Kol THV EkPaoty:

Tovto dixwg 0TV EKAQpELV 1) Kal OTL KAL TOV TEQATUOV [...].

[GA 1907, f. 134r, 1s. 8-9] eig T AAAK TTOm|OEL oLV TQ TERATHE: TO AAAX TTomoEL
OLV TQ TEWRACHU@ Kal TV EKPacty. AW €0Tv ekAapelv: 1) kal OTL Kal Ttov
TLEACTHOV [...].

None of those differences are mentioned by Staab, nor the fact that in GA 1907 the
scholium is anonymous.

Sch. Ph. 247-Sch. Ph. 248. In GA 1923, 1982, 91 and 1907, Sch. Ph. 247, commenting
on 1 Cor 10, 16-17 is also introduced by its own lemma, Tov &oTtoVv 6V KAWEV, OOXL
(1 Cor 10, 16), while Sch. Ph. 248, commenting on 1 Cor 10, 19-21 appears in the
manuscripts with different lemmata. In GA 1923 and GA 1982 the lemma is dAA” dtL

& Ovel ta £€0vn daupoviols (1 Cor 10, 20), which corresponds to the Byzantine Text

160



rather than NA28.9 In GA 91 the additional lemma introducing the text is 6t
eldwAoOvToV Tt éoTtv (1 Cor 10, 19), while in GA 1907 there is no ligature identifying
the text.

Sch. Ph. 249-Sch. Ph. 252. The scholium Staab published as 1 Cor 10, 25-28 is the
result of the combination of four independent scholia. In Staab 1933 (pp. 565-566) the
text on 1 Cor 10, 25-28 consists of four independent scholia in all the manuscripts
except GA 1916, where they do not seem to be present. In GA 1915 (f. 287rv), the first
one is under the name of Photius, @wtiov, with an initial Avtintinttewy in ekthesis; the
second scholium follows the first with a ligature eic tov avtov just before the text; the
third and fourth scholia both have the ligature t(ov) avt(ov). In GA 1923 (f. 116r) and
GA 1982 (f. 82r), the first two paragraphs (corresponding to Staab 1933, p. 565, 11. 11—
26) are grouped in the same scholium introduced by the lemma mav 10 év pakéAAw
ntwAovpevov (1 Cor 10, 25a). The second scholium (corresponding to the third
paragraph in Staab 1933, 11. 27-30) is located after a few lines. The third scholium (the
fourth paragraph in Staab 1933) is on the next page (f. 116v; 82v) with a lemma tov
Yo kvpov 1 yn kat 10 mANewpa (1 Cor 10, 26). Moreover, both Sch. Ph. 253 and Sch.
Ph. 254 are introduced by additional lemmata, respectively et éyw xdottt petéxw and
a1 EnTav 10 Euavtov ovu[eopov] (1 Cor 10, 30), the last one not clearly legible at the

end.

65 (1 Cor 10, 20a) AAA” 6tLé OVeL T €OV, datpoviolg Ovet, kat oL Bew- (RP 2005) : AAA” 8T & Bvovoy,

datpoviols kat ov Beq (NA28).
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In the analysis of GA 1907, I observed a rather confusing disposition of the ligatures
related to the group of Sch. Ph. 247-Sch. Ph. 252. For a better understanding of the

location and authorship identification of the last four scholia in in GA 1907 on ff. 134r—

134v, a summary is given in Table 5:

Staab 1933 Location in Greek text Indication of
GA 1907 authorship
Sch. Ph. 247 |1 Cor 10, f. 134r Eic tov a&ptov | Ligature gpwrt
16-17 (Il. 15-20) | 6v KAwpev oLXL
(p. 564, 11 KOwviov:
29-35) ATOdEELS €0y
[...]
ExaAovueda.
Sch. Ph. 248 1 Cor 10, f. 134r Eigc tov Tt o0v | anonymous
19-21 (1. 21-30) | enui Tt
(p- 565, 1L. eOwWAOOLTOV Ti
1-10) éotv: Ovyx Ot
T edwAx [...]
EmepPatvel
f. 134r Eic tov | Unknown,
(1. 30-33) | paxéAdw anonymous
TTWAOVLEVOV: text without
Ertetdr) moAvv | ligature with
KATETELVE lemma (1 Cor
Adyovl...] 10, 25) as an
TOLOVTOVL addition in
@opou. left margin.
Sch. Ph.249 | 1 Cor Par.1 | f. 134r Eig (tx) pundév | anonymous
10,25-28 | (1. 11-| (IL. 33—40) - | avaxptvovteg
(p. 565) 20) f. 134v oux v
(1. 1-3). ovveldnouv:
Avumintewy
[...]
eldwA6OLTa
elvat.
Sch. Ph. 250 Par.2 | f.134v [ITav w0 év|Tov avtov
(1. 11— | (1l. 4-9) HaéAdw  [...] | elg t(0oV)
20) naQAAVOwWOoLV. | avt(ov)  in
right margin.
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Sch. Ph. 251 Par.3 | f.134v Eig tov undév | Ligature gpwt
(1. 27— | (1. 9-13) avakplvovteg
30) Owx Trv: undev
dwx v
ovveldnow [..]
AVAKQLOEWG.
Sch. Ph. 252 Par4 |f. 134v Emeidn Ligature
(pg. (I. 23-45) | avwtéow  [...] | pwr.
365, 1L NHV.
31-35)
(pg-
366 (1l
1-16)

(Table 5. Location and ownership of Sch. Ph. 247-Sch. Ph. 252 in GA 1907).

As for the table above, in GA 1907 there are a few problems of identification of the
sources due to a lack of ligatures, which is mostly related to Sch. Ph. 250 since the
ligature Tov avtov eic T(0v) avt(ov) does not entirely clarify the authorship of the
scholium, especially considering that both Sch. Ph. 248 and Sch. Ph. 249 are
anonymous.

Sch. Ph. 253-Sch. Ph. 254. These two brief scholia are preserved in all the
manuscripts except GA 1916. Sch. Ph. 253 comments on 1 Cor 10, 30-31 and its most
relevant exegetical feature consists of the use of second-person verbs all through the
exegesis, (e.g. oV yéyovag, éxelc BovAnOng, mapaokevalelc). However, the exegete
does not seem to be doing this with the purpose of addressing the audience directly,
as in other cases when he uses the imperative or the subjunctive form of opdw (see,
Sch. Ph. 38, p. 54): instead, he is referring to an indefinite second person with the

obvious intention of facilitating the understanding of the passage by making the
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explanation less formal. In contrast, in the following Sch. Ph. 254, commenting on 1
Cor 10, 33, the exegete returns to the third-person form of the verb.

Sch. Ph. 255. With regard to the scholia in GA 1923 and its sister manuscript GA
1982, each scholium is introduced by a ligature and an additional lemma. The lemma
introducing Sch. Ph. 255 is 0éAw d¢ Ouag eldévat dti, but in GA 1982 (£. 83v) the scribe
omits the first iota in eévat In GA 91, the location of both ligature and additional
lemma again makes the identification of the beginning of the Photian text rather
problematic. In the manuscript, Sch. Ph. 255 is located on f. 130v and is identified by
the ligature, ¢, in the right margin, but there are still a few lines above the scholium
which look like they are part of it (GA 91, f. 130v 1L. 2-3). In GA 1907 (f. 135r) Sch. Ph.
255 is identified by the ligature Tov avToL (certainly referring to @wt a few lines
above) in the left margin; after the lemma 6t marvtog dvoog 1) keaAr), the scholium
starts with the red capital letter of KegaArn in ekthesis.

Sch. Ph. 256. This very brief scholium consists of only a few words on 1 Cor 11, 5
(Staab, 1933, p. 567). It is preserved only in GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982 and I also
found it in GA 1916. However, it is not in GA 1905, which is another element
contrasting with the relationship Staab believed to be between GA 1905 and GA 1923
as already observed with other scholia (e.g. Sch. Ph. 204a; Sch. Ph. 212).

Sch. Ph. 257-Sch. Ph.259. The first scholium is introduced by the lemma eikwv Kat
d0Ea Beov VTTAEXwV in both GA 1923 and GA 1982. This is followed by the ligature
el Tov avtov, introducing Sch. Ph. 258. Sch. Ph. 259, written after several other scholia

on the same pages. Like Sch. Ph. 255, Sch. Ph. 257 is also preserved in GA 91 (f. 130v).
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As well as the other scholium, the ligature is in the right margin, but the text clearly
starts a couple of lines above with the lemma in capital letters kai d0Ea 0o VEx WV
(1 Cor 11, 7a). At this point the text begins with Ao&a Oeov, not with Eic yap d6Ea
Oeov as in the other manuscripts. In GA 1907, Sch. Ph. 257 is defined by a capital letter
in ekthesis, which follows a scholium ascribed to Theodoret; the scholium does not
have any ligature, so it should be considered as anonymous, even if Staab does not
mention this in the apparatus and considers the scholium as Photian. The following
Sch. Ph. 258 is identified by the ligature Tov avtoV. A possible issue may be due to the
fact that the previous scholium is anonymous and the scholium above is ascribed to
Theodore. However, the Photian ligature @cwrt returns next to the following Sch. Ph.
259.

With regard to the contents, the exegesis of chapter 11 focuses mostly on the
metaphor of the head and the body, interpreted as Christ (the head) and his church
(the body) as well as the man (the head) and the woman (the body). On this topic,
there are also quotations of 1 Cor 11, 7; 1 Cor 11, 10 and 1 Cor 11, 27 in the Amphilochia,
specifically in Quaestio 253, Quaestio 108 and Quaestio 73; however, only the content of
the second Quaestio 108 appears to be similar to 1 Sch. Ph. 259; in addition, from a
textual point of view there are elements recurring in both scholia on 1 Cor 11, 7-10
and Quaestio 108:

Sch. Ph. 259 Photius, Amphilochia, Q 108,
(Staab 1933, p. 568, 11. 7-10): (PG 101, col. 644):

AAA’ 00V aloxvvOnTw Tovg AYYEAOVG  AAAQ TOVG YOUV AyYEAOUG, pnotv, ol
ol LAQTLEEG KAl EMOTTAL YeEYEVNVTAL  EMOMTAL KAL LAQTUQEG €101 TNG €€
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™G VMOTAYNG [...] RAA” VTNV €k TOU  AVOQOG YeVETEWS ADTIG Kt TEddOV,

AVOQOC TNV AQXNV TNG YEVETEWS dikax av ein dvowmeloOat kat

AaBovoav. aloxVveosOat, vokeoOal e dux TovTO
TQ AVOQL, KAl TG DMOTAYTG CUUVOAX
TO €T TG KEPAATG KAAVUHA PEQELV.

Furthermore, the phrase pagtupec kat érméntal referring to the angels, who are
considered as witnesses and spectators of obedience to God, seems to recall Gregory
of Nazianzus, In Sanctum Pascha (PG 36, col. 625): ayyeAoL tOoxoLev, oL TEWTOL Kol
voegol kat kabapot katl TNg &vw dOENG EmOTTaL KAl HAQTLES: elTeQ KAl TOVTOLS TO
Tiav EPIKTOV TN VUV oews. The quotation is very brief but this is another example
of a quotation from the Amphilochia together with the previous cases of Sch. Ph. 1b,
Sch. Ph. 5 and Sch. Ph. 12; as I mentioned in the corresponding sections above, those
scholia preserve some quotations from the Amphilochia, but considering the large
number of Scholia Photiana, it is clear that the contribution of the Amphilochia is rather
limited.

Sch. Ph. 260; Sch. Ph. 261-Sch. Ph. 261; Sch. Ph. 263. In both GA 1923 and GA 1982,
Sch. Ph. 260, a brief scholium on 1 Cor 11, 17 (Staab, 1933, p. 568) has the lemma tovto
d¢ magayYéAAwv ovk émaww but the ligature is only in the first of the two
manuscripts. Another case of an omitted ligature in GA 1982 is Sch. Ph. 262 Cor 11,
23, which is identified by a ligature and an additional lemma, 61t 6 KOQLO¢ Tnoovg év
) vukti, in GA 1923 as well. The same happens with Sch. Ph. 263, which is ascribed
to Photius in all the manuscripts but GA 1982; although in this case Staab notes it in

the apparatus. Another anomaly is Sch. Ph. 264, which is published by Staab as a

comment on 1 Cor 11, 27 (Staab, 1933, p. 569), even though the lemma is from 1 Cor
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11, 30, dwx tovto év vutv toAAot. This scholium is followed by the sentence published
as exegesis on 1 Cor 11, 29 by Staab (1. 18-19), whose lemma is indeed from 1 Cor 11,
29: un) dakpivwv 0 ocwpa toL KvEiov. As for the Epistle to the Romans, the Greek
text in the edition of Staab mostly follows manuscript GA 1915; sometimes the way
the editor combines the scholia is also based on GA 1915 along with the lemmata he
decides to include as part of the text. However, the composition of Sch. Ph. 261 and
Sch. Ph. 262, corresponding to 1 Cor 11, 22 (Staab, 1933, p. 568) appears to be different
from the trend of the edition. In fact, in GA 1915 (f. 294rv) the two scholia consist only
of one text.®® As for Sch. Ph. 255 and Sch. Ph. 257, Sch. Ph. 260 is also preserved in GA
91 (f. 131r) with a ligature, but the lemma is two lines above, introducing the exegetical
text above with a capital letter. As we find it in the other manuscripts, the text starts
with ovk emawvw; although blank space divides it from the preceding lines, it does not
begin with a capital letter, as we might expect and this makes the official beginning of
the Photian scholium is unclear.

In GA 1907, Sch. Ph. 260 is identified by the ligature, @wTt, plus a capital letter in
ekthesis. On f. 136r, there is a long series of scholia under the ligatures Tov avtov,
confirming Photian authorship. The scholium corresponding to Sch. Ph. 261, which is
certainly Photian, is followed by another scholium introduced by the lemma, but not

identified by a ligature. This should be considered anonymous, but the following text,

% The scholium is split into two different paragraphs in the edition of Cramer (1841, p. 218), which is

largely based on the Typus Vaticanus.
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Sch. Ph. 262, has the ligature Tov avtov in the right margin, indicating that the scribe
considers them all Photian.

In GA 91, Sch. Ph. 263 seems to include an incipit Tovt" €otwv év 1) devtéon
ntapovoia which is not in the other manuscripts. According to Staab, the following
Sch. Ph. 264 is also anonymous in GA 91, but, as is typical of this manuscript, it seems
to include a line of text just before Eme1dn ava&iwe. If that portion of text belongs to
the same scholium, then the scholium straight away follows Sch. Ph. 263, which is
identified by the ligature ¢r, and therefore should not be considered anonymous. Sch.
Ph. 264 is also in GA 1915 (f. 296v); after kataokevalete (1. 17), the text is interrupted
by a brief white space, which is followed by the ligature tov avtov, referring to the
previous @wTt which introduces Sch. Ph. 266 (corresponding to Staab, 1933, p. 569, 1
Cor 11, 33). Conversely, Sch. Ph. 265, on 1 Cor 11, 29, published in between 1 Cor 11,
27 and 1 Cor 11, 33 by Staab (1933, p. 569) does not seem to be in GA 1915, even though

Staab claims it is located on f. 295v.

GA 91 (f. 131v) preserves a scholium identified by the Photian ligature, @r; the
additional lemma in capital letters indicates this is an exegesis of kvgiaxov detvov (1
Cor 11, 20). However, the central part of this scholium coincides with a few lines of
Theodoret, Interpretatio in X1V Epistula Sancti Pauli (PG 82, col. 316). I report the text in
GA 91 (1. 15 ff.), as follows:

Kvpakov detmvov. 10 deTTIOTIKOV KAAEL HUOTIQLOV: €KELVOL YXQ TIAVTEG OHOIWS

uet[l. 17]JAappavovot kai ot evia ovLWVTES: KAl Ol TAOUTW KOUWVTES: KAl OlkETAL
Kal deomdtar kal agxovtes kat agyopevor [l. 18] €det toivuv kat tag Kowvdg
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ToaméCag elvat Kowag kal tnv deomotiknyv pHipeoOat 1) maot meodketrtat ou|...Jag [L
19] vov pev ovx obtwg dparte: €kacTog YAXQ TO OOV dEITVOV TIROAXUPBAVEL €V TW
payetv (1 Cor 11, 21) - detrrvov pév kal (etvar) v tote [1. 20] Oelorv AéyeLto doloTog.

The Interpretation published in PG 82 (cols. 31-878) is based on Commentarius in
omnes Pauli epistolas (ed. Sirmond, 1642) and with regard to the sources of that edition,
Migne mentions two manuscripts, “Augustano’ and ‘Bavero’, plus the catena of
Pseudo-Oecumenius (PG 82, pp. 11-12). Unfortunately, Migne does not provide
further detail on the precise identification of the two codices ‘Augustano’ and
‘Bavero,” but from his reference to Bandini, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum
Bibliotheca Mediceae Laurentianae (PG 82, p. 12), I was able to identify the Augustano
with Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana (BML), Plut. 10.07 (eleventh-century).
Following further research on Pinakes, the only German manuscript of the Interpretatio
that I found is Miinchen, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek (BSB), gr. 018 (sixteenth-
century). With regard to the manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, Migne
did not provide any specifications either. However, in her recent study on Theodoret’s
commentary on Romans, A. Lorrain (2015, p. 497) reports a list of the manuscripts of
the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius preserving his scholia on 1 Cor: GA 075, GA 91, GA
617, GA 622, GA 1772, GA 1905, GA 1923, GA 1924, GA 1927, GA 1997, GA 2183.
Among those manuscripts only those of the Erweiterte Typus — GA 2183, GA 1905, GA
1923, GA 91 — preserve both scholia from Photius and Theodoret and only GA 91
ascribes the scholium to Photius instead of Theodoret. Therefore, PG 82 agrees with

the majority of the manuscripts in ascribing the text to Theodoret. In the light of this,

I also consider wheter the scholium in GA 91 could be considered as an example of a
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more extended verbatim quotation of Theodore, but long verbatim quotations of other
Fathers in the Scholia Photiana seem to be very unusual, based on the data gathered in
this thesis. The other long verbatim quotations of another father is examined in the
section on Sch. Ph. 540 (infra, pp. 271-274). In Sch. Ph. 540, the exegete quotes
Eustathius, but the manuscript tradition in that case seems more consistent in
ascribing the scholium to Photius; for instance, both GA 1907 (f. 168v) and GA 2183 (f.
441v) preserve Sch. Ph. 540 as Photian. Furthermore, it is to be considered that, as I
show in the Introduction (supra, pp. 31-33), GA 91 does not show consistency in the
use of the ligatures indicating the provenance of the scholia, often the beginning and
the end of a scholium are not easily identifiable. For these reasons, I am still not
entirely convinced that this scholium should be ascribed to Photius only on the basis

of GA 91.

Sch. Ph. 264; Sch. Ph. 265 and Sch. Ph. 266. These are three very brief scholia
commenting respectively on 1 Cor 11, 27; 1 Cor 11, 29 and 1 Cor 11, 33 (Staab, 1933, p.
569). Sch. Ph. 264 is indicated as anonymous in Staab, but I found a legible Photian
ligature before it. Additionally, the ligature is also in GA 1905 (f. 63v), which is very
unusual: this would be the only case in which the Photian authorship is explicitly
indicated in that manuscript. Sch. Ph. 265 is only preserved in GA 1923 and GA 1982,
although Staab indicates that it is preserved in GA 1915 as well. However, I did not
tind evidence of this scholium in the Vatican manuscript. Moreover, the fact that it is

preserved in GA 1923 and GA 1982 and not in GA 1905 is a further element to discuss
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Staab’s hypothesis about their relationship (also Sch. Ph. 204a; Sch. Ph. 212 and Sch.
Ph. 256).

Sch. Ph. 267-Sch. Ph. 269. In GA 91 and GA 2183, Sch. Ph. 268 and Sch. Ph. 269 are
combined as one scholium instead of two, as in all the other manuscripts. With regard
to GA 2183, there is another similar case related to Sch. Ph. 261 and Sch. Ph. 262, which
are combined as one scholium (f. 145rv). GA 2183 may sometimes preserve a different
version of the Scholia Photiana, often more extended or even briefer that the texts as
preserved in the other manuscripts; certainly, this manuscript shows unique features
that do not apply to the rest of the manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus, but in some
cases it is possible to find some analogies with GA 91, as in the combination of Sch.
Ph. 268 and Sch. Ph. 269 or for similar versions of the same text, as I have explained
above (e.g. Sch. Ph. 1ab, Sch. Ph. 2 and Sch. Ph. 43).

With regards to the content, these three scholia comment on 1 Cor 12, 3-15, although
Staab published them as a scholium on 1 Cor, 12, 3-11. The exegete comments on the
role of the Holy Spirit, which Paul defines as the third hypostasis. According to
Photius, even if this is not stated clearly by the Apostle, the Holy Ghost is to be
considered the source of every xaowopa; moreover, the exegete states that it is clear
that according to the letter that the Lord (Jesus), the Father and the Holy Ghost are the
same thing, showing that the Spirit is a witness to God’s divinity (Staab, 1933, p. 570,
1. 22 ff.).

Sch. Ph. 270. Sch. Ph. 270 is a brief scholium commenting on 1 Cor 12, 18,. It is

preserved in all the manuscripts used in the 1933 edition - this is anonymous in GA
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91 - plus GA 1905. This scholium starts with the imperative 6o, addressing the
audience directly, as in other scholia before (e.g. Sch. Ph. 38; Sch. Ph. 64; Sch. Ph. 102;
Sch. Ph. 140 etc.), which fits with the oral character of the Scholia Photiana. In this case
Photius invites his audience to pay attention to the clarity of the Pauline verse
announcing the Holy Spirit.

Sch. Ph. 271-Sch. Ph. 272; Sch. Ph. 273. These two scholia were edited as one text
only (Staab, 1933, pp. 571-572. Although Staab published them as a comment on 1 Cor
12, 22-25, they seem to focus mainly on the exegesis of 1 Cor 12, 22 (Sch. Ph. 271) and
1 Cor 12, 23 (Sch. Ph. 272). These two scholia do not seem to be combined in GA 1915,
which Staab used as the basic text of his 1933 edition, although they are combined in
GA 1923 and GA 1982. Conversely, they look separate in GA 1905, which would be
another element supporting the hypothesis that the presumed relationship between
GA 1923 and GA 1905 (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII) should be re-evaluated.

Sch. Ph. 273. With regard to this brief scholium on 1 Cor 12, 31 (Staab, 1933, p. 573)
the use of doket pot (l. 1) introducing Photius” own opinion of Paul’s speech, in which
the Apostle uses a negative combined with an exhortation

Sch. Ph. 274; Sch. Ph. 275-Sch. Ph. 278. This group of scholia preserves an exegesis
of 1 Cor 13, 8-9. Staab edited Sch. Ph. 275 as an independent comment on 1 Cor 13, 8a
(1933, p. 573) and the group Sch. Ph. 276-Sch. Ph. 278, including four different scholia,
as a text divided into three paragraphs on 1 Cor 13, 8b-9 (ibid.). With regard to the last
group of scholia, the manuscript tradition disagrees on their preservation as four

different scholia. In GA 1915 (f. 308r), Sch. Ph. 275, Sch. Ph. 276, Sch. Ph. 277 and Sch.
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Ph. 278 are combined as one long exegetical text, while in GA 1923 and GA 1982 Sch.
Ph. 275 and Sch. Ph. 276 appear as one scholium and Sch. Ph. 277 and Sch. Ph. 278 as
another. Unfortunately, GA 1905 (f. 68r), which in most of the cases so far agrees with
GA 1923 and GA 1982, is not clearly legible and it is not possible to state how the four
scholia are combined together there. GA 2183 preserves only Sch. Ph. 277 and
therefore does not help to clarify the situation. This is also the case with GA 91, as it
only preserves Sch. Ph. 275 and Sch. Ph. 277. I consider the texts as four separate
scholia on the basis of GA 1907. With regards to the content, Sch. Ph. 274 is related to
the value of love and prophesies in Paul. According to the exegete, the definition of
love as ovdémote éxmintel, that is to say that it never fails, must be read as a statement
of the strength, invulnerability and eternity of this feeling, which is also able to keep
those who love always together without failing in front of any difficulties. With regard
to the content of Sch. Ph. 275 and Sch. Ph. 276, knowledge will disappear if it is
compared to love. The exegete also interprets the word yvwoic as “knowledge
belonging to teaching,” that is the teaching of an amplified faith, which is also a partial
knowledge. Additionally, knowledge can evolve and develop, which is clearly
explained by the exegete in Sch. Ph. 279-Sch. Ph. 281, commenting on 1 Cor 13, 12-13.
Sch. Ph. 279-Sch. Ph. 281. In GA 1915 (f. 309r), Sch. Ph. 279 and Sch. Ph. 280 are
combined as one text, but in GA 91 (f. 136r) the scholia combined are Sch. Ph. 280 and
Sch. Ph. 281. Additionally, Sch. Ph. 280 is anonymous in both GA 1923 and GA 1982,
but the ligature appears next to Sch. Ph. 279, a few lines above the Sch. Ph. 280. This

could therefore be a case of a deliberate omission of the ligature by the copyist to avoid
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repetition, as also happened in the same manuscript at Sch. Ph. 105 or in GA 91 to Sch.
Ph. 196. With regard to the content, this group follows the exegesis of 1 Cor 13, 8b-9
above, with the metaphor of childhood used by Paul saying that in their yvwoig,
humans are like infants, but when they grow up their knowledge changes. On the use
of the adverb vuvtin Sch. Ph. 281 (1 Cor 13, 13), the exegete comments on the nature
of faith, hope and charity, considered to be the most important gifts among those
given to humankind, mostly because they are the only ones which increase, when the
others decrease.

Sch. Ph. 283-Sch. Ph. 284. In his edition, Staab published these two scholia as
paragraphs of a scholium on 1 Cor 14, 6. The manuscripts preserve both the scholia,
including GA 1905 and GA 2183, with the exception of GA 1916. In GA 91, Sch. Ph.
284 is anonymous, although the ligature appears before Sch. Ph. 283, a few lines above:
again, it is not clear whether the copyist omitted it on purpose to avoid repetitions
Unlike many other cases in GA 91, the beginning of the Photian text is this time
marked by a capital letter. It is therefore possible to state confidently that the
beginning of the Photian text is also the beginning of the section in GA 91 (f. 136v).

Sch. Ph. 285. Unlike Sch. Ph. 283 and Sch. PPh. 284, in GA 91 the text of Sch. Ph. 285
is combined with other anonymous scholia as a whole scholium on 1 Cor 14, 10-11.
The ligature is located close to the beginning of the Photian text rather than at the
beginning of the scholium identified by a capital letter, as seems to be the general

trend of GA 91. The same happens with the following Sch. Ph. 286 and Sch. Ph. 287.
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Sch. Ph. 286 —Sch. Ph. 287. These two scholia were combined by the editor into a
single text commenting on 1 Cor 14, 12-18 (Staab, 1933, pp. 576-577). However, from
the analysis of the manuscripts, it is clear that the two scholia are separate but always
preserved on the same pages. In my observation of the manuscripts, I also found two
issues: first of all, in GA 91 (f. 137v), there is the same issue of the combination of
multiple texts as a single comment without any specification of the source, apart from
the sections identified with the Photian ligature. Even in the case of Sch. Ph. 286, 1
found an analogous situation in which the scholium was preceded by a line of
anonymous text introduced by a capital letter and a lemma, Obtwc kat Dueic. What
is more, Sch. Ph. 286 is preserved as anonymous, which made its identification on the
page rather difficult (GA 91, £. 1371, 1. 31). Furthermore, Sch. Ph. 287, which follows on

GA 91 (f. 137v) is identified by two different ligatures in the right margin (Image 5):

- N -
r’?'o ‘?-1

v

(Image 5: Ligatures before Sch. Ph. 287 in GA 91, f. 137v)

The first ligature could indicate the name of Theodore of Mopsuestia, whose
commentary on 1 Corinthians survives in GA 1915 and in Hagion Oros,
Pantokratoros, 28 (Lambros 10620; GA 1900; IT in the edition of the comments on 1
Cor ascribed to Theodore in Staab, 1933, pp. 172-196). However, the scholium was
preserved as Photian in all the other manuscripts, including GA 2183 (f. 159v), where
the material of Sch. Ph. 286 and Sch. Ph. 287 is arranged differently; in fact, at least the

second half of Sch. Ph. 286 is treated as part of the following Sch. Ph. 287. However,
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this only confirms that the two scholia have always been preserved as consecutive in
the manuscript’s tradition.

Sch. Ph. 288. GA 1907 (f. 140r) preserves an unpublished scholium ascribed to
Photius. The manuscript reports the text of Sch. Ph. 288 identified by the ligature tov
avtov, which clearly refers to the ligature @t (Photius) on f. 139v, which introduced
Sch. Ph. 286 and was followed by another ligature Tov avtoU before Sch. Ph. 287. The
text of the scholium and a translation follow below:

TovTtéotv ovk €oXe TOV ATIO TWV AKQOATWV OCUVAYOUEVOV AVTQ KAL TQUYWHEVOV
KQQTOV- 0 TOU AAAODVTOG VOUG 0V KeKEQONOTEV AUTOV: OUK ATAQLOE TOL TOLOVTOL
KQQTOU* £Q0NOS WOV TOL KAQTIOV: AKAQTIOC E0TLV.

(tr.) “That is to say that he was taking for himself neither what was collected by his
disciples nor the reaped fruit. The mind of those who talk has not gained it and did
enjoyed the profit; it is seen as deprived of the fruit, it is barren.’

The style is the same as in all the other Scholia Photiana on 1 Corinthians, with an
abundance of synonyms, such as ovvayopevov and touywpevov or €onuog and
axapmoc. The analysis of contents allows the formulation of a hypothesis regarding
where this extra scholium might have been located in a commentary on the Epistles,
if one existed. There is no lemma introducing the scholium, but it seems that the
scholium deals with verses 1 Cor 14, 12-18. It would also fit well with the general
exegesis between Sch. Ph. 286 and Sch. Ph. 289 dealing with the correct interpretation
of the value of yAwoor), interpreted as the instrument to talk in front of an audience.

Firstly, it is clear that like the gifts of hope, charity and faith mentioned previously,
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another important gift is prophecy, the ability of talking to an audience in such a way
that it can understand what Paul is saying, or the good speech will be beneficial only
to who pronounce it.

Sch. Ph. 291. GA 2183 (f. 167r) preserves as a Photian scholium a scholium providing
an exegesis of 1 Cor 15, 23-24, ‘Exaotog d¢ €v 1@ Wlw taypatr anagxn Xootog,
¢merta ol ToL XQLOTOL €V TI) TaoLoia avTOV, elta TO TEAOG, OTAV TIARADLOW TV
Baoelav @ Oe kal matot (NA28). The same scholium was also published in the
fifth volume of Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum (Cramer, 1844, v. V,
p- 300); Cramer based his edition on GA 1937, a late manuscript of the Typus Vaticanus,
where the text is anonymous and introduced by the lemma amapxn Xowotog (1 Cor
15, 23); however, the scholium is not even in the most representative manuscript of
the Typus Vaticanus, GA 1915. The text of the scholium in Cramer is as follows:

Amapxn Xowotog: elg apOagoiav mewtog 6 XELOTOG €K Vekpwv dvéotn 6ool
TETUXNKAOLY AVAOTACEWG. €ite ' avTOL TOU XLWTNQEOG, ElTE DX TEOPNTWV Kal
AmootoAwv avlic tebvrkaoty. “émerta ol ToL XQLOTOL €V T1) agovoia avTov™”
ToUT €0TLY, 6T AV AT 0VEAVODL PavT) €v 0OLT), TEWTOV Ol TLOTOL KAl dikaloL KAl €1g
avTOV  MEONATIKOTEG KAl TNV €voapgkov avtol maovoiav  deEduevol,
avaomoovtar “elta 10 T€A0g” HETA TV TWV dKAIWV AVAOTAOLY Kal £V VeQEAaLS
apmaynyv el anavtnow tov Kvptov. tote 10 TéAOg, TOUT EO0TIV 1] MAVIWYV
AVAOTAOIS TV ATO KATAPOANG KOOUOL TeTeAeLTNKOTWY, Kal T Keloet
ntapadoOnvat teAelwg opedovtat (Cramer, 1844, v. V, p. 300, 11. 23-32).

It is also relevant that Sch. Ph. 291 is followed by Sch. Ph. 292 in GA 2193 (f. 167v),
commenting on the verb magadidwot in 1 Cor 15, 24. Even if Sch. Ph. 292 is

anonymous, since it follows soon after Sch. Ph. 291, it could be that the copyist omitted

the ligature on purpose to avoid repetitions. Although there may not be strong enough
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evidence to support Photian authorship, there is also no evidence not to support it. In
truth, some feature such as the accumulations or lists such as mwotol, dikaloy,
TIEONATIIKOTES, OeEApeVOL, or the frequent use of the explicative tovt” €0ty following
the vebatim quotation of the Pauline passage, is in line with the general stylistic trend
of the Scholia Photiana. I therefore decided to include the Scholia Photiana in the catena
of Pseudo-Oecumenius.

Sch. Ph. 292-Sch. Ph. 295. Staab edited this group of scholia as a long text commenting
on 1 Cor 15, 24-25. It was evident from the analysis of the manuscripts that the four
paragraphs of Staab corresponded to four different scholia in the Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena, although with an exception in GA 1923 and GA 1982, where Sch. Ph. 293 and
Sch. Ph. 294 appear to be combined as one text.

Sch. Ph. 296. This is a scholium so far unpublished and preserved as anonymous in
GA 1923 (f. 137r), GA 1982 (103) and GA 1905 (f. 74v) but ascribed to Photius through
a ligature in GA 2183 (f. 169r). The scholium offers an exegesis of 1 Cor 15, 27, which
mostly consists of a quotation of Ps 110, 1, méta&ev VO TOLG MOdAC AVTOL. OtV dE
elmn 0tL mavta drotétaktal, dMNAov 0Tt €KTOG TOU DTMOTAEAVTOS AVTE TA TAVTA
(NA28). The Greek text with a translation follows below:

Eita tva pntig Aéyn: OtL el kal un VTOTETAKTAL O TTATHO 0LOEV KWAVEL Eval

ueiCova Tov viov, TEOoTONOL TavTA: OUOVOLAY dekVUG KAl OTL O TTATHQ AOXT) KAl

attla v dyabwv- 6¢ TOV To0aLTA dLUVAEVOV VIOV YeYEVVNKEV: DoTayny O&

axovwv. OeomEenws E€kAafe TO elpnuévov: pr) dovAelav Twva kal LTOTAYTV

axovoov: dAA” wg mEoonkov viov Oeov matol Oeq VTotetdxOar wg altiav
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THOVTAL ETELTa, (v M) TteQovoia g Aé€ewg olov g MoTAYNG, T AoEP)
doypata éketva EKPAAT tax TOoV DoV peilova mapatiOépeva.

(tr.) ‘So that nobody says that even if the Father has not ruled, nothing hinders his Son
to be greater than him, he adds this: the clear oneness of mind and that the Father is
the principle and cause of the good, the Father who begot a son so much powerful.
Who read “subordination” referring to God rejects what is mentioned: that was not a
kind of slavery and a forced subordination, but as the divine Son was made subject to
the divine Father, so they honour the cause. Then, with such a connotation of
superiority, like “subordination,” he ejected those ungodly doctrines which explain
that the Son was greater.’

Furthermore, the scholium shows some loci paralleli with another anonymous
scholium of the Typus Vaticanus (Cramer, 1844, v. V, p. 307, 1L. 2-8). Since Cramer based
most of his edition of this text on the catena of Typus Vaticanus, GA 1937, which is a
late manuscript, and since the scholium does not seem to be in the tenth-century GA
1915, I believe that the common phrases from the Erweiterte Typus, and probably from
the same tradition of GA 1923 and GA 1982, reached the catena of Typus Vaticanus,
where the scholium remained anonymous, at a later stage.

With regard to the authorship of Sch. Ph. 296, this is ascribed to Photius in GA 2183
(f. 169r), but it is also preserved as anonymous in GA 1923 (f. 137r) and GA 1982 (f.
103r) and GA 1905 (ff. 74v—-75r). With regard to GA 1905, Sch. Ph. 296 is preserved in
that manuscript not as an additional scholium, but it is located in the body of the pre-
existing ‘frame catena.” This would indicate that this scholium was already part of the
catena in the tenth century and not added with the other Scholia Photiana at a later

stage in the history of the catena. However, the exact opposite situation happens with

Sch. Ph. 297, as follows in the next section.
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Sch. Ph. 297. This scholium on 1 Cor 15, 28 is preserved in GA 1923 (f. 137r), GA 1982
(103r), GA 1905 (f. 75r) and GA 2183 (f. 1691). More specifically, it is ascribed to Photius
in the first two manuscripts but is anonymous in GA 2183 and in GA 1905, where is
enclosed in the body of the pre-existing tenth-century catena and, like Sch. Ph. 286, is
not a late addition. The Greek text of the scholium with a translation follows below:

MéAAeL pnol, ta avta elg Tov matépa 1eTnodal wg altiav- tovto d¢ enot tva

ur Ovo apxag ameoylopevag VTOVOTG: OTAV YAQ ol pév €x0pot VIO ToLG TMOdAG
KELWVTAL TOV VIOV: 0 & VIOG U1 0Taotdln) meog Tov matépa: AAAx kaOwg mEémov Ui
Oe vTOTEéTAKTAL TR OlKEIW TTATOL O TTATI)O €0TL TA TAVTIA €V TTAXOLV.
(tr.) "He says that everything depended on the Father as a cause. He says that, so you
do not suspect the two principles were separate. Indeed, whenever the enemies lay at
the Son’s feet, may the Son not be against the Father, but like the Son is subjected to
his Father, so the Father is to his divine Son; in fact, the Father is “everything in
everything.”

The manuscripts preserve the same identical text with no variation. Overall, there
are some points that should be highlighted from the observation of these two scholia
and their manuscripts: although Staab (1933, p. XLIII) pointed out that there was a
relationship between GA 1905 and GA 1923, I am inclined to think that relationship
needs to be rediscussed in the light of what I stated in few occasions above (e.g. Sch.
Ph. 86; 95-96; 136-137; 184b, 204ab; 212 etc.). Secondly, it is also evident that the
additional scholia are later than the pre-existing catena in GA 1905. This was observed

by Staab, who supposed the additions belonged to the eleventh century (ibid.).

Thirdly, as the cases of Sch. Ph. 296 and Sch. Ph. 297 demonstrate, there are Photian

180



scholia that were already part of the tenth-century catena in GA 1905. With regard to
Sch. Ph. 296, the situation does not contradict what Staab already thought about GA
1905 and the late additions; in fact, Sch. Ph. 296 is part of the ‘frame catena’ and is
anonymous: it therefore passed into the tradition of the family of GA 1923 and GA
1982 as anonymous. However, the major argument is related to Sch. Ph. 297: this is
indeed an anonymous part of the body of the tenth-century catena in GA 1905, but it
is identified by a Photian ligature in both GA 1923 and GA1982. Therefore, if the
Scholia Photiana were added in the eleventh century from GA 1923, we would have
had Sch. Ph. 297 copied as an addition and not in the body of the text in GA 1905. Since
the additions in that manuscripts were clearly added later, my hypothesis is that the
majority of the Scholia Photiana were indeed added in the eleventh century, but not
necessary from GA 1923 as Staab believed. In the light of this, it could be that there
are other Scholia Photiana in the tenth-century catena of GA 1905, but it would be only
possible to identify them through other sources, as in the case of Sch. Ph. 296 which
can only be identified as a Photian scholium on the basis of GA 2183.

Sch. Ph. 298. The scholium is very brief, consisting of only one sentence explaining
that what Paul says about the submission of Christ to God in 1 Cor 15, 28, avtog 6
viog vmotaynoetat T vmotaéavtt avte ta avta (NA 28), is actually a true and
marvellous (dANOwg kat Oeompenawc) form of freedom.

Sch. Ph. 299-Sch. Ph. 301. The three brief scholia were combined by Staab as three
paragraphs of a scholium commenting on 1 Cor 15, 29-30. Although Staab did not

give any further indication, I found Sch. Ph. 300 as anonymous in GA 91 (f. 141r). With
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regard to the contents, the three scholia comment on 1 Cor 15, 29-31 and each one deals
with a Pauline verse. This is probably the reason Staab decided to publish them as one
text, although he does not mention any reference to 1 Cor 15, 31 which is in Sch. Ph.
301 (corresponding to Staab, 1933, p. 579, 1l. 13-14). Sch. Ph. 299 comments on 1 Cor
15, 29; this is built on the Pauline question Emtel ti mounjoovowv oi Bamtilopevot UTTEQ
twv vexpwv; The practice of questions invites reflection on how the dead would rise
again and what is the role of those baptised in their resurrection. The reflection of the
same topic through questions follows in Sch. Ph. 300, as well. It is clear that Paul is
being ironic in the letter and the list of questions in these two exegetical scholia sounds
more like an observation of that irony than a proper explanation of the verses. Sch. Ph.
301 provides the audience with an explanation of 1 Cor 15, 31, ka0’ Nuéoav
amoOvrjokw, which Photius interprets as a metaphor for daily concerns and pains.

Sch. Ph 302. This is another brief scholium commenting on 1 Cor 15, 33, where Paul
quotes Menander, pr) mAavaoOe: @Oeigovotv 101 xonota opkiat kakatl. However,
Photius does not mention the origin of the quotation in the scholium and he carries on
his exegesis focusing on the meaning of the sentence in the Pauline context: day by
day, those who are good may be corrupted by those who are bad if they spend too
much time with them. Nevertheless, we know from Amphilochia, Quaestio 151, that he
was aware the sentence belonged to Menander:

MevAavdQou TOU KWUIKOU, YVWOHUAS & alTOG AVAYQA@ETal AQXalwv Tivwy,

HepvnTat Aéywv ovtwe: “@Oelgovoty 110N xonota opdiat kaxkat” kat éEng (Photius,
Amphilochia, Quaestio 151, PG 101, col. 813).
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Sch. Ph 303-Sch. Ph. 304. Staab published these two brief scholia under the same
heading of 1 Cor 15, 36-38 (Staab, 1933, p. 579), but keeping them as two separate
scholia since Sch. Ph 303 is preserved in all the manuscripts, while Sch. Ph. 304 is only
in GA 1923 and GA 1982. Additionally, I did not find evidence of those scholia in GA
1905, GA 1916 or GA 2183. With regard to the content, the three brief scholia comment
on the idea that resurrection can happen only for those people already dead and
buried, whom God will provide with a new body.

Sch. Ph 305-Sch. Ph. 306. Staab combined these two scholia as one text commenting
on 1 Cor 15, 42-46 and indicated both as anonymous in GA 91 (f. 142r). However, after
an analysis of the manuscript, I found both scholia with Photius’ ligature in GA 91,
therefore there is no reason to consider them as anonymous in that manuscript like
Staab does (Staab, 1933, p. 580). It also emerged from the analysis of the content that
the two long scholia interpret mainly 1 Cor 15, 44 . In particular, the focus of the
exegesis in both is on cwpa mvepatkdv and cwpa Puxucov. In Sch. Ph. 305, Photius
describes the “psychic body” as the body of Adam, the first man, while the ‘spiritual
body’ is the one made alive by the Spirit that belongs to the ‘second man,” after the
resurrection. In Sch. Ph. 306, the “psychic body’ is described with further details: this
is the body who suffers and is buried after the death, with a clear reference to what
has already been stated in Sch. Ph. 303, Sch. Ph. 304 and also Sch. Ph. 305.

Sch. Ph 307-Sch. Ph. 308. These two scholia were published by Staab as one long text
under the heading 1 Cor 15, 47-49. Specifically, Sch. Ph. 307 comments on 1 Cor 15, 47

and Sch. Ph. 308 on 1 Cor 15, 49. The focus of Sch. Ph. 307 is on the Pauline phrase 6
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TEWTOS AvOQWTOG €k YNNG Xoikog; where €k yng xoikdg, is interpreted with the
adjective yntvog, ‘of earth, earthly” (Lampe, 1960, p. 314) and is counterposed to the
‘second man’” who is ovpdviog. According to the exegete, after the death of ‘the first
man,” who is ‘earthly,” he will rise again as a ‘second man’ in a spiritual body
becoming ‘celestial.” In this light, Sch. Ph. 307 strictly refers to what is already
explained in Sch. Ph. 303, Sch. Ph. 304 and Sch. Ph. 305. Sch. Ph. 308 is related to the
two possible interpretations of the sentence @opéoopev kait TV ekéOvVA TOL
é¢rtovpaviov (1 Cor 15, 49b). According to Photius, the interpretation would change if
(popcoopev were written as popéowpev, in which case the subjunctive mode would
give the sentence a hortatory value. The indicative form ¢ogéoopev should be
interpreted more as a prediction of something that will happen. Photius suggests the
sentence be read in this light: “as we brought the image that earthly image, so we will
carry the celestial image.” Where ‘image” would be synonymous of body, referring
again to the psychic body in Sch. Ph. 303. Instead, the subjunctive @ogécwpev would
imply an exhortation to follow virtue, to adopt the celestial image - the spiritual body
- for reaching the citizenship of heaven. In the last scholium, the exegete bases his
interpretation purely on grammatical variations. The expression dwx Tov (gen.)
voamtéov is a formula frequently found in Valerius Harpocration, an Alexandrian
grammarian and rhetor (second-century), author of the Lexicon in decem oratores Atticos
(Dindorf, 1853). For instance, Harpocration uses the phrase yoamtéov dux Tov plus a
letter to identify spelling mistakes such as, AvOeix 6tL pév étaipa dnNAov: urjmote dé

Avteix yoamtéov dix TouTo €mel oLTwg ebpopev mapa Avoia (Dindorf, 1853, alpha,
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sec. 141). Some studies (Cunningham, 1986, pp. 205-221) have shown that, during the
first Byzantine Renaissance, epitomes and scholia of Harpocration’s Lexicon were
included in the expanded version of the Lexicon of Cyril, a compilation of glosses from
Bible, Homer, Euripides and other texts, which later went to incorporate other lexica,
such as Apollonius’ Lexicon Homericum, glosses from Plato, Pausanias, Aelius
Dionysius, Phrynicus and Diogenianus. The ovvaywyr) resulting from this
stratification of glosses became the source of both the Suda Lexicon and Photius’
Lexicon in the ninth century. Therefore, an echo of Harpocration in the scholium is

possible.

ITIL.3 Conclusion.

The investigation of the manuscripts of 1 Corinthians has given very similar results
to those of the previous chapter related to the Scholia Photiana on Romans. Primarily,
the logic behind the edition of Staab in combining scholia of verses included in the
same biblical passage as a longer scholium is also visible in the edition of the Scholia
Photiana on 1 Corinthians (e.g. Sch. Ph. 185-Sch. Ph. 187, etc.). Once again, I have
observed that the edition of Staab is clearly based on GA 1915.

The problems related to the position of the ligature in GA 91 and the difficulty of
detecting the Photian material in that particular manuscript is even more problematic
for the group of scholia on 1 Corinthians. There were also several cases of Scholia
Photiana which are anonymous in GA 91 as a result of a lack of consistency by the

copyist in writing the ligature before the scholium, wherever that scholium was
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incorporated in a sequence of Scholia Photiana. For instance, this happens to Sch. Ph.
191 and Sch. Ph. 284 which follow the previous Sch. Ph. 190 and Sch. Ph. 283 on the
same pages, but it is also possible that a second ligature was considered excessive by
the copyist. This issue recurs in more than one manuscript and occasionally affects
GA 1907 as well (e.g. Sch. Ph. 249-Sch. Ph. 252, Sch. Ph. 288) and even GA 2183 (e.g.
Sch. Ph. 291).

In addition, new information was found on the possible relationship between GA
1905 and GA 1923. For instance, Sch. Ph. 212, Sch. Ph. 256 and Sch. Ph. 265 are
preserved in GA 1923, but not in GA 1905, which contrasts with the hypothesis that
the Photian exegetical material was copied into GA 1905 from GA 1923, as Staab
supposed (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII). Furthermore, I found evidence (e.g. Sch. Ph. 297) that
not all the Photian material in GA 1923 was copied in GA 1905 as a late addition, but
already existed in the tenth-century catena, showing that the relationship between the
two manuscripts still needs to be clarified through the analysis of the whole Photian
material. In addition, from the analysis of Sch. Ph. 264, this emerged to be the only
Photian scholium identified by the ligature in GA 1905.

With regards to quotations of other fathers, again the echo of Chrysostom’s homilies
is clear in a few occasions (e.g. Sch. Ph. 203; Sch. Ph. 206; Sch. Ph. 210 and Sch. Ph. 220);
although in neither of these cases can we talk of proper verbatim quotations, the
influence of the Golden Mouth on the Photian exegesis is clear. There is also the
explicit reference to Epiphanius of Salamis in Sch. Ph. 228, which consists of a

paraphrase rather than a verbatim quotation, but this is the first time that Photius
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makes a reference reporting the name of his source - similarly in Sch. Ph. 335 (infra,
pp. 196-197).

There are also some observations about possible reference to other Photian works,
such as the Amphilochia (Sch. Ph. 259). In the previous chapter, I identified some strong
similarities between the Photian scholia and the Amphilochia (Sch. Ph. 1b; Sch. Ph. 5,
Sch. Ph. 12). In this chapter, Sch. Ph. 259 also showed some similarities with a passage
in the Amphilochia, although the quotation is very brief. However, the analysis of both
scholia and Amphilochia has not always brought relevant results on the relationship
between them, since Photius does not always interpret the Pauline verses in the same
way in both Amphilochia and the scholia in the catena (e.g. Sch. Ph. 44 vs Quaestio 265;
Sc. Ph. 257 vs Quaestio 253; Sch Ph. 258 vs Quaestio 108). It is clear that those similarities
are too rare, considering the large number of Scholia Photiana on Romans and 1
Corinthians, to suppose a relevant contribution of the Amphilochia to the exegesis in
the Scholia Photiana. This analysis confirms what has already been observed on the
Scholia Photiana on Romans, which is also what Hergerdther proposed, about the small
contribution of the Amphilochia to the material in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena and
the necessity to consider a work by Photius on the Pauline Epistles as the source of the
Scholia Photiana (Hergenrother, 1869, p. 79, p. 86).

With regard to the style, the nature of the exegesis and the approach to 1 Corinthians
is very similar to that in Romans. A combination of first- and third-person
characterises the narration of the whole group of scholia, sometimes coexisting in the

same text; it is common for the author to address the audience directly or using
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imperatives (ex. vopionte, 0ov). There is also a certain focus on figures of speech,
such as metaphors (Sch. Ph. 215; Sch. Ph. 220; Sch. Ph. 244 and 245) and the use of the
question and answer technique (e.g. Sch. Ph. 193) also observed in group of scholia on
Romans (e.g. Sch. Ph 100-Sch. Ph. 103). There is also a certain interest for applying the
hyperbaton to reorder the sequence of the words in the Paulin verse as a tool to allow
a more immediate understanding (Sch. Ph. 233), which is also a feature of some Scholia
Photiana on Romans (Sch. Ph. 12; Sch. Ph. 49; Sch. Ph. 73), indicating the particular
attention of the exegete to the syntax, which would fit well in a scholastic

environment.
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IV A New Analysis of the Scholia Photiana on the Second Epistle to the
Corinthians.
IV.1 Observations on the work of Cramer.

As I pointed out at the beginning of the previous chapter on the Scholia Photiana on
1 Corinthians (p. 112 ff.), in his introduction to the catena on the Pauline Epistles
Cramer listed the manuscripts used for the commentary on the two letters to
Corinthians (Cramer, 1844, v. V, pp. llI-IV). Among the material on 2 Cor, Cramer
indicates one, which he published as anonymous on the basis of GA 1933 (f. 79v),
although the same text is also preserved as anonymous in GA 605 (ff. 180v-181r). The
text is as follows:

Aowrtov mept g AVTING TS Kot Oeov PLAooo@el, dXQWV AVTIV TNG TOL KOTOL
AVTING, kal @nowv, 1 ya kata Oeov AVT apetapéAntov kateQyaletal, e 1) ye
TOVL KOOHOL Oavatov, dtav dux xonuata, Otav dx dOEav AvTTal TG meldn YaQ
T0 TG AVTNG PAQUAKOV €IS TO TAG ApAQTIAG AvTtelofal kateokeLAOTAL HOVOV, AV
TOUTE HOVOV Kal w@eAel, &v d¢ Tolg AoLTolg Kat PAATITEL Tt PUOLV Yo avTH)
xowpeOa. Ovte yap 0 AvmnOeic kata Oeov petapeAnOein mote 1) kKatéyvw EéxvTtov.
Ttonmote AeAvmntay; 6meQ €mi NG TOL KOOHOL AVTNG ovuPatvery elwOev. (Cramer,
1844, v. V, p. 397, 11. 5-14).

This is an interpretation of 2 Cor 7, 10 and my interest in it was driven by the
information Cramer left in a footnote on the same: in the scholium, Cramer declares
that the same text was ascribed to Photius by ‘the editor of the Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena’ (Cramer, 1844, v. V, p. 297). Clearly, he refers to the edition of Morellus, also
published by Migne (PG 118-119). However, PG 118 reports only the two final lines

of Cramer’s edition of the scholium as part of a longer section ascribed to Photius, as

follows:
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AAAwg. [PQT.] Metdvowav apetapéAntov, enotv, wote el kata Oeov eAvmOnte,
detéorte av dx TOL UNdETOTE DUAGS ATO TNG KAATG €KELVIG HETAVOIAG ATTOOTNVAL,
Kal €l¢ TO évavTiov meQLEamnvatl kal petapeAnOnval 61eQ 0Tl TTQOTOETMOWEVOU,
undé mote g 00NC é€lotacOal koloews. “ApetapéAntov katepyaletal.”Ovte
Y& 6 AvnnBeig kata Oeov petapeAnOein mote N katéyvw éavtov. Ti dnmote
AeAvmnTay 0meQ €mi TG TOL KOOHOL AVvmng ovpPaiverv elwbev (PG 118, col.
1001)

The edition of Morellus was largely based on GA 91 (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII) and the
text ascribed to Photius was based on f. 157v, where the Photian ligature is added
before Metavoiwav. The passage from Metdvoiav up to kpioewg is confirmed to be a
Scholium Photianum in other manuscripts as well (GA 1915; GA 1923; GA 1907; GA
2183) and I classified it as Sch. Ph. 346.

The quotation ApetapéAntov katepydletat (2 Cor 7, 10) is clearly the lemma
indicating the beginning of another exegetical section in GA 91; since there is no
repetition of the Photian ligature, @wrt, it seems logical to consider the lines OvUre...
elwOev as anonymous. The portion of text is also too brief to determine clear Photian
authorship. A case like this would be a further confirmation of how difficult it is to
state clearly what is Photian material and what is not in GA 91. Staab already
mentioned the limits of Morellus’ edition because of the lack of ligatures in GA 91 and

the ambiguity of some of their locations (Staab, 1933, p. XLIII). In this light, it seems

also reasonable to rediscuss the reliability of PG 118-119.
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IV.2 The Scholia Photiana on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians.

The group of Scholia Photiana on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians is the third
largest group of scholia ascribed to Photius in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. Here I
report the analysis of the most significant scholia with regard to the manuscript
tradition and style.

Sc. Ph. 314-Sch. Ph. 319. The first scholium in Staab’s edition is a comment on 2 Cor
1, 5-7 and consists of five paragraphs (Staab, 1933, pp. 583-584). GA 1915 (f. 342rv)
preserves Sch. Ph. 314 combined with Sch. Ph. 315 and Sch. Ph. 316 as a single text.
The main difference from Staab’s edition is that Staab combined Sch. Ph. 314 with Sch.
315 in one paragraph - the first one on the scholium - and then published Sch. Ph. 316
as the second paragraph. Sch. Ph. 317, Sch. Ph. 318 and Sch. Ph. 319 were kept as
separate paragraphs. In GA 1923 and GA 1982 there are four scholia identified by the
Photian ligature, which do not correspond to the situation in GA 1915. In fact,
although Sch. Ph. 314 and Sch. Ph. 315 are combined as one text, Sch. Ph. 316 is
separate from them. GA 1905 (f. 81r) does not preserve Sch. Ph. 315, which is another
incongruency in its relationship with GA 1923. The situation is slightly different in GA
91 (f. 145v), where Sch. Ph. 314 is incomplete compared to the version of the other
manuscripts (up to mapakAroeic in Staab, 1933, p. 583, 1. 14) and there is no Sch. Ph.
315. Moreover, in GA 91, Sch. Ph. 314 is one of the very few cases of a scholium
identified by a ligature located next to the very beginning of the scholium. The real
distribution of the exegetical material of Sch. Ph. 314-319 in the manuscripts is

summarised in the following Table 6:
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2Cor1,5-| GA195 GA 1923 GA 91 GA 1907 | GA 2183 GA1905
7 GA 1982

(Staab,

1933)

par. la Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph.
(p. 583, 1. | Sch. Ph. 314 314 314 314

12-16) 314

par. 1b Sch. Ph.
(p-583,11. | Sch. Ph. 315

16-18) 315

par. 2 Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph.
(p-583,11. | Sch. Ph. 316 316 316 316 316

19-21) 316

par.3 Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph.
(p. 583, 1L 317 317 317 317 317 317

22-29)

par. 4 Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph.
(p. 583, 1L 318 318 318

30-31)

par. 5 Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph.
(p. 583, 11. 319 319 319 319
32-33; p.
584, 11. 1-

8)

(Table 6. The distribution of the exegetical material on 2 Cor 1, 5-7).

Sch. Ph. 320-Sch. Ph. 321ab. The two long paragraphs of the scholium on 2 Cor 1, 9-
12 (Staab, 1933, pp. 584-585), correspond to two independent scholia in GA 1915, both
identified as Scholia Photiana because of the ligature @wt and t(0)v avt(ov) - the
second follows the previous one directly - Sch. Ph. 320 and Sch. Ph. 321ab. In GA 1923
and GA 1982, there are two scholia, each one corresponding to one paragraph in
Staab’s edition. On f. 146v, there is a second scholium (corresponding to Staab, 1933,
p- 585, 1l. 7-26), but the absence of the ligature makes it difficult to identify it as

Scholium Photianum. Furthermore, there are three different scholia in GA 1907 (ff.
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146v-147rv); the first one corresponding to the first paragraph, Sch. Ph. 7, but the
second paragraph seems to be split into two different scholia (f. 147v) each one with a
ligature in the margin. As this is the only manuscript in which this scholium is divided
in two parts, in this thesis it will be called Sch. Ph 321ab and not just Sch. Ph. 321.¢

At this point, it should be observed that from Sch. Ph. 322 onwards, all the scholia
in GA 1907 are located in the part of the manuscript preserved Cambridge, University
Library, Ff. I 30, therefore the page numbering starts again.

Sch. Ph. 323-Sch. Ph. 325. The case of the scholium on 2 Cor 1, 15-20 (Staab 1933, pp.
586-587) is similar: it consists of two scholia, Sch. Ph. 323 and Sch. Ph. 325, one marked
by the ligature of Photius and the second by the pronoun in the genitive case,
confirming Photius” authorship. An unpublished third scholium, Sch. Ph. 324, appears
in GA 1907 (f. 3r), which is written between the two scholia corresponding to the first
and second paragraph in Staab’s edition. Image 6 (below) illustrates the sequence of

the Scholia Photiana in GA 1907 (f. 3r):

¢7 It should be observed that the Scholia Photiana end on GA 1907, f. 148v but only for the part
corresponding to Magd. Coll. 7; the following Scholia Photiana are in the second part of the manuscript,

Cantab. Uni. Lib., F I 30.
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(Image 6: GA 1907, £. 3r)

In GA 1907 (f. 3r) the copyist wrote after Sch. Ph. 322, on 2 Cor 1, 13-14, the numeral

a with the addition of the name of Photius; afterwards, another scholium (numbered

) is also ascribed to Photius by the ligature, Ttov avt(0V) in the right margin. The last
scholium is Sch. Ph. 323 - corresponding to the first paragraph of 2 Cor 1, 15-20 in
Staab, 1933, p. 586). The Greek text in the manuscript carries on with another scholium
(numbered I'), which Staab did not publish. This third scholium could have been
considered as anonymous, but since the following scholium (number A) is clearly
indicated by another ligature, Tov avt(ov), referring back to Photius (a), it seems clear
that even the third scholium could be considered as Photian, otherwise the copyist

would have used the ligature @wt below A instead of Tov avt(ov). The Greek text of
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the unpublished scholium, which I have classified as Sch. Ph. 324 in the light of this
manuscript, is as follows:

Kaitot év 1) mpotépa elprkel €moToAn): €Agboouatl d& mQEOC VUAS: Otav

Maxkedoviav évtavOa dé gnowv ot fjfovAouny mpotepov éAOetv mpog Duac: Tt ovv:
EQUTE EVAVTIOVTAL M1 YEVOLTO: AAAX TOUTO Aéyel TOOOVTOV PNOLV ATIEOYXOV TOU
oabvunoat éA0elv mEOg VHAG: OtL 600V TKEV €lg TNV EUNV YVWUNV: Kal 1otV
Hakedovioy dw: EAOeLV oG Dag 10 eAov: AAA” 0UK ATEBT) HOL PNOL KAT YV
TX TTEAYHATA.
(tr.) ‘Indeed, in the first Epistle to the Corinthians he said, “I will come to you, after I
go through Macedonia” (1 Cor 16, 5), but in this one he says, “I wanted to come to you
tirst (2 Cor 1, 15).” Why, does he contradict himself? - Never! - but, he says so. He says,
“I was far from neglecting to come to you, since it was my own decision and I was
willing to come to you before I visited Macedonia, but - he says - the facts did not turn
out as I expected.’

Sch. Ph. 324 shows all the features of Photius’ exegesis: the use of first-person verbs,
artéoxov adopting Paul’s perspective; quotations of other biblical passages, the use of
question-and-answer technique (tt oOv- éavt@ évavtiovtat), even the idiomatic
expression un yévorto which is frequent in many of the Scholia Photiana (e.g. Sch. Ph.
36; Sch. Ph. 40; Sch. Ph. 49; Sch. Ph. 193 etc.).

Sch. Ph. 328-Sch. Ph. 330. The brief scholium Sch. Ph. 338 in not in GA 1915 and it is
anonymous in both GA 91 and GA 1907. It is only ascribed to Photius in GA 1923 and

GA 1982. It is also preserved as an anonymous late addition in GA 1905. The analysis

of the codices has revealed much about this group of scholia on 2 Cor 2-3, but it seems
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there is a general agreement between the different manuscripts and the edition of
Staab.

Sch. Ph. 331-Sch. Ph. 332. These two scholia commenting on 2 Cor 4, 1-2 were edited
by Staab as one scholium only (Staab, 1933, pp. 589-590) but all the manuscripts
confirm they are actually two independent texts.

Sch. Ph. 333-Sch. Ph. 334; Sch. Ph. 335. The edition of Cramer reports two scholia
commenting on 2 Cor 4, 3-6, the first as anonymous, the second introduced by AAAwc.
Cramer based the two Greek texts on GA 1933, an Erweiterte Typus probably related to
GA 1923 and GA 1982. The text of the scholia in the edition of Cramer is as follow:

Tov €€w e ayéAng tov XQLoTov. ol pev avt@ TV AQXNV Nriotnoav @ AdY®
TOU KNOUYHATOG, ol d¢ émiotevoav Hév, dx d¢ to un €xewv Pabog yng maAw
ame@poltnoav g mioTews - oV &ATtavtag dnoAAvpévoug 0 ITavAog kaAel vov O&
Téws 0 AOYOS avT@ TEQL TWV ALTE TV AQXNV ATUOTNOAVIWV: TOVUTOIS YAQ
TavTeAws kekdAvmtatl to EvayyéAov, kat prjowv: €v oig AoAAVEVOLS aAvOQWTOoLS
TWV TAVTEAQDS ATUOTNOAVIWV ETVPA@ON Tt vonuata &l TO pUnNdé v avynv
déLaoOal ¢ miotews. Oeov d¢ alwvog tovtov Mavixaiot pev kat Magkiwvteg
ool TOV TovNnEov Aéyetv @edv. AVO YaQ maQ avTtols Oeol NUELS & TV €M TTAVTWV
POUEV.

{AAAwc} womep Oedg €onrTat oVEAVOL Te Kal Y1g, Kal Oed¢ TG TaQovong MUEQAS
kat Oeog APoaap kal Toaax kat Takwp, kal oV T TTUTO ALV OVK €0TL Oe0g
0TS ot voeL Kal O Oe0g ToL aiwvog tovtov. 'H ov9'tweg peta vmepfatov: twv
ATUOTEWV TOV alwVvog TOUTOL: WOE YAQ ATILOTOLOL, TOTE dE TAV YOVL KAWVEL Kol
naca YAwooa éEopoAoynoetal Xootw, 0tav A0 év ) matowa d0&n) (Cramer,
1844, v.V, p. 373).

During my research I found the same scholia edited by Cramer in GA 2183, with the
addition of the Photian ligature. The main difference between GA 1933, used by
Cramer, and GA 2183 is related to the combination of the two scholia in the second
manuscript; in particular the AAAwg womep in GA 1933, is replaced by dAA” womep,

which links the two parts as a continuous exegesis. The Photian authorship of both
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these scholia is supported by three factors: first of all, the ligature in GA 2183; but there
is also the factor of the exegetical style that seems to match other scholia seen above.
For instance, the use of biblical characters as models is also in Sch. Ph. 71 and generally
recurrent in all the groups of scholia; additionally, there is a focus on explaining the
Pauline text through the use of hyperbaton that also recurs frequently in all the groups
of Scholia Photiana and is documented in the Scholia Photiana on Romans (e.g.

Sch. Ph. 12; Sch. Ph. 49; Sch. Ph. 73). Finally, the two scholia are followed by a third
in GA 2183 which is identified by the ligature Tov avtoU clearly referring back to the
previous @wT; the Photian identity of this last scholium, Sch. Ph. 335, is also confirmed
in both GA 91 and GA 1907.

With regard to Sch. Ph. 335, this seems to be an exegesis of 2 Cor 4, 4:

[...] év olg 6 Bedg TOL AW VOGS TOVTOL ETVPAWOEV T VOIHATA TWV ATUOTWYV €IS TO
LT abyAoaL TOV QWTIOHOV TOU evayyeAiov )¢ 00ENG ToL Xplotov, 6¢ 0TV elkwV
tov Oeov. (NA28).

The text of the scholium is as follows,

0O év aylog KvpiAAog év to mowtw twv kata TovAtaxvov BiBAiw Aéyer Beov tov
QAlWVOg TOLTOL, TOV VouoOévta Toig dmiotols Oedv: 1yovv TOV oatavav: TouTw
TOV EA&TOELOV.

(tr.) In his first book against Julian, the holy Cyril defines as, “The God of this age,”
the god who was honoured by those who had no faith, admired Satan and served
him.

The biblical context is clear on the identification of 6 Oe0g Tov alwvog as the god of

the ancestors in the Old Testament. However, in this case, Photius quotes Cyril of
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Alexandria, Contra Iulianum Imperatorem, where Cyril comments on 2 Cor 4, 4 as
follows:

Kat mpog ye uag éumedot yeypoapws 0 Oeoméoiog ITavAog, 'Et kat éot [...]. ‘Oti
HEV oOv O vopoBeig eivat Be0g TOU alwvog TOUTOU Kal TG AVOTATW dOENG
KAOTIELG €0KOTIOEV aVTV TV KAEdlv, OUK ACLUQAVEG: TETAAVIVIAL YAQ
OHOAOYOVEVWS KAl OOV KQelTTovVag E@Lotact T Plw Oeovg, dainovag te kal
Nowwv Puxag, kaba @aocwv avtol kat @eovelv eyvwkaotv. (ed. Buruguiere and
Evieux, 1985, c.2, 1. 4 ff).

Photius” opinion was probably inspired by this passage, in which the ancient god is
also defined as kAomelg éokdTIOEV avTWV TNV KAEdIAV, ‘as a secret perpetrator, he
made dark in their soul.” This would be the first time the exegete makes an explicit
reference to the title of the work he is quoting, Kata TovAiavov. However, it should
also be considered that this specific work is not in the Bibliotheca, even though that
does not necessarily mean that the Patriarch did not know it.

Sch. Ph. 337. In GA 91, the beginning of Sch. Ph. 337 is not clear. According to the
other manuscripts as well as the 1933 edition (Staab, 1933, p. 590), the scholium should
begin with IToAAx év toig dvw deENAOe. However, the scholium in GA 91 (f. 153r)

does not start with a capital letter and it is combined with the anonymous lines above.

Once again, the question is how to consider those lines above and if they can be part

6 Cyril quotes the Pauline passage several other times, in two other works: Commentarius in Isaiam
prophetam (PG 70, col 841, 869, 873, 1089, 1101) and Commentarii in Lucam (in catenis) (PG 72, col. 756).
Furthermore, John Chrysostom, often identified as one of the main sources of the Scholia Photiana for
Romans, cites 2 Cor 4, 4 referring to the god of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in his Homilia in Epistulam 11

ad Corinthios (PG 61, col 455).
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of Sch. Ph. 337 or if the copyist wrote a commentary combining material from different
sources. Unfortunately, it is not possible to state whether the extra lines belong to a
Photian source, as the text is too brief to identify any specific Photian features.

With regard to the content of Sch. Ph. 337, Paul compares the body of a man to a
house, which is only a precarious dwelling that will be destroyed to be replaced by
God with a new celestial and eternal house. In his exegesis, Photius highlights the
juxtaposition, mapaOéoig (Staab, 1933, p. 590, 1. 14), between the body as the ¢émiyeiov
oixlav, ‘earthly house,” and the divine ovpdaviov oixiav, ‘heavenly house.” The second
adjective is not in the letter, but Photius uses the phrase, oixiav [...] €v Toig ovavolg,
indicating a non-verbatim quotation of Paul. Similarly, he adapts Paul’s text to the
context of his exegesis using the accusative form émiyeiov oikiav, instead of quoting
the Bible directly, 1] értiyetog [...] oikia (NA28). The exegete also counterpoises the two
opposite adjectives @Oaptov and agOagtov (1. 13); the worldly body is ‘subject to
decay’, while the heavenly body is ‘incorruptible’. The juxtaposition of these two
adjectives is already in 1 Cor 9, 25, éicetvol pev ovv tva pOaQTOV oTEéPavov AdPwoty,
Nueic 0¢ dpOagtov (NA 28).%

Sch. Ph. 338. Following Sch. Ph. 347, on the next page in GA 91 (f. 154z, 1. 1), there is
an unpublished scholium with a ligature @tin the left margin. Considering my

previous experience with this manuscript, it seems that the part ascribable to Photius

% For an insight into the Christological debate on the holy flesh see the first chapter of the monograph
by Moss, Y. (2016), Incorruptible bodies: Christology, society and authority in late antiquity. Oakland:

University of California Press.
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includes the whole line and seems to comment on 2 Cor 5, 8. The following Image 7
shows the scholium in the manuscript:

.,.,,.,"-Tr.--n' 0‘, . 'r ..‘.-.-’:5~“'r' K.A‘a\:Arhu

o -t Y, ’d S & T .
“. (i TI MO GT""RP T Ky Sa q.-c.v‘n;fﬁ's’{‘eku,, AT
’ LR L S ¢ . » R » . ¢ .

- «d

(Image 7: GA 91, £. 154r, 11. 1-2)

Oappovuev d¢. To 0¢ magéAkeTar kal eVOOKOVUEV HAAAOV EKdNUNOAL.

(tr.) “We are confident” which continues with “we prefer rather to be away.”

At first glance, the use of the capital letters appears misleading in the attempt to
define where the comments start and end, but it can be explained if the two separate
quotations of the Pauline text, which work out both as part of the comment itself, are
intended as a sort of ‘navigation” the exegesis. The same biblical quotation works as a
lemma for the following text (l. 2 ff.). Unfortunately, the sentence is so brief that there
is no strong evidence to confirm Photian authorship, but from an analysis of the
Photian exegetical style, the procedure of explaining Paul’s text by quoting him at the
beginning of the explanation plus the use of 10 to introduce a quotation are recurrent
elements in the Scholia Photiana.

Sch. Ph. 339. Commenting on 2 Cor 5, 11, this is very brief and consists of only one
sentence, AvOpwmovg melBwuev, Oew d¢ mepaveowueOa. XvPPovANG Kal
TaQALVEOEWS TO TtelBweV, d10 Kal dx ToL pakEoL w yeamtéov. (ed. Staab, 1933 p.
590, 11. 19-21). Photius’ observation is purely grammatical; he points out the use of the

subjunctive (w instead of o) me{iOwpev as an exhortation; I also highlighted a very
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similar case is also in Sch. Ph. 308 (supra, pp. 184-185), where he also used the
Harpocratian phrase dwx tov (gen.) yoamtéov to introduce the variations.

Sch. Ph. 341-Sch. Ph. 342. With regard to the scholia Sch. Ph. 351 and Sch. Ph. 342,
in GA 1982 the first one corresponds to the first paragraph of the scholium on 2 Cor 6,
11-13 (Staab, 1933, p. 591, 11. 6-36), but there is no ligature, even though the scholium
is clearly ascribed to the Patriarch in the sister manuscript GA 1923.

Sch. Ph. 343-Sch. Ph. 344; Sch. Ph. 345. The first two scholia correspond to the two
paragraphs of the scholium on 2 Cor 7, 3—4 (Staab, 1933, p. 592) and are only combined
as one scholium in GA 1915 (f. 382r). Sch. Ph. 345, on 2 Cor 7, 7-9 (Staab, 1933, pp. 592-
593) is articulated in two paragraphs, but as a matter of fact, it corresponds to only
one scholium, Sch. Ph. 345, in all the manuscripts, which goes against the trend of
Staab’s edition. However, the pages that might have preserved this text in GA 1982
(tf. 133r-134v) are damaged. With regard to the contents, the first two scholia focus on
the ability of deep love to speak frankly and boldly, fearless of scandal or judgment,
recalled in the év taic kapdiaig (2 Cor 7, 3). Sch. Ph. 343 is full of common Photian
features, such as the use of m60ev dnAov or dnAov o6t ... €Eng, plus the use of
paraphrases such as replacing the sentence pot kavxnoic vep Vuwv (2 Cor 7, 4) with
kavxopad]...] év vutv (ed. Staab, 1933, p. 592, 1. 22). Furthermore, the exegete
highlights a change of attitude of Paul, who praises the good behaviour of those acting
righteously instead of blaming the sinner. In Sch. Ph. 345, Photius clarifies the doubtful
interpretation of paAAov xonvati (2 Cor 7, 7), which may refer either to the sorrow

caused by temptations and sins or to Paul’s sorrow towards the Corinthians; Photius
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gives his own opinion favouring the second interpretation and defining it as the most
appropriate, oikeldtegov d¢ 10 devtepov. In addition, the verb duxAentoAoyéw is
particularly rare, which Photius uses in the form dieAemtoAdyntar (Staab, 1933, p.
593, 1. 20); this can be found only as dwxAemtoAoyovpat in Aristophanes, Nubes,
OtL moww; Tl O dAA0 Y’ 1) dxAemtoAoyovpal tals doxoig ¢ oikiag (Dover, 1968, 11.
1495-1496), meaning ‘discourse subtly’ (a compound of the adjective dikAetog, ‘small,
narrow’).

Sch. Ph. 347. Sch. Ph. 347 is about the exegesis of another ambiguous passage; in 2
Cor 7, 13 Paul mentions the happiness of Titus, whose spirit was refreshed by the
Corinthians. However, it is not very clear what Paul means by this; according to the
exegete, it could depend on their obedience, hospitality and kindness, Omacon),
evAaBelac and Eevia (p. 594, 1. 15).

Sch. Ph. 348-Sch. Ph. 349. These two scholia were published as one scholium on 2
Cor 7, 14-15 (Staab, 1933, pp. 594-595). In regard to the contents, the exegete focuses
mostly on kexavxnuat ov katnoxvvonv (2 Cor 7, 14), in which Paul states he had
boasted to Titus and had not felt ashamed about the Corinthians. It is Photius” opinion
that the sentence may change its meaning according to the punctuation marks; some
put the comma after kexavxnuat and consider it as the cause; the alternative, which
Photius declares he prefers, implies the separation of the two verbs with a full-stop;
doing so, kexavxnuatr would mean the satisfaction of boasting, while ov
KkatnoxLvvOnv means that Paul is not disappointed by the Corinthians because of the

happiness and consolation they bring to him. He also suggests that émnti Titov should
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be interpreted as megt Titov (Staab 1933, p. 594, 11. 33-34), so that the boasting is also
about Titus.

Sch. Ph. 349 is published as a separate paragraph of 1 Cor 7, 14-15, although the
content is related to the one of Sch. Ph. 348 and both fragments are preserved in the
same manuscripts.

Sch. Ph. 350. Sch. Ph. 350 focuses on 2 Cor 8, 3, even though Staab edits it as a
scholium on 2 Cor 8, 1-5. Photius discusses the value of kata dOvauwy, ‘according to
their power.” According to Paul, the Macedonians, recalled as an example for the
Corinthians (2 Cor 8, 1-2), did as much as they could in giving themselves to God,
despite their extreme poverty. For the first time in the Scholia Photiana, the exegete
gives not one or two possible interpretations of the same sentence, but no fewer than
four; firstly, mowtov (Staab 1933, p. 595, 1. 13), it could refer to the Macedonians’
success in pursuing charitable actions; secondly, peiCov (1. 15), it could assert that they
defrauded themselves. A search in TLG shows that the expression éavtoig
amootegovvteg is common in John Chrysostom’s exegetical works but does not seem
related to the same context as Photius. Thirdly, tottov (I. 16), the Macedonians acted
independently counting on their strength and finally, tétagptov (l. 18), it could be
interpreted as, “with much insistence in their devotion.” Sch. Ph. 35 is also the first in
which Photius uses the comparative peiCov to introduce a second possible
interpretation. I have not found a similar sequence in other Classical or Byzantine

authors.
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Sch. Ph. 351. This is about 2 Cor 8, 8 (Staab, 1933, p. 596) and focuses on the meanings
of dnddeléig, ‘"demonstration,” and dokiun}, “proof.” Paul wants to test the sincerity of
the Corinthians’ love because, as the exegete explains, he knows already that the
sincerest proof of genuine love is charity towards neighbours, which is praised with
God'’s grace. The last scholium of the group on chapter 8 discusses the role of Titus as
é¢ravog (2 Cor 8, 18), which not only means “praised” with the evangelical preaching,
but also ‘deserving’ to be the one spreading the Good News. The rest of the scholium
is only a paraphrase of 2 Cor 8, 19-20, according to Photius’ exegetical style.

Sch. Ph. 352-Sch. Ph. 353ab. In his edition of the scholium on 2 Cor 8, 14, Staab
combined as two paragraphs Sch. Ph. 352 and Sch. Ph. 353ab. (Staab, 1933, p. 596). It
is clear from the analysis of the manuscripts that these two are separated scholia, often
very distant from each other in the codices. For instance, in GA 1923 Sch. Ph. 352 is on
f.171v and Sch. Ph. 353 is on £. 172v. However, although most of the manuscripts agree
in preserving the two scholia as consecutive Scholia Photiana, the text of the two appear
combined in one scholium in GA 2183 (f. 221rv), where there is also an unpublished
part between the two. After a comparison with GA 91 (f. 159v), I found that the extra
part was also preserved in that manuscript, as further proof that there is a connection
between the two codices. However, in this second manuscript, the unpublished lines
are combined with Sch. Ph. 353b only, since there is a clear separation from Sch. Ph.
352 shown by a new biblical lemma and capital letter, this is the reason I decided to
classify that portion of unpublished text as Sch. Ph. 353a. The Greek text of those lines

is as follows:
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Eita detéag 0tLov povov dovoty, AAAX kat avTIAapBavovoty: ok av yaQ elmev
lo0TNTOG, TEOG daiAelary aALTOVE TTEOTEEMWYV: OVK €0TL YAQ OOV dovval XonHata
Kat v meog Oeov magonotav avtidaBety, vov €k TS paptuolag BéAel tovto
KATHoKevaoal OTL KAV U HeTadwTe, ovdeV ULV €0Tal TAEOV OLVAYOVLOL KAV YAQ
U AdBwotv €ketvol TaQ” VUV, OV TIARA TOVTO EAATTWONTOVTAL OV YXQ AV aVTOVG
TeQUdOL 0 Bedg dUOV elot TTEVNTES KAl TNV AQTAYT]V YAQ TWV UTTAQXOVTIWY VU@V
HETX XS TIRO0oedéETOE, AVTOLS YOAPwV AéYeL
(tr.) ‘If he had shown that not only they give, but also receive, he would not have said
‘of equality’ by promoting them for their aboundance; indeed, this is not the same as
giving money and receiving the freedom with God. Now, with the martyrdom he
wishes to confirm that even though you do not share, you will not receive more that
what they produce and even though they had not received from you, they will not be
less. Certainly, God would not overlook them, for they are poor and showed the
robbery of those of you who took the initiative with joy. Writing to them he says [...].”

It must be clarified once again that the position of the ligature does not help in
understanding which text is ascribed to Photius. GA 91 shows only a ligature before
Sch. Ph. 352; therefore, both the extra lines and Sch. Ph. 353b are to be considered as
anonymous. However, after an analysis of the scholium, I would consider the text as
Photius. Indeed, the exegetical style sound very similar to Photius; although with
some exceptions: for instance, in both Sch. Ph. 352 and Sch. Ph. 353 the exegete used
forms belonging to the verb emwetcvup, such as émwetcvvobat (Staab, 1933, p. 596,
1. 11), émwetEaocBal and emedei&ate (ibid. 1. 18), in the extra scholium the verb is
npooedéEaoOe. Additionally, I found the unusual phrase yodpwv Aéyet (1. 7), which

is not normally used in the Scholia Photiana, where the exegete would simply use the

verb @noti. After having extended the research of the forms above to other works of
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Photius,” such as Lexicon and the Bibliotheca, I found the use of the phrase yoapwv
Aéyerwith a purpose similar to that in the scholium in the Lexicon, AéyeL v aitiorv

Yodpwv tavtVv|...] (ed. Porson, 1822, p. 550. 1. 2).

Investigation of the manuscripts has given no positive results on the existence of

Scholia Photiana on 2 Cor 9, nor on the first verses of 2 Cor 10.

Sch. Ph. 355-Sch. Ph. 356. These are only two Photian scholia on 2 Cor 10 (Staab,
1933, p. 597) and comment specifically on 2 Cor 10, 12-13. It should be noticed that
they are treated as a single long scholium in both GA 1923 and GA 1982; additionally,
Sch. Ph. 356 is anonymous not only in GA 1907, as reported (Staab 1933, p. 597), but
also in GA 91. Furthermore, in GA 91 (f. 162rv), Sch. Ph. 355 appears to be separated
from the previous lines, but there is no ligature and it does not begin with a capital
letter; therefore, it is again not possible to state clearly if the preceding lines belong to
another source or are part of this scholium. From the point of view of the contents, the
first scholium reports some observations on the sentence oU ToApwpev éyrpivat 1
ovykowvat éavtovg (2 Cor 10, 12), “We do not dare to classify or compare ourselves’,
meaning that Paul and Titus do not dare to put themselves on the same level as the
false apostles, who promote themselves only to capture people’s benevolence.
According to the exegete, the way the false apostles behave is an abomination against
God and ideally, they should behave xata to pétoov tov kavévog (2 Cor 10, 13),

‘according to the measure of jurisdiction” (Furnish, 1984, p. 465) of God; in brief, the
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false apostles promote themselves and judge the others by their own measure, while
Paul behaves following God’s will.

Sch. Ph. 357-Sch. Ph. 363. After an analysis of the five main manuscripts, it is hard
to find a perfect correspondence between Staab’s edition and the manuscript tradition
in this group of scholia. Staab published them as one scholium on 2 Cor 11, 4-7 (Staab,
1933, pp. 598-599), but the investigation of the manuscripts revealed seven scholia
sometimes combined in different ways. For instance, Sch. Ph. 358 and Sch. Ph. 359 are
written as one scholium in GA 1923 and GA 1982, but in GA 1905 they are kept
separate. Conversely Sch. Ph. 362 and Sch. Ph. 363 are combined as one scholium in
GA 1905, but divided in GA 1923 and GA 1982, which shows another discontinuity
between these three manuscripts. Furthermore, the last two scholia are also combined
in GA 91 and GA 1907, but this is still not enough to presume a relationship with GA
1905. Additionally, there some incongruencies regarding both the composition and
identification of these scholia which Staab does not observe. In GA 1915, the three
scholia are anonymous; Sch. Ph. 360 is also anonymous in both GA 1923 and GA 1982;
Sch. Ph. 361 is preserved only in GA 1915 and GA 91. The following couple of scholia,
Sch. Ph. 362 and Sch. Ph. 363 are combined as an anonymous and mostly incomplete
text (up to éAéyxovtog, corresponding to Staab, 1933, p. 599, 1. 34) in GA 1915; they
are also treated as a single scholium in GA 91. Overall, the identification of each single
scholium turned out to be more difficult than in the previous groups of scholia.

It seems that in this case, Staab who tends to follow GA 1915 for his edition, preferred

to base his text on GA 1923 and GA 1982 for his edition of 2 Cor 11, 4-7, but without
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providing any explanation, although I believe that since Sch. Ph. 375, Sch. Ph. 358, Sch.
Ph. 359 and Sch. 363 and Sch. Ph. 363 were anonymous and the last two partially
incomplete, this might have affected his editorial choices. With regard to Sch. Ph. 363,
this is the first time that a scholium in GA 1915 is found incomplete in the analysis of
the Scholia Photiana.

With specific regard to the contents, Sch. Ph. 357, Sch. Ph. 358 and Sch. Ph. 359
comment on the same Pauline verse, 2 Cor 11, 4. In his second letter, Paul defends his
role as apostle against the false apostles who had come to Corinth promoting
themselves and discrediting him. In chapter 11, Paul cites again the false apostles who
had been welcomed by the Corinthians and says:

El pév yap 0 éoxopevog aAAov ITnoovv knovooel 6v ovk eknEvEapeV, 1) TVELUA
étepov AauPavete 6 ovk eAdPete, 1) evayyéAlov €tepov O ovk €déEaocOe, KaAwg
avéxeoOe (NA2S).

Overall, the three scholia repeat as well as clarify what Paul states in the letter, which
is typical of Photian exegesis. Afterwards, Staab prints Sch. Ph. 360, probably using
the incipit of that scholium, H kat obtwg (another Photian exegetical formula), as a
link to the three scholia above. Then, the exegete carries on: since the Corinthians
welcomed another false apostle, coming from outside the Corinthian community to
follow the gospel which is not the one Paul had been teaching before, why not
welcome Paul again? Doing this, Staab creates an organic and uniform text
interpreting 2 Cor 11, 4 based on seven scholia, also including Sch. Ph. 361, Sch. Ph.

362 and Sch. Ph. 363. In the first one, Photius continues to point out that the

Corinthians replaced Paul’s teaching with the false speech of the false apostles and, as
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is common in his exegesis, adopts the first-person perspective, talking as Paul himself
and addressing the Corinthians directly. Sch. Ph. 361 seems more an excursus on the
meaning of the words Adyog and yvwoic. In 2 Cor 11, 5 the Apostle, comparing
himself to the new false apostles, declares himself not to be very skilled in speaking
publicly, but he is not less than them in terms of knowledge. The exegete clarifies that
yvwoic and A6yog do not always have the same meaning in Paul’s writings; in fact,
Yvwois is the word spreading from the Good News, tov tov knovypatog Adyov
(Staab 1933, p. 599, 1. 11); while Adyoc is the charism of the teacher, referring to his
ability of engaging delivering speeches (1. 10). With regard to A6yog, Photius also
states that in Greek philosophy the word had the meaning of éyyeyvuvaocOaur (1.13),
‘to be trained’”® and that Paul uses it with the meaning of kateotwpvAwoOar (1. 14),
‘chatter,””! without any divine sense; conversely the word yvwoic is interpreted as, T0
teteAewwoOatl v ) Oeooopla, ‘to fulfil/perform a prophecy in theology” (1. 14-15).
Sch. Ph. 362 reinforces the same ideas as the previous scholia.

Sch. Ph. 364; Sch. Ph. 365; Sch. Ph. 366. The short texts of Sch. Ph. 364 and Sch. Ph.
365 and Sch. Ph. 366 confirm the features of Photian exegetical style often using the
technique of question and answer; in particular, Sch. Ph. 365:

OV Bavpaotdv, enotv- dik T 0Tt ppelofal, TAVTWS X0EWOTOLOLTOV dDWDATKAAOV,
0¢ dyyeAog wv 0kOTOUG, PTG etvatl oxnuatiCetat. (Staab, 1933, p. 600, 11. 3-5).

7 Lampe, 1961, ‘éyyvpvalw,” p. 398.
71 Liddell et al., 1940, kataotwpvAdopat, p. 915. The verb is documented only a few times, twice in
Greek, both times in Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazousae (kateotwpVAato) and Ranae

(kateotwpvApéve) (ed. Caulon, 1928, pp. 462, 1161).
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The exegesis through the question duk ti; and the use of 6t followed by the
epexegetic infinitive is very frequent in all the Scholia Photiana. However, the most
interesting part of the sentence is the reference to Lucifer, as the angel who was given
form in the light and now is in the darkness. This is in Chrysostom, In Sancti Joannis
Prophetae, but as a reference used by the angel Gabriel, who introduces himself as
AyyeAog el @wTog kKat ovxt okotoug (PG 61, col. 758). Sch. Ph. 366 is a comment on
2 Cor 11, 16 where Paul declares in front of the community that he is not a fool because
he dared to praise himself for his knowledge. The focus is on the adjective agova,
which is in the letter, and the noun &@pocvvn). Paul’s irony, as Photius remarks, is
that of course he is not foolish, but the opposite, as foolish is the man who says vain
speech.

Sch. Ph. 367. The scholium is very brief, consisting of only two sentences and
commenting on 2 Cor 11, 23. Although it is anonymous in GA 91 (f. 165v), all the other
manuscripts confirm Photian authorship thanks to the ligature, pwt/¢@t. In regard to
the content, the exegete again uses questions to remark on the irony of Paul (Sch. Ph.
301). In fact, the Apostle defines himself as delirious, Tagagpovwv AaAw®, in contrast
with the pseudoapostles who have been depicted as wise in 2 Cor 11, 19. In the
question Tolat yap OAwg mapa@Eoovvn TO UTEQ TOLG PevdamooTOAovg Aéyerv
éavtov dudkovov eivat Xgrotov; Photius reinforces Paul’s ironic comment in the
letter.

Sch. Ph. 368-Sch. Ph. 369. Sch. Ph. 368 and Sch. Ph. 369 comment on 2 Cor 11, 25. The

exegete focusses again on the role of Paul as dukrovov, ‘servant,” of God (2 Cor 11, 23)
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and not at all inferior to the false apostles. He interprets the meaning of toic
é¢vavaynoa, ‘I was shipwrecked three times,” as indicating that Paul, like all
humankind, had moved away from God three times, falling from Paradise, being
shipwrecked in the Great Flood and following the Law.

Sch. Ph. 370. This scholium is anonymous in GA 1907 (f. 16v) , but all the other
manuscripts preserve it with a Photian ligature. The scholium comments on 2 Cor 12,
1; in particular the exegete focuses on the phrase kavCaoOat 1) o0 ocvpépet pot. The
phrase should be interpreted in the light of 2 Cor 11, 30 Ei kavxaoOat det, T ¢
aoOeveiag pov kavyrooupay as saying that the only source of pride for Paul is his
own weakness, which is another proof of Paul’s wisdom.

Sch. Ph. 371-Sch. Ph. 372. These two scholia were published by Staab as an exegesis
of 2 Cor 12, 2-3; however, I found the use of the verb megirtoAoyéw to be very
peculiar, in the form of the participle megittoAoywv in Sch. Ph. 371 (Staab 1933, p. 601,
1. 17), meaning, ‘say what is superfluous’ (Liddell et al, 1940, p. 1387). That is
documented in Chrysostom, In Epistulam ad Romanos, Homilia I (PG 60, col. 399),7
ITaot toic ovowy v Pwun kAntoic’ (Rm 1, 7). Tovto ¢ ov megrrtoAoywv motel, AAAX
PovAdpevoc avtoug Trg evepyeoiag avapvnoat. However, the use of the same

participle is not enough to suppose any reminiscences of Chrysostom, in this case.

72 The passage of Chrysostom is also quoted verbatim by John of Damascus, Commentarii in Epistulas

Pauli (PG, col. 445) (also ed. Volks, 2013).

211



Sch. Ph. 373-Sch. Ph. 376. Staab edited these four, brief scholia as one text providing
the exegesis of 2 Cor 12, 6-7. Apart from Sch. Ph. 375, they all are preserved as
anonymous in GA 1982, while they are identified by the Photian ligature in the ‘sister’
manuscript GA 1923. There is also an analogous case to Sch. Ph. 296 and Sch. Ph. 297
in 1 Cor: Sch. Ph. 376 is preserved as anonymous in GA 1923 and GA 1982 and also
appears incorporated in the body of the text of the tenth-century catena in GA 1905,
while all the other scholia of the group are late additions. This could confirm what I
stated about the possibility that some Scholia Photiana already existed in the catena of
Pseudo-Oecumenius in the tenth century. Furthermore, it appeared from the
examination of the manuscripts that Sch. Ph. 375 is written as an addition in the left
margin in GA 1923 (f. 186r).

Sch. Ph. 377-Sch. Ph. 378. These two scholia were edited as one brief text
commenting on 2 Cor 12, 11 (Staab, 1933, p. 602); to notice that Sch. Ph. 377 is written
as an additional scholium in the right margin in GA 1915.

Sch. Ph. 379-Sch. Ph. 387. With regard to the group of Scholia Photiana on 2 Cor 13,
there are nine scholia, each one corresponding to a paragraph of the scholia already
edited (Staab 1933, pp. 602-604) and the manuscripts do not seem to preserve any
other unpublished text; however, in this case, manuscript GA 1905 (f. 112r), shows a
different order in the arrangement of Sch. Ph. 380, Sch. Ph. 381 and Sch. Ph. 387, which
include comments on 2 Cor 13, 4 (corresponding to Staab 1933, pp. 602—603, scholia
on 2 Cor 13, 4a and the first paragraph of 2 Cor 13, 4b). In GA 1905, Sch. Ph. 382

precedes Sch. Ph 380 and Sch. Ph. 381. If the scholia are considered to be independent
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annotations on manuscripts related to GA 1923, I should point out that the alteration
does not affect GA 1923. With regards to the contents, Sch. Ph. 379, Sch. Ph. 380 and
Sch. Ph. 381 are related to the interpretation of doxiunv Cntetv (2 Cor 13, 3), ‘seeking
the proof” of Christ speaking through Paul, which according to the exegete is a sin
characteristic of those who are ignorant, unsure and ungrateful; specifically, this is
said in Mt 27, 42 of those who question why Jesus did not save himself, ignoring that
his crucifixion is the proof itself. Sch. Ph. 383 is a paraphrase of 2 Cor 13, 5 where Paul
discusses the importance of trying oneself to find out that Christ is in everyone, a
concept that is also related to the previous claiming of proofs from the Corinthians.
Additionally, the other three final scholia of the section are a periphrasis in the style
of the Scholia Photiana of 2 Cor, 13, 5; 2 Cor 13, 7 and 2 Cor 13, 11, with the reiteration
of Paul’s teaching not only not to sin, but to behave well, an idea which Paul had
already insisted on in the first epistle and has been reinforced several times in the

second one.

IV.4 Conclusion
As in the case of the previous two groups of Scholia Photiana on Romans and 1
Corinthians, the collection of Scholia Photiana on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians
confirms the stylistic trends of Scholia Photiana: strictly philological and literal with a
dominant oral component. Comparing the manuscripts to Staab’s edition, I found
new unpublished texts in manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus including Sch. Ph. 324;

Sch. Ph. 335; Sch. Ph. 338; Sch. Ph. 353a, which demonstrates that even in 2 Cor the
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Pseudo-Oecumenian catena preserves more exegetical material ascribed to Photius
than that published by Staab, which is again in line with Hergenrother’s hypothesis
that Photius compiled his own exegetical work commenting extensively - possibly
entirely - on all the letters (Hergenréother, 1869, pp. 85-86).

I also found another explicit reference to the Fathers, specifically in Sch. Ph. 335
(supra, p. 196) where the name of Cyril and the reference to his work Contra Iulianum
Imperatorem are explicitly mentioned by the exegete. This is the second time that I
found an explicit reference to another work in the Scholia Photiana; previously another
reference was found in Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. 228 (supra, pp. 153-154), where the name of
Epiphanius was mentioned in the scholium. With regard to more general
reminiscences of the other Fathers, such as Chrysostom, I found nothing relevant to
report for the group of Scholia Photiana on 2 Corinthians. It seems that the exegete
continues providing his own interpretation, with no other reminiscence of the old

Fathers.
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V A new analysis of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistles to the Galatians and the
Ephesians.

V.1 A brief introduction.

Scholia ascribed to Photius on the Epistles to the Galatians and Ephesians are mostly
preserved in manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus; therefore, it must be noticed that,
starting with these two letters, the manuscripts examined will only be of type and that
type and there will be no mention any more of GA 1915. Indeed, it was Staab’s opinion
that on the basis of the Typus Vaticanus, compilers added extra material to that catena
with the intention of creating as complete as possible a commentary on the whole
corpus of letters; the first stage of additions - Corpus Extravagantes - led to the creation
of the Normal Typus, which was later expanded into the Erweiterte Typus with the
addition of the Scholia Photiana (Staab, 1926, p. 137). However, in recent years this
theory has been rediscussed, leading to the conclusion that the catena of Pseudo-
Oecumenius is in fact the oldest (Houghton and Parker, 2016, p. 19). In the light of this
new hypothesis, we should consider the scholia on Galatians, Ephesians and the
following epistles as pre-existing the Typus Vaticanus, even though the manuscripts
preserving them date back only to the eleventh century.

Moreover, it must be noticed that manuscript GA 1982 does not preserve the Scholia
Photiana in the commentary form 1 Cor 12, 11 to Gal 1-3 (Sch. Ph. 378-Sch. Ph. 401);
the Scholia Photiana are documented again from Gal 4, 4 (Sch. Ph. 402). Although the
rest of the numbered scholia of the catena seem to be identical to GA 1923, in GA 1982

the Scholia Photiana between f. 153v and f. 168v were not copied at all.
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I report in this chapter the result of my analysis of the most relevant scholia on the

letters to the Galatians (V.2) and the Ephesians (V.3).

V.2 The Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Galatians.

Compared to the previous three collections on Romans and 1-2 Corinthians, the
group of scholia on Galatians is rather small, consisting of only twenty-six brief
scholia. Nevertheless, the analysis of these scholia leads to further reflections about
the nature of the Photian interpretation of the biblical text and his relationship with
Chrysostom’s exegetical activity.

Sch. Ph. 387-Sch. Ph. 389. By combining these three scholia, Staab edited a scholium
on Gal 1, 16-22 (Staab, 1933, pp. 604-605). If we look at the whole catena, it seems that
Photius is the only exegete who comments on Gal 1, 16 in the Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena. As I previously observed in the group of Scholia Photiana on Romans and 1
Corinthians, there is an echo of Chrysostom here, in particular in Sch. Ph. 388, ov
TIQOETIUNOA IDELV OVYYEVES 1) olklav 1) matEda (Staab, 1933, p. 605, 1. 2). According
to the epistle, Paul did not ask for advice from anyone before leaving Damascus and
starting his preaching. To explain that, the Apostle uses the metaphor of caoxi kai
aiparty, ‘flesh and blood.” The tricolon ovyyeveig 1) oikiav 1) matEda appears several
times in different works of Chrysostom (e.g. PG 50, col. 636; PG 57, col. 36 and 200 ),
but this also a quotation of Mt. 19, 29, which does not necessary imply a reference to

Chrysostom’s work.
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In Sch. Ph. 389, the exegete notices a discrepancy between Galatians and Acts about
the chronological order of Paul’s preaching destinations. The letter says that Paul went
to Arabia but omits the location he departed from; the exegete points out that
according to the Acts of the Apostles Paul departed from Damascus to reach
Jerusalem. Particularly interesting from an exegetical point of view is the sentence in

the following passage:

[...] peta & étn 1pia TOL KkNEVOOEW pe dWAokeww dvnABov etv TTétpov, oV
UaOelv TL T’ AVTOU - 1)O1 YAQ €yw evnyyeAllouny kal éxknpvttov. (Staab, 1933, p.
605, 1. 12).

Paul does mention his visit to Peter in Gal 1, 18-19 and adds that none of the other
apostles except James was in Jerusalem at that time. However, the impression is that
Paul is giving information about his travels, without any polemics against the
apostles. On the other side, Photius reads Gal 1, 18-19 in the light of the Prologue, Gal
1,12 and Gal 1, 24. In Gal 1, 1 Paul claims firmly his role of apostle, dix Tnoov Xpiotov
kal Oeov matpog and in Gal 1, 12 he states, ovd¢ yap éyw mapa avOpwmov
nagéAaov avTo ovte €dAXONV, dAAx dU amokaAvews ITnoov Xpotov (NA 28).
Therefore, even though he is commenting on Gal 1, 16-22, the exegete underlines how
neither Peter nor James should be considered Paul’s teacher and clearly defends Paul’s
teaching and learning as directly belonging to God.

Sch. Ph. 390. This is an unpublished scholium that I discovered in GA 2183 (f. 253)
and as anonymous in GA 91 (f. 171v). It comments briefly on Gal 1, 24: [...] d¢

£d0&alov v ot tov 0edv (NA28). The text of the brief scholium is as follows:
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Ovk eimev: emMv o0V 1] €d0EALOV He, AAAX TOV OV, Pnot, £ddOEalov. OAov Y& TO
Kat' €ué @noL TS X&ELTog v ToL Oeov.

(tr.) "He did not say, “Later, they glorified me,” but, “They glorified —he says—
God.” Indeed, the whole “through me” he says belongs to the Grace of God.’

The style has some of the Photian exegetical features, on the basis of which I consider
this brief text as a Scholium Photianum. The procedure of starting the explanation with
what Paul could have said, ovk eintev, followed by an imaginary quotation, in order
to highlight what not to intend from the reading of the letter, recurs in the Scholia
Photiana, especially the ones on Romans (e.g. Sch. Ph. 4b; Sch. Ph. 29; Sch. Ph. 76; Sch.
Ph. 94), but also those on 1-2 Corinthians (e.g. Sch. Ph. 195; Sch. Ph. 321b). This is also
a procedure documented in the Bibliotheca (e.g. cod. 229; cod. 280) and in Scholia
Photiana in catenae on the Gospels of John (Reuss, 1966, p. 106, 1. 4; 14) and Matthew
(Reuss, 1957, p. 75, coll. 66) ascribed to Photius as well.

While, on one hand, the scholium is identified by the Photian ligature gwt in GA
2183, on the other hand this is anonymous in GA 91, although it appears to be
combined with the following Sch. Ph. 391, also commenting on Gal 1, 24 and published
by Staab (1933, p. 605, 1l. 22-24). Image 8 shows the location of Sch. Ph. 390 in the

manuscript and how it is treated as one text with Sch. Ph. 391:
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e

(Image 8: GA 91, . 171v, 11. 22-25).

218



The ligature ¢t refers to Sch. Ph. 391, whose text in GA 91 is as follows: 73

£00Ealov €v ol Tov Oedv, ovXL TOV delva 1) TOV detva DIDAOTKAAOV, AAA ADTOV TOV
Oedv. avTog NV 0 amokaAvPag av Epot kat dALAS TO KNELYUA.

It is evident that in GA 91 the two scholia are not only consecutive, but not even
separated by any space, as may sometimes happen among scholia of different sources
in this manuscript. Since the style confirms Photian authorship, I believe both Sch. Ph.
390 and Sch.Ph. 391 are to be considered as scholia belonging to the same source.

Sch. Ph. 391. This is a brief scholium on Gal 1, 24 (Staab, 1933, p. 605), preserved in
the manuscripts on the same pages as the previous one. It recalls the end of Chapter 1
kat £doalov €v epot tov Bedv, in which Paul remembers the Galatians praising God
because of himself. Again, this should be read as a declaration of apostleship, which
directly belongs to God and not to the other apostles. Therefore, what the exegete says
at the end of Sch. Ph. 389, ovkovv ovk an’” &dvBowmov éuadov, which might be unclear
at first reading, is clearer if we consider the whole of Gal 1. The polemical attitude to
keeping a distance from the apostles and their disciples is not something explicit in
the letter, but the exegete seems to have no doubt about it. However, from Acts 9, 26
we know that Barnabas introduced Paul to the apostles and that Paul received their
support during his preaching. So, what else can be the origin of this interpretation?
Chrysostom’s influence on the exegete remains the main option. In his commentary

on the Epistle to the Galatians (PG 61), Chrysostom several times mentions the

73 ] preferred to report here the transcription of Sch. Ph. 391 following GA 91, since the edition of Staab

is largely based on GA 1923, the other manuscript preserving Sch. Ph. 391.
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hostility to Paul of those who followed Peter, James and John, claiming to be taught
by those who knew Jesus for first and were commonly recognized as the pillars of the
Church:

"EAeyov yop 0 £pOnv elnwv, ol dTtatewveg Ekevol, OTL TWV ATIOOTOAWV ATIAVTWV
g¢oxatog o0TO¢ £0Tl, Kal maQ’ ekelvwv 0waxOnv. ITétoog yap kat Takwpog wal
Twavine kat éxAnOnoav mowrol, kat kogupaiol Twv padntwv eiot [...].(PG 61, col.
613)

Chrysostom’s commentary, also add clarity to the last line of Sch. Ph. 389:

[...] ol Yoo Aowmtot €déovto ddaokaAing, AAA” oUK €DWOIXOKOV. OVKOVV OUK QT
avOowmov éuabov (Staab, 1933, p. 605, 1. 21) .

The verse becomes clearer if we identify ot Aotrtot with those who followed the first
apostles and disapproved of Paul’s preaching.

Sch. Ph. 392. After the brief scholium on Gal 1, 24, Staab publishes a scholium on Gal
2, 2; (Staab, 1933, p. 605). It is also relevant to notice that in the first two Photiana on
Galatians and in the first part of the scholium the exegete, instead of using the third-
person verb, as he largely did in Romans, uses the first-person, as he is talking from
Paul’s point of view, as observed in some scholium on 1-2 Corinthians (e.g. Sch. Ph.
212; Sch. Ph. 324; Sch. Ph. 361). In the scholium, the question ¢ o0V vov dnuooia
eAéyxey (Staab, 1933, p. 605, 11. 30-31) seems to recall the Chrysostomian lines,

[...] oU 0¢ kal dnuooia EAEYYELS Kal HEYa PEOVELS ETTL T TOAYHATL [...] KAl ovk

EAéyxelc dnuooia povov, aAAa kat kaBdmeQ v 0T, TOlG YOAUUAOL TNV HAXTV
eyxaodaéac (Chrysostom, In illud: In faciem ei restiti, PG 61, col. 374).

Sch. Ph. 393. The text of Sch. Ph. 393, commenting on Gal 2, 3-5, offers an unclear

exegesis, but it becomes more understandable after the reading of Chrysostom’s
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commentary (PG 61). As the Apostle says in the letter, he returned to Jerusalem
together with Barnabas and Titus, who, even though he was Greek, was not forced to
be circumcised. In his exegesis Photius remembers how Timothy, another of Paul’s
disciples, was indeed circumcised unlike Titus, and gives his interpretation of the
difference between the two disciples’ cases. According to Photius, Timothy was
circumcised to gain the approval of the Jews: dAA” tva kepdjom toLGg O AcOévelav
Aoylopwv okavdaAilopévog (Staab, 1933, p. 606, 11. 8-9). This interpretation does not
seem to depend on Acts 16, 1-3, where the return to Jerusalem with Titus is
mentioned, nor on any other passage of the Epistles to Timothy. In fact, Photius’
interpretation seems similar to a passage in Chrysostom, In Epistulam ad Galatas
Commentarius. (PG 61). According to the Golden Mouth, Paul sent Timothy to the Jews
after his circumcision, so that they would welcome him without suspecting that the

real reason of Timothy’s mission was the abolition of that practice:

Ovtog avtog 0 paxdolog IlavAog 6 meprtoprnv avapwv, pHéAAwv mote TOV
TwoBeov Tovdaiolc mMEUTEY dDATKAAOV, TEQITEHWY AVTOV TIQOTEQOV, OUTWS
é¢nepnpev. Emoinoe 0¢ tolovto, (va eVTTAQADEKTOS YEVITAL TOLG AKQOATALS, Kol
elonAOe peta TG TEQLTOUNG, (vat KATtaAvoT) TV TeQLTopnv. AAAX v altiav avtog
uev nrilotato kat TypuoOeog, toig 0¢ padnrais ovk eintev. El yap éyvwoav, 6tL dux
TOUTO TEQLETEUEV, tvax AVOT) TNV TEQLTOUT]V, OVD’ AV TV &XQXNV TJKOLOAV QXVTOV
ONUIYOQOVVTOG, KALTO AV &V dLe@Ov1 KEQDOG: VUV OE 1) AYVOLAX T HEYLOTA AXVTOVG
w@éAnoe (Chrysostom, In Epistulam ad Galatas Commentarius, PG 61, col. 636).

Additionally, 1I. 1-3 of the scholium shows some similarities with John of Damascus,
Commentarii in Epistulas Pauli, although the exegete of the scholium alters the syntax

by bringing the accusative Titov forward and replacing the adjective arpopvotov
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with a secondary clause, “because he was born Greek”. Even if the similarity with
John of Damascus is evident, the hypothesis that this sentence is only the result of a

paraphrase of Paul’s words by the exegete is also worthy of consideration.

Sch. Ph. 393 (Staab, 1933, p. John of Damascus,

606, 11. 1-3): Commentarii in Epistulas
Pauli (PG 95, col. 784, 1.
36):
(Gal 2, 3) aAA” ovdE [...] ovd¢ Titov [...] ovta €k Ot &moéotoAol, gnotv, ov
Tiroc 6 ovv épol, ‘EAANVIKNs oTtopag K NVAYKaoav dkeopuoto
EAANV @V, NvaykdoOn  yeyevvnuévog, Nvaykacav v ovia tov Titov
rieprtunOnvat (NA28). ot drtdotolot reprtunOnvad [...].

nmteortunOnvat [...].

Sch. Ph. 394. This is a short scholium consisting of only one sentence published as a
comment on Gal 2, 6 (Staab, 1933, p. 606). It is important to notice that the only
manuscript preserving it is GA 1923. After a careful research, I did not find any
evidence of Sch. Ph. 394 in GA 1905, which confirms what already stated in regard to
the possible relationship between these two manuscripts (e.g. Sch. Ph. 4a, Sch. Ph. 212,
Sch. Ph. 256 and Sch. Ph. 265).

Sch. Ph. 395. For both the Patriarch and Chrysostom the interpretation of Gal 2, 8-
14 deserves particular attention. Even if the text of the scholium is difficult to
understand, it is clear that for both of them the incident at Antioch deserves a more
accurate reading. According to what the Epistle says, Peter, who was in charge of the
preaching among the Jews, started in Antioch to avoid the Gentiles, with whom he

had spent time as soon as the Jews joined him. For both Photius and Chrysostom
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Paul’s words are not to be taken as a criticism of Peter, who apparently is accused of
acting against the gospel principle, but the incident must be seen as an act of wisdom
of both Paul and Peter. In particular, the scholium in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena
interprets Peter’s attitude towards Paul in the light of 2 Peter 3, 15, in which Peter
praises Paul’s wisdom. On the other side, according to Chrysostom Paul’s reprimand
is intended as an exhortation to Peter, also addressed to all the Jews. In the case of the
scholium, the invitation to a more accurate reading of the biblical text is seen in the
use of okoTtel, ‘observe,” addressed by the exegete to his audience.

Sch. Ph. 396. This brief scholium is anonymous in both GA 91 and GA 1907, although
GA 1923 and GA 2183 preserve it with a Photian ligature: the use of another biblical
quotation, évapfapevoc mvevpatt (Phil 1, 6) to enrich the exegesis is one of the
characteristics of Photian exegesis. With regard to the content, the scholium comments
on Tooavta éndOerte eixn); Etye kat eixr) in Gal 3, 4; according to the exegete, the one
who suffers because he fell into temptation, suffers in vain and moreover, destroys the
awards and achievement he had gained for Christ.

Sch. Ph. 397. This is a very brief scholium, consisting of only two sentences
commenting on Gal 3, 15 (Staab, 1933, p. 607). It is anonymous in GA 1907, but
ascribed to Photius in GA 1923 and GA 91. The exegesis is based on the explanation
of the participle kexvowuévny, ‘confirmed,” which refers to the law in the Pauline
verse. However, Photius also interprets it as dkvog, ‘obsolete,” meaning that the law

changed in the Gospels.
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Sch. Ph. 398; Sch. Ph. 407. Due to the similarities between these two cases, I will
discuss Sch. Ph. 398 and Sch. Ph. 407 in the same section. It is important to notice that
both these scholia are preserved in the same manuscripts: GA 91, GA 2183 and GA

1905, but not GA 1923 and GA 1982.

With regards to Sch. Ph. 398, according to the information in the edition (Staab, 1933,
p. 607), this brief scholium on Gal 3, 17 was only preserved in GA 91 (f. 175r); however,
following the analysis of all the manuscripts, I found the scholium also in GA 2183
(260v) as anonymous and also in GA 1905 (f. 121v) and GA 1916 (£.96r). It would not
be a surprise to find some material in common between GA 91 and GA 2183 as
happened for Sch. Ph. 390 and Sch. Ph. 412 (see below), plus many other cases
described in the previous chapters (e.g. Sch. Ph. 1a; Sch. Ph. 2; Sch. Ph. 43; Sch. Ph. 45;
Sch. Ph. 52; Sch. Ph. 83b etc.); but is is relevant that the same text is preserved in GA
1905. It was clear to Staab that there was a relationship between GA 1905 and GA 1923,
although in the chapters above I have shown that this relationship is not as clear as
Staab had thought. Sch. Ph. 398, as well as Sch. Ph. 394, demonstrates that the
additional material in the margin of GA 1905 could have belonged to a source other
that GA 1923, probably closer to GA 91. It should also be noticed that, when the two
sources are compared , the text of Sch. Ph. 398 is exactly identical in both manuscripts.
Similarly, Sch. Ph. 407 on Gal 5, 24 is preserved in both GA 91 (f. 179r) and GA 1905

(f. 126r), but there is no evidence of this scholium in GA 1923 or even GA 1982 to
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support the hypothesis that the eleventh-century scribe copied it from GA 1923 into

GA 1905.

Sch. Ph. 399-Sch. Ph. 400. In these two scholia on Gal 3, 20-21 (Staab, 1933, pp. 607-
608), the exegete identifies Christ with Paul’s peoitng, the mediator. The same
interpretation is in the commentary on Galatians by Chrysostom, although the
identification of Christ with the mediator is abundantly documented among the
Fathers, such as Origen (PG 14, col. 1297 C), Marius Victorinus (ed. Locher, 1972, p.
34), Ambrosiaster (ed. Volgels, 1969, pp. 38-40), Jerome (PL 26, 392-393) and

Augustine (PL 35, 2122).7

Another slight similarity is in the use of the expression dvtiOnow Avel after the

lemma, which probably follows Chrysostom’s comment on the same verse:

Sch. Ph. 399 (Staab, 1933, p. 608, 1. 3): Chrysostom, In Epi. ad Gal. comm.
(PG 61, col. 655):

‘O oV VOHOG KATA TV [...] 0 & vOpog katapav eloayel,
EnayyeAlwv Tov Oeov; pn yévorro. AQa KATA TV EnayyeAlwv Tov Oeov.
avtiOnow Aver fjonaoe ydo, patev ITwc o AveL v avtiBeorv; ITowtov
av tveg, 6 vopog To [l 5] dkalwpa HEV aTtoryopevel elmtwv- M) yévotto
TV EMAYYEALQV Kal Yéyove kat' [...]
avtv [...].

This is the second time in the group of Scholia Photiana on Galatians (see also Sch.

Ph. 393) that I have found a reference to Chrysostom, In Epistulam ad Galatas

74 Other exegetes identify the mediator with Moses: Basil, De Spiritu sancto XIV, 33; SC 17 bis (ed. Henry,
1938, p. 360); Theodoret (PG 82, 481B); Gennadius of Constantinople (Staab 1933, p. 419, on Gal 3, 20).
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Commentarius. Although in the previous case Chrysostom could have been the source
of the content, but the scholium did not show any Chrysostomian quotation, in Sch.
Ph 399 the verbatim citation is evident. This is another case of the multiple quotations
and reference to Chrysostom’s writings I found in the Scholia Photiana so far (see also
Sch. Ph. 1a, 2, 6a, 43, 45, 52, 59a, 83b, 135b, 204a. 212, 241, 288, 297, 324, 335, 338, 388,
391, 392, 393, 395, which furthermore confirms the predominance of the
Chrysostomian reminiscences in the Scholia Photiana and the possible use of the

catenae as a source for the Photian exegesis.

From Sch. Ph. 401 to Sch. Ph. 407. The rest of the Photian collection on Galatians
consists of other very brief scholia (Staab, 1933, pp. 608-609). Even if some verses such
as Gal 4, 23, Gal 5, 16-17, Gal 5, 24 (in Sch. Ph. 404, Sch. Ph. 406 and Sch. Ph. 407
respectively) are also examined by Chrysostom, the analysis of the contents gives no
evidence of a close link between the two exegetes. Indeed, the scholia in the catena of
Pseudo-Oecumenius have the purpose of simplifying the Pauline text and making it
more accessible to the audience. Most especially, the similarities between the two

exegetes coexist with the independent interpretation of Photius (supra, p. 224).

Sch. Ph. 408. At first sight, the sequence of the different scholia on Galatians
published by Staab shows an almost perfect combination with comments of other
authors in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena; the intention of creating as complete as
possible a commentary on the Pauline letter is not only related to the combination of

different verses, but also to the integration of multiple scholia to complete the exegesis
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of a single verse. Additionally, a scholium ascribed to Oecumenius is also preserved

in GA 1923. At first reading, the two texts seem to be complementary:

(Gal 6, 2) AAANAWV Tt
Bdon Paotalete kal
oUTwWG AvamANowoeTe

TOV VOOV TOU XQLOTO.

(ed. NA2S).

Oecumenius, Gal 6, 2
(Staab, 1933, p. 447, 11.
23-25):

"H 6t 10 tx dAANAwv
Bapn xal EAattwpata
Baotaley Kata ToUTO
TIAT)QWO(G 0Tt TOV
VOHoL ToL XQLoTov KO’
0 €€ ayanng [1. 25]
yivetar mMANowTkn d¢ 1
AyAamnng tov Oelov vopov.

Sch. Ph. 407 (Staab, 1933,
p. 610, 11. 1-5):

Kai o0twe
avamAnpwoete TOV
vouov. O yap tov
XpLoTov vOpog 0 dx TV
£€QywV TOolOVTOG €delxOn:
avToC yap Tac AuapTiag
nuwv avédafev kat Tac
vooovg épaotacey (Is 53,
4). Kai 1y OtegPoAr), ot
Kal 0TavEov Kai
Odvartov Omep Nuwv [l. 5]
katedéEaro.

The bishop of Trikka focuses on the first part of the Pauline verse, highlighting the

idea of fulfilling the Law by bearing and suffering others’ burdens; while Photius pays

more attention to the person of Christ, whose sacrifice was predicted in Is 53, 4.

Sch. Ph. 409. Sch. Ph. 409 is ascribed to Photius in all the manuscripts but GA 91.

This is also a brief scholium commenting on t0 d¢ €pyov éavtov dokipaléTw EKAOTOg

in Gal 6, 4 (Staab, 1933, p. 610). According to Photius, the verse is an invitation to self-

reflection for knowing ourselves and each other better. In this light, self-reflection is

an action to praise and encourage, because it brings with it the acknowledgement of

our own limits. This also happens in Sch. Ph. 409 (commenting on Gal 6, 4) where the

act of observing our own actions carefully is compared to the gold in a furnace (PG
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61, col. 675), but this metaphor is absent from Photius, who tends to limit his
interpretation to the specific Pauline text.

Sch. Ph. 410. This is another very brief scholium of only one sentence on Gal 6, 9
(Staab, 1933, p. 610). All the manuscripts preserve it, except GA 2183 and GA 1916.
The scholium preserves the exegesis of ékAvopevorin Gal 6, 9. The exegete interprets
it as an invitation to be actively involved in the spiritual life, which is also considered
as the end of any suffering.

Sch. Ph. 411 . As for Sch. Ph. 411, the only two manuscripts preserving Sch. Ph. 411
are GA 2183 (f. 272v) and GA 91 (f. 179v). The scholium is identified by a Photian
ligature in GA 2183, but not in GA 91, where the incipit of the scholium is also reduced

compared to the more extended version of GA 2183. The text is as follows:

[Tavta moovot kat dvOowmols agéoatl BéAovot. mololg TovTolg; 1) lovdalols. wg
EXOHEVOLS TOU TATEWOL VOMOUL: 1] Tolg €&w avOpwmolc w¢ padntaic VUL

KEXONUEVOL TO D¢ €V OaQKL TOVTEOTLY TOIS AVOQWTOIG.

(tr.) “To those who do everything and to the men who want to make amends. Which
men? They are either the Jews, so they are held on by the Law of the Father, or the
men outside (the Law), whom we proclaimed to be our disciples; the phrase “in the
tlesh” refers to the men.

Even though this is a brief piece of exegesis, I believe there are some features in line
with the style of the Scholia Photiana. For instance, the use of the question and answer
technique, which T'have discussed since the analysis of the Scholia Photiana on Romans

and which characterises a large number of Scholia Photiana, is clear in the use of Ttotoig
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tovtolg (1. 1); there is also abundance of participles (Toovot, OéAovot éxopévoig,
kexonuévor) as well as the use of 10 6¢ to introduce a biblical quotation to explain the

exegesis briefly.

Sch. Ph. 412. This scholium is in all the manuscripts and, with Sch. Ph. 399, is the
only Photian scholium on Galatians preserved in GA 1916. The scholium is brief and
comments on Gal 6, 17. In the letter Paul says, Tov Aotmov koToLG pHOL PUNdELS
MAEEXETW; £yw Yo ta otiypata tov Tnoov év 1@ owpati pov Paoctdlw. According
to the exegete, the best way Paul can defend himself from the attacks of those who
criticise him is through the action of preaching. In this light, Christ’s stigmata become
a metaphor of the preaching itself. Alternatively, Paul is refering to real suffering and
pains, therefore the stigmata would be intended as the physical suffering he had to

face, like Christ.

V.2.i Two new scholia in GA 1923 and GA 1982 found by Th. Panella.

In her doctoral thesis, Panella examined a range of manuscripts of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena tradition in order to produce the first critical edition of a
secondary type of Pseudo-Oecumenian catena on Galatians. In her research, Panella
also identified two new Scholia Photiana, classified by her as Comment 210a and
Comment 252a ( Panella, 2017, pp. 108-118).

The first one is a long comment on Gal 5, 15, preserved in three manuscripts: GA

1998 (f. 112v); 1923 (. 207r) and GA 1982 (f. 173v). In comparing the scholium to other
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texts, Panella identified some passages ascribed to Origen in a commentary on Ezekiel,
Selecta in Ezechielem (PG 13, in particular coll. 783.52-784.37) as very similar to parts of
Comment 210a and concluded that the scholium derived from the commentary on
Ezekiel (Panella, 2017, p. 111). Other scholia were also compared to the Martyrium
Pionee presbyteri et sodalium published by Musurillo in 1972, for which Panella
concluded that the source was not connected with Photius here either (Panella, 2017,
p.- 115). Additionally, Panella highlighted the ‘different typology” of Comment 210a
from those attributed to Photius in the same catena; particularly, she noticed the lack
of the repetition of the biblical quotation preceding the comment, as she would have
expected from the Scholia Photiana (ibid.).

Overall, I agree with Panella in not considering Comment 210a as a Scholium
Photianum for two main reasons. Firstly, a comparison between the scholium and the
catena on Ezekiel demonstrate that wherever Photius quotes another work, verbatim
quotations are very rare and brief, as the analysis of Scholia Photiana on Romans
showed (e.g. Sch. Ph. 12 and Sch. Ph. 1b). More frequently, there are reminiscences of
the fathers, such as Chrysostom. I also agree with Panella that the initials gpwt in the
ligature are not always a guarantee of authorship (Panella, 2017 p. 115); for this reason,
each single scholium needs a detailed analysis, instead of being ascribed to an author
only on the basis of the ligatures in the manuscript tradition. As I examined the style
of the new scholia that I found in the manuscripts to determine whether they could

belong to the same author, I have also analysed the two scholia edited by Panella.
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With regard to Comment 252a, this is a very brief passage with an explicit reference
to the Book of Revelation (name and title are reported by the exegete) preserved only
in GA 1923 (f. 210v) and GA 1982 (f. 176v). Although the scholium appears to be
anonymous, since there is no ligature to identify it as Photian, Panella recognised it as
a Scholium Photianum for two main reasons: firstly, the scholium is introduced by the
repetition of the biblical quotation, which Panella considered a feature of the Scholia
Photiana; secondly, a quotation of the Book of Revelation with exegetical purpose was

also a proof of its authorship.

Although I agreed with Panella on the authorship of Comment 210a, I disagree on
the conclusion that Comment 252a is from Photius. I think that what Panella believed
to be a pattern of the Scholia Photiana related to the biblical quotation as an incipit was
not an original feature of the Scholia Photiana, as I have demonstrated in the

Introduction (c. I. 3iii).

Overall, these observations confirm that, although the biblical quotations
accompanying the Scholia Photiana are specifically documented, they may not be part
of the scholia. This is one reason I do not agree with Panella concerning the
authenticity of Comment 252a. With regard to her second statement about the use of
the quotation from the Book of Revelation, it is true that Photius often refers to other
biblical passages for exegetical purposes, but so do Gennadius and Oecumenius. For
instance, in commenting on Gal 3, 20, Gennadius quotes Eph 2, 14 (Staab, 1933, p. 419,

1. 15) and in commenting on Gal 2, 11-16, Oecumenius quotes Mat 18, 15 (Staab, 1933,
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p. 447). Both those scholia are also preserved in GA 1923. However, this conclusion
can be extended to authors across the whole manuscript tradition. Furthermore, there
is the general trend in Photius’ exegesis to adapt the biblical quotation syntactically
or, whenever this is verbatim, not to report the source, unlike Commment 252, where
the exegete explicitly states wg 0 Twdvvng ev ) anmokaAvyer not and refers
presumably to Ap 21, 2, which could be behind the Pauline verse Gal 4, 26. Even in
this case the biblical references are not very clear, which is also unusual in Photius’
scholia, where with both verbatim or non-verbatim quotations, it is always very clear

which verse the exegete refers to.

V.3 The Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Ephesians.

The manuscript tradition preserves a small number of scholia commenting on the
Epistle to the Ephesians. Among these most are preserved in manuscripts of the
Erweiterte Typus and are ascribed to Photius. There are also very few brief scholia
ascribed to Oecumenius in both GA 1923, the Normal Typus, GA 1997, and the
Spezialtypus, GA 622. Other scholia ascribed to Severian are preserved in the Typus
Parisinus, GA 10.75

Sch. Ph. 413-Sch. Ph. 415. This group of three scholia was published by Staab as a

long text in three paragraphs on Eph 1, 3-13 (Staab, 1933, pp. 611-612). Indeed, the

75 For an edition of the scholia by Severian to see Staab, 1933, pp. 304-313 and for an edition of the

scholia of Oecumenius pp. 448-452.
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analysis of the manuscripts shows the scholia are three independent texts identified
by the ligature qpwt. In GA 2183 (f. 277r), Sch. Ph. 414 and Sch. Ph. 415 are combined
together as one scholium starting with Tovto d¢ (corresponding to Staab, 1933, p. 611,
1. 37 ff.), meaning that almost the first half of Sch. Ph. 414 is omitted in that manuscript.
However, the other manuscripts agree on the text of Sch. Ph. 414 as edited by Staab.
With regard to the contents, a comparison between the exegete and Chrysostom is
rather difficult; Chrysostom’s commentary is extensive and enriched with an
interpretative procedure which ranges all over the New and Old Testament, but there
is also a different point of view on the interpretation of certain passages. For instance,
with regard to evAoynoag fuag (Eph 1, 3) Chrysostom says that the blessed ones are
the Jews, while Photius clearly identifies the Christian community with fjuag, or, as
he says a few lines below, ot vioOetnOévteg, the adoptive sons (PG 62) . The motif of
the whole scholium seems to be a repetitive and cyclical explanation about how the
blessing of God consists of making them his own sons through the Son, Christ. This is
not a new topic for the reader of the catena, as the figure of Christ as mediator also
appeared in the scholia on Galatians and on Romans. Christ as a mediator does also
appear again in Chrysostom, where the blessing is explained with the metaphor of the
land and rock through a series of Old and New Testament quotations, including Is 1,
9, Dt7,13; Ex 3, 8; Mt 8, 24; Mt 7, 25.

Sch. Ph. 416. This scholium is a brief comment on Eph 1, 14 preserved in GA 1923,
GA 1982, GA 91, GA 1907 and GA 1916. The exegesis of the verse is based on the use

of the male pronoun &g referring to mvevpatu
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[...] v @ kat iotevoavteg é0@oaylodnte T mMveLHATL TG ETtayYeAlag To ayiw,
(14) 6¢ ¢otv dooaPwv tn¢ kKAngovouiag Nuwy, [...] (RP 2005).

It is clear that since mveVua is a neuter noun, we shoud have 6 in the text of the
letter; however, Photius finds an explanation of this alteration in the idea that the
Spirit can be identified with God: and therefore, the relative would actually agree with
Oeoc. The scholium demonstrates a certain interest for the grammar as a source of
exegesis.

Sch. Ph. 417. The brief scholium on Eph 1, 15 consists of only one sentence and
appears to be anonymous in GA 91. As it is evident from the comparison of the epistle
and the quotation in the catena, the interpretation is based on an alteration of the

syntax in Paul, as follows:

Sch. Ph. 417 (Staab, 1933, p. 612, 11. 34—

35):
(Eph 1, 15) [...] v ka0 Vuag miotv v Ka®” Omeofatov v v 1@ kuoiw
T KLEiw INoov kat v ayanny [...] Inoov ka@” duag miotv: v VUELG,
(NA28). enol, kéktnoOe.

Essentially, Photius applies a hyperbaton exchanging ka0” buag and év 1@ kviw
Tnoov in the Pauline text. This is not the first time that the exegete focuses on the order
of the words in the sentence as a starting point for his explanation. He has already
underlined the importance of the correct order of the syntax in Paul in several scholia
on Romans, such as in Sch. Ph. 49, where he believed kata oaprkd was clearly
functional to the presentation of Abraham; but also, in Sch. Ph. 4b, where he suggests

moving the parenthetical kat exkwAVONV dxoL ToU devpo to the end of the sentence.
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He offers a similar suggestion in Sch. Ph. 417, where he keeps the most important
element of the sentence, iottv, in a more relevant position at the end of the quotation.
Clearly the alteration of the order in this way gives him the chance to use a relative
pronoun to emphasise the following part of text.

Sch. Ph. 418-Sch. Ph. 420. This is another group of three scholia combined together
as a long text as an explanation of Eph 1, 19-20 (Staab, 1933, pp. 613—-614). The exegesis
of Eph 1, 19-21 is based on the observation of rhetorical features of the biblical text. In
particular, in Eph 1, 19 the exegete analyses the use of synonyms in order to create
emphasis; for instance, OUteoPdAAov péyeOog, (in Photius ka®’ OmepPoAn v péye0og),
the greatness belonging to God’s superiority, and ko&tog toxvoc avtov, the power of
his strength. Again, the figure of the mediator is the centre of the Pauline passage. The
mighty power of God shows up through Christ, whose body dies in order to rise again
and with him the souls of those who have faith. Clearly, so far, the topics in Galatians
and Ephesians are very similar to those of Romans and the abundance of the scholia
on Romans allows us to have an almost complete commentary on that letter in contrast
to Galatians and Ephesians, whose sets of scholia are very brief. Nevertheless, it is
surprising to find out that the editor who assembled the catena is very careful not to
reiterate most of the common motifs of the letters; in this way, he avoids redundant
repetitions of the same topics and gives a sense of uniformity to the general analysis
of the whole sets of scholia. For example, in the second part of Eph 1, 19-20, the author
quotes Rm 8, 29 for exegetical purposes, but there is not a proper scholium on that

verse in the manuscripts of the catena, even if scholia on Romans 8 are indeed
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preserved in the same manuscripts of Galatians and Ephesians. If redundancy is
present, this is in the internal structure of the single scholia, especially in the longest
ones. Repetitions, synonyms and changes in the structures of the verse, such as
hyperbaton, are all good attempts to clarify the Pauline text and make it more
accessible.

Sch. Ph. 421; Sch. Ph. 422. In the first scholium, commenting on Eph 1, 22-23 (Staab,
1933, p. 614) the whole interpretation of the text is based on changing the passive
participle tov mAngovpévov in Paul’s text into the active form Tov mAnovvToc. In
the second scholium, commenting on Eph 2, 1 (ibid.), the exegete points out the
prolixity of the text and the consecutive anacoluthon of the long sentence in the epistle:

Kai dpag dvtag vekoig Tolg MAQATTOUAOLY KAl TAlS AHaQTIAIS VHWY, 2 €V alg
TIOTE TEQLEMATIIOATE KATX TOV AV TOL KOOHOL TOUTOV, KATA TOV AQXOVTA TNG
¢Eovolag TOL A€QOC, TOL TMVEVHATOS TOU VUV €VEQYOLVTOS &V TOIS LIOIS TG
ameB¢eiag [...] (Eph 2, 1) (NA2S).

‘H avtamodooig peta moAANV oOp@oacty kal vuac évrac, @noi, vekpovs Toig
napanTouacty:  elta MOAAAIG  MEQPOAALS  HEOTWOAS TOV  AOYOV  HETX
EmavaAnPews TOL AVTOL QNTOL, oOlovV: Kal OvTag TMHAG VEKQOUS  TOIg
TAQATITWHAOLY, ATIEDWKE TO KATA TOdag, ovvelwomnoinoe tw Xowotw. IToAAnN d¢&
AT TOLTOL TOL oXNMatog 1) [L. 25] xonotc. (Staab 1933, p. 614, 11. 20-25).

The grammatical and stylistic aspects of the verse are preponderant in the scholium,
which highlights the tendency to interpret the Epistles literally.

Sch. Ph. 423; Sch. Ph. 424; Sch. Ph. 425; Sch. Ph. 426; Sch. Ph. 427; Sch. Ph. 428. This
group of scholia continues the exegesis of Eph 2, already started in Sch. Ph. 422 (Staab,

1933, pp. 615-616). These are all very brief scholia which confirm the typical features

of the Scholia Photiana so far examined. Although they do not add much to my
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observations on the style, it is noticeable that Sch. Ph. 425, Sch. Ph. 426, Sch. Ph. 427
together with Sch. Ph. 429 are among the very few scholia I identified as Scholia
Photiana in the Erweiterte Typus GA 641, in which the Photian ligature is still clearly
readable, but where the lemmata introducing the scholia are absent.

Sch. Ph. 429; Sch. Ph. 431. The first scholium is on Eph 3, 1. There is no equivalent
comment in Chrysostom’s texts, but, as I have mentioned in the previous chapter,
even if the tradition linked to Chrysostom characterised the exegetical basis of the
Scholia Photiana, there is always a certain independence of Photius. This is the verse on
which the Patriarch comments in the scholium: Tovtov xdotv éyw IlavAog 6 déoutog
oV XoLotov [Inoov] vtep Luwv Twv é0vav (NA28). According to Photius, the bond
between Paul, 6 déopiog, and Christ is due to faith, while for the Gentiles the bond
can happen only through preaching. It is important to underline that in Staab’s edition
the final sentence of the scholium is edited as a quotation, but it is not; when Photius
says kol UTTEQ ToL XQLOTOL Kal UTtéQ v €0vav he is not quoting the verse verbatim,
but he summarises it in a final sentence of the explanation.

The following scholium on Eph 3, 8, Sch. Ph. 431, is directly related to Sch. Ph. 429.
This is the first time that we see two very close scholia quoting the same Pauline verse
(Eph 3, 1). Basically, the scholium is a suggestion to read Eph 3, 1 and Eph 3,8
combined together even grammatically, where (Eph 3, 1) ToUtov xdouv, is read as the
avtarddootc of Ep 3, 8 Epol 1@ éAaxiototéow mavtwv dylwv €d00n. Then Photius
carries on with a comment about the oxnua ™g mepLodov which reminds him of the

style of Thucydides and Demosthenes:
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[...] okomer d¢ OtL AP&apevog NG TEQLOdOL Katax TO 0QOOV oxXNua, &v M)
avTamodooel EMAaylaoev oXNUATIOAS THV AVTATIOD00 LV TIQOS TOV TWV TEQLBOAWV
TOTIOV. 0UTWG Kot @ovkvdidng kail Anuoodévng moAAayxov (Staab, 1933, p. 616, 11. 15-
19).

This is the first time that we see two classical authors quoted in the Photian scholia,
but in this case the exegesis is first of all grammatical: A0 aitovpat pun éxkaketv &v
g Ve Lpwv OAlpeoipov ka®’ vmepPatov yop 1 cvvtalic. (Staab, 1933, p. 616,
1. 26).

Sch. Ph. 430. GA 2183 (f. 286rv) preserves with the Photian ligature another
unpublished scholium that interprets Eph 3, 4-6. The text is as follows:

Tt o0V ol Aot Eo@nTAL OVK NPETAV; WS oLV @rotv 6 Xootog Mworc kat

TIQOPNTAL TLEQL EUOV TAVTA £yQaav Kal TAALY @Not TeQL TWV YORPWYV OTL EKELVAL
elolv al pagtuovoal Yot Kal @apév 1) ToLTo elmev OTL AoV AvOEWTOIS OVK
EyvowoloOn: elre yap éumpoocOev ToIg VIO TV AVOQWTWV: VOV YaQ HETX TV
EvavOpwnno mavteg avtov €0éaoavtor 1) OTL 0VOE Ol TMEOPTNTAL €100V WS VOV
WOAO™N; TOLTEOTL CWUATIKWG 1) OTL TtePl TV €0vV ovdevL 0UTWS €yvwon elvatl
TAUTO OVYKATQOVOUA Kl OVOCWHA KAl CUHMETOXA TNG ey eAlag.
(tr.) “‘What did the ancient prophets not know? How he says that Christ, Moses and
the prophets wrote these things about me and then he says about the Sacred Scriptures
that those bear witness to me and we say either that he said that was not made known
to all men - indeed, he said before the sons of the men; now, with the incarnation
everybody contemplated him - or that the prophets knew nothing as it appears now -
meaning “in bodily form” - or that none of the people is known, “To be the joint-heir,
participant and sharer of the promise” (1 Eph 3, 6).”

Although there are no other strong elements supporting the authorship of the

scholium as a Photianum, the Photian ligature in the manuscript and, to a minor extent,
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the use of questions (ti and mwc) introducing the explanation of controversial
passages and the use of 1} 61t ... 1) 61, which is widely attested in all the groups of
Scholia Photiana, the analysis of the scholium through the TLG has given no results
about other authorship of this text or part of it. Additionally, nothing has emerged
from comparison with Chrysostom’s writing. It also seems that GA 2183 does not
preserve scholia ascribed to Chrysostom that could lead to a confusion between the
two authors.

Sch. Ph. 432; Sch. Ph. 433. The first one is a very brief scholium commenting on Eph
3, 10-11 which does not add much to my analysis of the Scholia Photiana; however,
more can be said on the following Sch. Ph. 433 on Eph 3, 13 (Staab, 1933, p. 616). This
is a very brief scholium consisting of a few words which comment on the sequence of
the words in the Pauline verse. As for cases already analysed in this chapter (Sch. Ph.
420) this is part of the analytical method adopted by Photius to provide an exegesis
starting from the order of the words in the verses and identify the necessity to apply
hyperbaton to help with the understanding of complex sentences.

Sch. Ph. 434-Sch. Ph. 436. Particular attention to the syntax is also found in Sch. Ph.
436, edited by Staab as the third paragraph of the scholium on Eph 3, 18-19 (Staab,
1933, p. 617), but commenting on Eph 3, 17. In the letter, Paul writes: [...] év ayan
goollwpévol kal teOepeAwwpévoy 18 tva e€loxvonte kataAapéobat [...] (NA28).
Photius comments on the choice of two nominatives, ¢poilwpévor and

teOepeAwwpévol, set where we should expect two accusatives. In addition, Photius
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suggests reading the verses by swapping the order of the words between verses Eph
3, 17-18, in order to create a more grammatically coherent sequence.

Sch. Ph. 437; Sch. Ph. 438-Sch. Ph. 440; Sch. Ph. 441; Sch. Ph. 445; Sch. Ph. 446. This
is another group of very brief scholia confirming the typical features of the Scholia
Photiana commenting on Eph 4 (Staab, 1933, pp. 618-621), but adding nothing relevant
to this analysis, but more can be said about the next Sch. Ph. 443 in the section below.

Sch. Ph. 443. This scholium on Eph 4, 16 (Staab, 1933, p. 619) is based on the exegesis
of the metaphor of the body, which frequently occurs in Paul’s letters. The metaphor
of the body is interpreted as the image of the ones united in the faith. This bond,
through which Christ keeps everyone united by faith, is described as 1] kata mioTv
Evotng kal dappoAoyila (Staab 1933, p. 619, 1. 21), where dopoAoyiae means
‘compactness and solidarity” (Lampe, 1961, p. 227). Probably related to verb aouéCw,

‘to fit, join,” or the adjective apudc, -ov, ‘joining,” (Abbott-Smith, 1937, p. 59).

V.4 Conclusion

Although these two groups of scholia on Galatians and Ephesians are rather
restricted, when compared to the more abundant material on Romans and 1-2
Corinthians preserved in the manuscript tradition, and can be often very brief, it is
significant that the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius preserves a number of Scholia
Photiana providing an exegesis of the minor letters. In my analysis of both these two
groups, I found some substantial differences in the focus of the Photian exegesis on

these letters: indeed, the group of Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Galatians
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resembles more the previous group on scholia on Romans and 1-2 Corinthians,
especially considering the abundant reminiscences of Chrysostom’s works (Sch. Ph.
388; Sch. Ph. 391; Sch. Ph. 392; Sch. Ph. 393; Sch. Ph. 395 and Sch. Ph. 399). Additionally,
the verbatim quotations of Chrysostom in Sch. Ph. 393 and Sch. Ph. 399 confirm that
even verbatim quotation of the Fathers in Photius can still be found, although they are
always very brief.

The finding of new material in both GA 2183 and GA 91 (Sch. Ph. 390 and Sch. Ph.
411) is also additional evidence of the possible link between the two manuscripts

The analysis of Sch. Ph. 398 also contributes to the evidence in the group of Scholia
Photiana on Romans and 1 Corinthians which provoked doubts about the relationship
between Sch. Ph. 105 and GA 1923 and even supports a possible one between GA 1905
and GA 91.

The scholia on Ephesians seem to be independent of Chrysostom’s interpretation of
the same verses. Nevertheless, they are brief and seem to agree with the usual
exegetical style of the Scholia Photiana, in particular in the focus on the order of the
words, which was already relevant among the scholia on Romans, but that here seems
also to be a priority for Photius with further observations on the grammar and the
syntactic order in the Pauline text (e.g. Sch. Ph. 417; Sch. Ph. 420; Sch. Ph. 433). This
particular attention on the coherent order of the words becomes plausible if we
imagine the scholia set in a scholastic context, where the teacher is helping the scholars
to navigate the Pauline text, leading them to the most logical and correct

interpretation.
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VI A new analysis of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistles to the Philippians,
Colossians, 1-2 Thessalonians, 1-2 Timothy and Philemon.
VI.1 The Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Philippians.

A number of Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Philippians are preserved by
manuscripts GA 1905, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 1907, GA 91 and GA 2183. As for the
previous groups of Scholia Photiana on Romans, 1-2 Corinthians, Galatians and
Ephesians, my analysis of the scholia starts from examining the manuscripts Karl
Staab used in his 1933 edition (GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91 and GA 1907) and then
expands the observations with reference to GA 1905, GA 1916, GA 641 and GA 2183.
The investigation of GA 641 has given no positive results for Scholia Photiana in
Philippians; GA 1916, as for the previous groups of scholia, preserves only a very
limited number of scholia (Appendix 1, Table 6).

The texts of the scholia on Philippians in the manuscripts are very close to one
another. Staab did not alter the structure of individual scholia by combining or
dividing them as in other cases above, apart from a few exceptions. For instance, the
text published as a scholium on Phil 1, 20 (Staab, 1933, p. 623), is the combination of
Sch. Ph. 457 and Sch. Ph. 458, which are independent scholia in all the manuscripts
but GA 1907; the same happens for the scholium edited as Phil 3, 16-17a, which
consists of two different texts, Sch. Ph. 475 and Sch. Ph. 476 in all the manuscripts but

GA 2183 (Appendix 1, Table 6).
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As for the previous chapter, I report here the analysis of the most relevant scholia
with regard to style of the Scholia Photiana and the distribution of the exegetical
material in manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus.

Sch. Ph. 452; Sch. Ph. 453; Sch. Ph. 454; Sch. Ph. 455. This group of brief scholia on
Phil 1 (Staab, 1933, pp. 621-622) follows the typical Photian exegetical style of the other
Scholia Photiana in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, including the use of devices such
as Ao KOLWoU, AVTL ToV, @apev Oti, or olov with a parenthetical function, and a
particular interest for structures and syntax, such as hyperbaton (e.g. Sch. Ph. 454), or
the use of hyperbole (e.g. Sch. Ph. 452) in Paul’s writing. As frequently happens in all
the groups of Scholin Photiana, there are several occasions on which the exegete
proposes more than one interpretation of the Pauline quotation by introducing the
different options, generally no more than three, with devices such as 1} 6tt.. 1), or
simply 1 ... 7). This is the case in Sch. Ph. 455 and Sch. Ph. 465. In Sch. Ph. 465, Photius
suggests three different interpretations of deopovg pov (Phil 1, 13-14), which could
be interpreted more specifically in combination with év Xpiot@ a few words further
on in the same verse, as if to say, ‘the chains (I wear) in Christ” or * the chains (I wear)
for Christ” as well as “the chains shown by Christ’, as if to say, ‘the chains have been
shown for Christ’s benevolence.” Photius prefers the last interpretation, believing that
Paul would have suffered in vain if he had not done it for Christ. However, the exegete
also considers a fourth option recalling Mt 5,16, tov év ovpavoic dofalery,
interpreting ev Xoiot@ as ‘those who glorify him in the Heavens.” In Sch. Ph. 465, in

which Photius reports three different interpretations with sentences such as kat
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AAAwg 0¢..0vvatov 0¢ kal oUtwe...N) kat oUtwg, the scholium investigates the
interpretation of Phil 2, 17 AAA” el kat omévdopat émi ) Ovoia kal Aettovgyia (NA
28). The main exegetical problem is how the exegete should consider ei kat
omtévdouat, which would imply the sacrifice of Christ. Photius quotes two other
Pauline passages (Phil 1, 24 and 1 Cor 15, 31) to support his assumption that the
pupils’ fulfilment is a source of happiness for the teacher, and therefore as a teacher
Paul would not sacrifice his pupils (the Philippians), yet if he had not sacrificed to
Christ he would have not become such a passionate apostle. In brief, as the two
examples from Sch. Ph 455 show, there is a sort of methodology in Photius’ scholia
where the exegete proposes multiple interpretations of the same verse and then
introduces a biblical quotation to support his preferred interpretation.

New material has been identified not only for unpublished comments but even in
the form of additions to scholia already in Staab’s edition of 1933. For example, with
regard to the Scholia Photiana on Philippians in GA 2183, the text of Sch. Ph. 452 (Phil
1, 5 in Staab 1933) shows two differences from the one in GA 1923, GA 1982 and GA
1907. There is a brief portion of text before the beginning and another line after the
scholium in the version of Staab. The entire scholium in GA 2183 reads as follows:

GA 2183, f. 306r, 1. 28-33: Kowwvia mola- T A&mo mEwtng mMuéoac €& 1g
ETOTEVOATE PNOL AXOL TOV VOV ETTi T1] €LG TO VY YEALOV KOV WVick VUV TO OE &TIO
MPWTNG NUEPQG kP’ 00 EMOTEVOATE PEXPL TOV VOV e0XaPIOTW TW Oew pov OmEP

MAVTWY EVXAQLOTIO VTTEQ TNG PIAMTTINOIWV &QETNG Kal €V Xplotov teAeiwoews (GA
2183, £. 306r, 11. 28-33).
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The words in bold correspond to the scholium edited by Staab and preserved in GA
1923, GA 1982, GA 1907, although the line Kowvwvia mola T &mo mowtng 1uéag é§
NG €motevoate @NotL &xoL Tov vov is also in GA 91 (f. 192v, 1. 14-15), where the
Photian ligature @wrt is located before 1. 15 in the left margin of the page: this makes
it difficult to understand whether the extra text should be considered as Photian.
However, it is very clear in GA 2183 that that portion of text is ascribed to Photius as
well. About the final lines of the scholium, évxapiotio UTtéQ g PLALTINOiwV deTNS
Kal eV XpLoTtoL teAelwoewg, there is no correspondence between GA 2183 and GA 91.

There is also another similarity between GA 2183 and GA 91 with regard to Sch. Ph.
455 (Staab, 1933, p. 622, Phil. 1, 23). In both manuscripts, the scholium has the same
beginning, ] Tovg deopovg, @not, Tovg év XpLotw @avepovg yeyevnuévovs. While
GA 2183 could be useful to confirm where some of the Scholia Photiana begin in GA
91, the two manuscripts do not regularly begin scholia in the same way and it is
therefore not possible to support the idea of a close relationship between them.
Instead, each scholium must be examined individually.

Sch. Ph. 456; Sch. Ph. 457-Sch. Ph. 458; Sch. Ph. 459. The first scholium is published
as a very brief scholium on Phil 1, 17 (Staab, 1933, p. 623); Sch. Ph. 457-Sch. Ph. 458
were published together as one scholium divided into two paragraph - Sch. Ph. 458
consisting in only one sentence - (ibid.); whereas Sch. Ph. 459 was published as a
comment on Phil 1, 24-25 (ibid.). The scholia in this group deal with similar content,
perhaps to explain different verses, and may be combined together as a comment on

Phil 1, 17-25. The focus of all three scholia is on the reciprocal support Paul and Christ
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offer to each other: Paul’s suffering is the proof of his commitment to spread the
Gospel: the fact he always survives this suffering is the sign that Christ supports him
and is a witness of Paul’s preaching. For Photius, this is ultimately possible as far as
Paul stays alive for churches. In fact, in Sch. Ph. 459, Photius advises considering the
verb in Phil 1, 25, oida, as the main verb in Phil 1, 24 as well. Paul writes,

(Phil 1, 24) To d¢ érupéverv [év] T oapkl avaykatdtegov O VUAg (25) kat TovTo
meTMolOwe olda BTL HEVQ KAl TAQAUEVD ATV VULV €L TNV VUV TEOKOTMV Kal
xaoov g iotews (NA 28).

Therefore, Photius would read the Pauline text as katl Tovto memolOwe oda OTL
HEVQ Kol CUUTAQAUEVQ@” ATty VULV Kal rupévery [év] ) oapkl. This is another
example of how the exegete considers altering the structure of the sentence to support
his interpretation, which is very similar to what happens when he comments on the
presence of hyperbata in Paul, as was highlighted in the previous chapter (e.g. Sch.
Ph. 417).

Sch. Ph. 462. More generally, the focus of the Scholia Photiana on Phil 1 and Phil 2
remarks on the opposition between tamewvo@ooovvn, ‘thinking’ or ‘behaving
humbly,” and UynAoi, those who believe themselves to be superior and act
consequently. In line with Paul’s thoughts, the exegete insists on the concept that the

Lord is humble and being humble means being like him; being humble means

primarily being afraid of God. Therefore, those who are afraid of God and show they

76 In quoting the biblical text in the scholium Photius uses the verb cvpnagapevo, as it appears in the

manuscripts of the catena (Staab, 1933, p. 624, 1. 4), instead of mapapeve (NA28 and RP 2005).
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want to stay humble will be like Christ, but those who believe they are superior and
fearless will gain only damage. This is well explained in Sch. Ph. 462 (Staab, 1933, p.
625, 11. 1-16), in which Photius shows a reminiscence of Chrysostom Homilia VI, In
Epistulam ad Philippenses, in particular of the following passage:

Katagppovapev totvuv 06Eng o0tw yoap duvnooueda yevéobat tamevol, HaAAov
o0& tymAot. Mn Bpov oavtov, tva map” Etépov VPwOTc. O ma’ éavtoL VIYPoLLEVOCS
ntaQ’ Eétépwv oLy Lovtat O mag éavtov ov tartetvovtat. (Chrysostom, Homilia VI in
Phil., PG 62, col. 235, 1. 9 ff).

Both the patriarchs interpret the value of humility in relation to God and humans.
In Sch. Ph. 462, Photius says éav d¢ tamewvwOwpev, vrtegPol kal fuag 6 Beog
xaowlopevog Nuiv (1. 10-11), meaning that to become humble a human being needs
to be in a position of superiority first; conversely, God can become humble because he
is already superior. This is another example of the strong influence of Chrysostom on
many Scholia Photiana, although verbatim quotations continue to be very rare.

Sch. Ph. 463. This scholium is preserved only in GA 2183 (ff. 313v-314r) and provides
an explanation of Phil 2, 7. I have transcribed the text of the Sch. Ph. 463 and provided
it with a translation as follows:

To oxnuatt evebeic wg avOowmog, @aciv ot Evtuxlaviotal dov odv ovk 1V
@Loel AvOPWTOC: AAAX @apev tovto elprjoeocBar tva ) vopoOn 1 Oedtng
teted@Oatl eic avOpwmotnTa: oxNuatt d¢é @not ws avOpwTnog, olov &v oagkl.
Yapkog yoo [ill.] T éoxnuartiocOat to d¢ we dvOpwmog, OTL ovK NV €l TWV TOAAWV:
eixe yao kal magnAAaypéva: 1) 10 wg avOowmog, ol avOowmog gnot Yo kata

rtept [f. 314r] Paocréwg peta dOENG mpoeABovTog, pauev. EENAOev wg Paoiteve:
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Aéyerdé kat BvayyeAiomg: eidopev v d0Eav avtov, d0Eav WS OVOYEVOUS TTaQX
TATEOG: TOVTEOTLY, Ol LOVOYEVOUC.

(tr.)’ “Being found in human likeness.” The Eutychians say, “Look, then, he was not a
human by nature,” but we say that this was said so that the divinity was not thought
to be have been turned into humanity. He says, “in human likeness,” which means
“in the flesh.” Indeed, the flesh can [...] take a shape; “in human likeness,” because he
was not a human like many others, he was different: he says, “in human likeness,”
that is to say, “human.” Indeed, in contrast with what we say about the king who
proceeds with glory, he came like a king; even the Evangelist says, “We saw his glory,
the glory of the only-begotten of the Father” (Jo 1, 14); that is to say the one and only
Son.’

GA 2183 clearly ascribes this scholium to Photius through the use of the typical
ligature ¢t. There are at least two recurrent features of Photian syntax: the use of 10
followed by the Pauline quotation and its explanation (l. 1, 1. 4) and the verb papuev
(I. 6) which introduces a ‘personal’ perspective, also abundantly documented in
Photian exegesis (e. g. Sch. Ph. 29; Sch. Ph. 113; Sch. Ph. 145; Sch. Ph. 255; Sch. Ph. 452—
Sch. Ph. 455 etc.). This is another so far unpublished scholium preserved in GA 2183
and commenting on Phil 2, 7b, év dpowpatt dvOewmwv yevopevos: Kat oxruatt
evEe0els wg avOowmog (NA2S).

The exegete’s focus is on w¢ &vOpwTog, which the Apostle uses to describe Christ
in Phil 2, . Photius does not take it literally since Christ was not a common human but
had the glory of a king: this means being God’s only begotten Son, following Jo 1, 14:

é0eaodpeOa v d0Eav avtov, dOEav we povoyevoug (NA28). The same quotation

of John’s Gospel not only recurs in Sch. Ph. 508 (Staab, 1933, p. 637, 1. 3), but also in a
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specific scholium ascribed to the Patriarch in the catena on John edited by Reuss,
where the gospel quotation is introduced by the same verb eidopev in GA 2183:

[...] éxetvov v «e0eacoapeoa» peta oapkog, ékelvov eldopev «Trv doEav»,
«OEav We» AANOOVG «[HOVOYEVOUG» EKELVOS LOVOYEVHS O TTATOLKNG OVYYEVEIRG Kal
otkel0tTNTOC [...]. (Reuss 1966, fr. 14, 11. 11-13).

Thus, Sch. Ph. 463 shows a case of multiple gospel quotations in Photius. This is in
keeping with his exegetical style, but it is also the only case found so far of a biblical
quotation common to two different exegetical scholia by Photius preserved in two
different catenae.

Sch. Ph. 466. Sch. Ph. 466 is another unpublished scholium found in GA 2183 (f.
317v). This is a comment on Phil 2, 25 and Phil 2, 27, which are quoted indirectly in
the scholium. Rhetorical devices, such as 0oV, @dauev and the use of question-and-
answer methodology are common features of Photian exegetical style; the presence of
these devices in the scholium supports Photian authorship. As for Sch. Ph. 463, I have
provided a transcription of the text in GA 2183 and a translation below:

Tt épovowv ol aigeTtikal ot AéyovTteg KAkOV TOV KOOHOV: 0L Y&Q 6 &TOOTOAOG
éAeov Oeov kaAet. Tt jodnvat tov Entagpedditov év ) Cwin): diatl 8¢ 6Awg, tovTto
YAQ WS TEOG XQLOTLvoLg CNnTedy, €l T0 dvaAvoat kKat oLV XQLoTQ eivat KaAov.
"EAeov Aéyer v évtavBa Cwnv kat @apev OtL OUf)v altiav dvw elmev
AVAYKAOTEQOV D& TO ETIHEIVAL T 0aQKT Ol DHAGC: DX TV TNV KAl VOV TOUTO pNOtL.
(tr.) “‘What do the heretics ask for? They choose the bad universe. Look, indeed the

Apostle calls God’s mercy. Why was Epaphroditus sick in his life? Actually, because
he must inquire among the Christians, to destroy or to do good with Christ. He calls
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mercy the life here and we say that because of what he said above it was more
necessary (to Epaphroditus) to stay alive for us; therefore, he says that now, too.”

Sch. Ph. 468-Sch. Ph.479. Twelve brief Scholia Photiana edited by Staab are preserved
by the manuscripts as comments on Phil 3. Among them, Sch. Ph. 478 is ascribed to
Oecumenius in GA 1923, but it is written next to the Photian ligature in GA 2183, GA
91 and GA 1907; although this is anonymous in GA 1905, it is written as an addition
to the catena, like all the other Photian scholia in that manuscript and may therefore
be considered as a Photian text. These scholia also follow the typical Photian exegetical
attitude of repeating what Paul states by using other biblical passages to support the
exegesis or to clarify possible misinterpretation that may occur in a first reading of the
letter. Sch. Ph. 474 also shows a specific comment on the structure of the Pauline verse
and clarifies the meaning of Phil 3, 13b by pointing out the possibility of an omission,
Kat EAAenuv.

Sch. Ph. 470. The third new scholium in GA 2183 (f. 319r), Sch. Ph. 470, is an exegesis
of Phil 3, 5:

AvwOév pnoi twv evdokipwy Tovdaiwyv eiui. "Evi yag eivar ¢k yévovug ToganA
kat un EPpatov, wg mpog v eidnow e EPpaiag dV0 yADTING: petd Yo TO
Kataomagnvat &v toig £€0veot, mMoAAOL TG MATEIOV YAWOONG T Ayvoia ovk

Nko(Pwvto tag maga Tovdalolg yoapag, ovde TOV VOOV aAUTOV.

250



(tr.) “Above he says, “I belong to the glorious Jews” (Rm 11, 1). Indeed, he belonged
to the Israelites and not the Jews, with regard to the knowledge of the Jewish language.
In fact, among those who settled within the (Israelite) people, many could not
understand the Jewish scriptures or the law, because they did not know the language.’

This scholium is ascribed to Photius by the ligature @cwrt in the left margin of the text
and sounds very similar to the interpretation of the same passage in Chrysostom,
Homilia In Epistulam ad Philippenses, Homilia IX (PG 62), which is also preserved in form
of an anonymous scholium in the Catena in epistulam ad Philippenses (Typus Parisinus)
(e cod. Coislin. 204) edited by Cramer (1842, p. 270, 1. 30). The text in Chrysostom’s
homily is the following:

EBpaioc & EBpaiwv. EvtevBev deikvuoty, 6tLovxt mpoonjAvtog, AAA” &vwBev twv
evdokipwv Tovdaiwv. Eviy pev yap eivat tov Tovdaiwv. 'Evijv pév yag eivat Tov
TooanA, &AX” ovk ‘EPpaiov £ ‘Efpaiwv. TToAAot yap wal dié@Oepov 110N o
TOAYHUR, KAL TAG YAWOONG Noav A&pvnrtol, £tépolc pryvopevolr €0veowy
(Chrysostom, Homila IX, PG 62, col. 258).

I have highlighted the common parts of the texts in bold and as it is possible to see,
both Photius and Chrysostom provide the same interpretation of Phil 3, 5. Clearly,
Photius builds his own interpretation by quoting Chrysostom directly and this
scholium provides one of the very few verbatim quotations in Photius’ exegetical
material.

Sch. Ph. 480. This scholium closes the collection of Scholia Photiana on Philippians as
the only scholium commenting on passages in Phil 4. In fact, Staab publishes it as an
interpretation of Phil 4, 10-18 (Staab, 1933, p. 630), but the contents are more related

to the interpretation of Phil 4, 11 specifically and the use of ¢xdonv to indicate Paul’s

rejoicing for the good actions of the community.
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VI.2 The Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Colossians.

Manuscripts GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91, GA 1907 and GA 1915 preserve a small
group of scholia on Colossians ascribed to the Patriarch Photius; some of them are also
in GA 2183 and two are preserved in GA 641 as well (Appendix 1, Table 7). These
scholia are very brief, consisting of one or two sentences each.

Sch. Ph. 484. This is the only long scholium of the group and comments on Col 1, 24
(Staab, 1933, pp. 631-2). This seems to respect the style of the Scholia Photiana, although
the evidence in favour of this is not very strong. The TLG shows that this Pauline verse
is quoted and commented largely among Byzantine Fathers such as Chrysostom,
Severian, Theodoret, Theodorus Studites and John of Damascus, but only Sch. Ph. 484
provides a more detailed exegesis. The explanation mostly focuses on the verb
avtavarnAnow, ‘I fill up” or ‘I fulfil,” referring to compensating for what Christ had
suffered. With regard to this verb, it is clear that Staab’s edition of the whole group of
Scholia Photiana on Colossians is based on the sister manuscripts GA 1923 (f. 257r) and
GA 1982 (f. 223r), where the scholium is introduced by kat avtavanAnowow (fut. ind.
1%t sg.), which does not appear in the other manuscripts. Since the text does not seem
to be linked to any previous scholium in GA 1923 and GA 1982, the conjunction kat
followed by the verb could be explained by putting the scholium in a potentially more
extended context in its original redaction.

Like the Scholia Photiana on Ephesians, a few scholia commenting on Colossians are

characterised by reference to the structure of the Pauline verses. For example, Sch. Ph.
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484 refers to the possibility of including a graphic pause and dividing the verse in two
parts, (otiCeo0at), & €0tV oKX TV HEAAOVTWY, TO 0& owpa ToL XotoTov (NA2S).

In the scholium, Photius considers the idea of putting a comma between cwpa and
Xowotov, although there is no further exegetical explanation of this in the scholium.
This is not the first time that Photius suggests an interpretation based on a change of
punctuation in a sentence; he suggests the same in Sch. Ph. 348, commenting on 2 Cor
7,14-15,

N WG &V KOUHa AOYOL TAg dVO AéEelg EkANmTéov, KAl TNV EMayopévny Tng
TMEOTEQRAS WG altiav amodotéov vooTilovtag év T kekavpal [...] (Staab, 1933, p.
594, 1. 19 ft.).

Sch. Ph. 486. The exegete points out an inflexion in Col 3, 23 (0 éxv monte, £k Pvxng
¢oyaleofe wg 1 KLElw Kal ovk dvOpwmowg NA28) and says, ATO kowvoUL TO
epyaleole, KATA HETATITWOL WG TW KVpiw Kal o0k avOpawmolc égyalopevol. (Staab
1933, p. 632, 1. 6-7). As in Sch. Ph. 484, there is no explanation of how the change of
inflexion may support a possible interpretation of the verse. However, this is the first
time that Photius comments specifically on the petantwoig of a Pauline verse.

A further reference to the use of hyperbaton is found in Sch. Ph. 487 which comments
on Col 4, 3-4. To provide a clearer idea of the nature of Photius” exegesis, I have put
the text of the scholium alongside the biblical verse:

Sc. Ph. 487 (Staab 1933, p. 632, 1l. 8-

12): tvae 6 Oeog avolén fuiv Oveav tov
Adyov AaAnoar TO HLOTHQOOV TOL

(Col 4, 3) [...] tva 6 Beog avolen Mty

Ovoav  tov  Adyov AaAnoar  TO

pHvotoov tov Xpwtov, O O kal
dédepay, (4) v paveQwow avTtod g del
ue AaAnoar (NA 28).

Xowotov wg del pe AaAnoat dU 0 xal
O&depal, va paveQWow avto. O d¢
Oclog IlavAog kaOVmepPatov TOV
AOYOV TIQOT)VEYKEV.
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In other words, Photius rearranges the sentence following the logical order and
avoids the hyperbaton created by interposing the relative clause o dU' 0 kat 0édepar at

the end of Col 4, 3.

VI.3 The Scholia Photiana on The First and Second Epistle to the Thessalonians.

Only nine Scholia Photiana on 1 Thessalonians (Sch. Ph. 485-Sch. Ph. 503) and four
Scholia Photiana on 2 Thessalonians (Sch. Ph. 504-Sch. Ph. 507) are preserved. Most of
these appear in the manuscripts GA 1905, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 1907 and GA 91.
Only four of them, Sch. Ph. 499, Sch. Ph. 500, Sch. Ph. 502 and Sch. Ph. 506, occur in
GA 1916, generally indicated by symbols, but not ligatures. In GA 641, only Sch. Ph.
502 and Sch. Ph. 506 are preserved, both as anonymous. Of the two groups, those on
1 Thess preserve more extended scholia, while those on 2 Thess are very brief. The
analysis of the manuscripts has revealed no particular issues related to the scholia and
I have not found any extra material to add to the collection of the 1933 edition.

Sch. Ph. 498. With regard to the style, the Photian methodology of question and
answer is a common feature which is evident in Sch. Ph. 498, commenting on 1 Thess
2, 15-16 (Staab 1933, p. 634). Here there is also a particular focus on the verb
avanAnowoat which is also often recalled in the group of Scholia Photiana on
Philippians.

Sch. Ph. 500-Sch. Ph. 501. In Sch. Ph. 500 and Sch. Ph. 501, which Staab arranges in

a single scholium on 1 Thess 4, 16, Photius explains the metaphor of the archangels
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playing the caAmy€ and refers to the metaphor with the adverb toomikwg, which he
often uses in other works, such as in codd. 234 and 237 of the Bibliotheca (ed. Henry,
Bekker p. 297b. 1. 10; Bekker p. 311a, 1. 10) and also in the Lexicon (ed. Theodoridis,
1982, 3404, 1. 3), although this is largely found in Byzantine exegetes as a search
through the TLG demonstrated.

Sch. Ph. 502. Sch. Ph. 502, commenting on 1 Thess 4, 17-18 shows other common
features of style of the Scholia Photiana, such as the use of the verb oiuat and a range
of different interpretations of the same Pauline verse introduced by
TEWTOV...0eVTeQOV...toltov. This is different from a more common 1...1) or 1)...00T@w¢,
but still appears largely documented in Photius” Bibliotheca (codd. 59, 69, 185, 192B)
(ed. Henry, Bekker page 182ab; 34b; 129b; 175a). The scholium reports three reasons
why Paul might have avoided giving further explanations about who will rise again
as a reward and who will be punished. According to Photius, the three reasons are:
tirst of all, there was no need for Paul to specify those details as the description of the
resurrection would be an exhortation to the Thessalonians; secondly, he has already
stated the resurrection was primarily for the faithful ones and thirdly, because the

resurrection was thought to be for everyone.

V1.4 The Scholia Photiana on the First and Second Epistle to Timothy and the
Epistle to Philemon (Sch. Ph. 508-Sch. Ph. 511).

The manuscripts preserve only three very brief Photian scholia on 1-2 Timothy. Of

these, Sch. Ph. 508, Sch. Ph. 509 are preserved by GA 1905, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 1907
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and GA 9; Sch. Ph. 509 is also in GA 1916. The most extended Sch. Ph. 511 is only in
GA 1905, GA 1907 and GA 1905. There is only one brief sentence as a scholium on
Philemon preserved in both GA 91 according to Staab (1933, p. 637); although in
extending my research to all the manuscripts I found the same scholium also in GA
1905, which I consider another proof of the relationship between those two
manuscripts. Additionally, I found an anonymous scholium commenting on 1 Tim 5,
24 in GA 1905, £. 191v. At first sight, this scholium looks exactly like the other Scholia
Photiana; it is anonymous and written in the right margin as a late addition to the
catena. Because of these features it could have been easily taken for a Photian
scholium. However, the first line of the scholium, which is written in capital letters
similar to the biblical lemmata before the exegetical part, is nothing else than the name
of Avaotaoiov tov Lva 6govg, Anastasius Sinaita (sixth—-seventh century).”” The
scholium must have been copied in GA 1905 together with the Scholia Photiana and
possibly from the same source. The same scholium is also preserved in GA 91 (f. 246v)
and this may be a further proof of the relationship between GA 91 and GA 1905.
With regard to the style of the scholia, the scholia on 2 Tim and Phm are too brief for
an analysis of the Photian features, while the two scholia on 1 Tim (Sch. Ph. 508 and

Sch. Ph. 509) are brief but may allow some observations.

77 The text is as follows: Avaotaciov to0 Liva 6Qoug — TODTO TEQL TWV AVOOilwV alpeTiapXwv @not:
éxovol yag €maxoAovOovoav peta Oavatov v apagtiav, yovv v 0AéOpowov ddaxnv fv
KaTEALTTOV €V Tde TQ Biw: 1) YOO AMwAelx TV U ALTOV dDAXOEVIWV TIEOPACIS aTOIS YiveTatl

alwviov KOAGTEwG Kol THWEIAG.
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Sch. Ph. 508. This is a scholium commenting on 1 Tim, 3, 16. There is a clear use of
the biblical quotation of Mt 11, 19 and Jo 1, 14, which are common in the exegesis of
Photius, although in this case there is a literal citation of the source without ‘flattening’
(see Sch. Ph. 183).

Sch. Ph. 509. This scholium also shows features of Photian exegetical style. Firsly,
the use of o0 Aéyer similarly to the more common ovx eimtev - although they both can
be found in the scholia - in order to highlight the significance of what Paul states, by

pointing out what he did not say.
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VII A new analysis of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Hebrews.

VIIL. 1 The Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Hebrews.

The last group of scholia to be examined is the collection of Scholia Photiana on
Hebrews. Most of those scholia are preserved in the manuscripts GA 1923, GA 1982,
GA 1907, GA 91, GA 1905, GA 1916 and GA 2183. I report the analysis of the most
relevant Photiana scholia as follows.

Sch. Ph. 512. corresponds to comments on Hebr 1, 2-3 and was edited by Staab (1933,
pp. 637-8). In all manuscripts this scholium is incomplete: it seems to end with dAA&
abruptly followed by a large white space, which extends to a quarter of the page in
GA 1923 and GA 1982. However, GA 2183 preserves the scholium ending with
o@ayn), omitting ’AAx and avoiding the sudden interruption of the scholium, which
appears to be suspended after dAAx. The same happens in GA 641 and GA 1916. The
scholium does not seem to be preserved in GA 1905. This may raise another question
on the version of the scholium in GA 2183 and its possible link with GA 1916 and GA
641. If we look at the other groups of scholia, not all the material in GA 2183 ended up
in GA 641 and GA 1916 equally, and it is therefore difficult to determine a strong link
between these three manuscripts. Sch. Ph. 512 is also the most extended text of the
collection. With regard to the content, Sch. Ph. 512 reports a long comment on Hebr 1,
2-3. In particular, the exegete focuses on the meaning of 6v €0nkev kKAngovouov
ntavtwv (Heb 1, 2), “‘whom he placed as heir of everything.” Christ, as ‘heir,” shares

essence, authority, power, but also eternity with the Father. This inheritance does not
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happen kata @vowv, ‘according to nature,” but xaotry, ‘for grace.” This may lead to
some misconceptions on the relationship between God and his son/heir, which
becomes more confusing when considering the verb £éOnkev in the Pauline verse.
Readers might question whether the verb £€0niev implies that Christ is inferior to
God, as his creature; on the other hand, the negation of the creation of the Son would
mean that he has no cause and this could compromise the relationship with the Father.
Photius overcomes these issues by asserting the main focus should be on the
AVaQoEAags kal ovvvevoewg, the leading up of the Son towards his Father, a concept
that becomes clearer in the light of the following 6¢c wv anavyaoua, ‘who (the son) is
radiance,” that implies the Son comes from the Father by nature and as well as the
Father he is, as God previously described himself, ¢y eipt 6 @wv (Ex 3, 14).

Sch. Ph. 513; Sch. Ph. 514; Sch. Ph. 515. Three other brief scholia commenting on Heb
1 are ascribed to the Patriarch in the manuscript tradition, which I have named as Sch.
Ph. 513, 514 and Sch. Ph. 515. Among them, Sch. Ph. 513 is preserved in GA 2183 as
two independent scholia (f. 420v, f. 421r), but all the other manuscripts agree in
considering this a single scholium. I have therefore decided to not divide the text in
two parts, but to follow the majority of the codices and consider it as a single scholium.
With regard to the content, the remarkable link between the Father and the Son is
examined in Sch. Ph. 513, where the exegete highlights how the body is also part of
the inheritance of the Son; the adverb onjuegov is related to the birth of the Son and
has to be intended as a confirmation of the eternal relationship between them. The

phrase 1] moooAngOeioa odpf appears mainly in authors of the third to the fifth
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century, such as Athanasius of Alexandria, Orationes Tres contra Arianos (MPG 26). The
phrase of Athanasius is also documented in Catena in epistulam ad Hebraeos, a Nicetas-
typus preserved in Paris, Bibl. Nat.,, gr. 239 (Cramer, 1843, p. 339). As already
mentioned (c. 1.2, pp. 9-10) the Nicetas-typus is one of the three types of catenae Staab
identified by the name of its author and preserves a commentary on Hebrews.
Additionally, the same phrase is also in Photius, Bibliotheca (cod. 230), where the
Patriarch explicitly quotes Gregory of Nazianzus, Apologetica, Kai 6 OeoAdyog d¢
I'onyoolog év 1@ amoloyntikw @notr “Tovto 1) kevwOeloa Oedtng, TOLTO 1)
nEooAnN@Oeioa oagf, tovto 1) kawt ui€c [...].” (ed. Henry, 1959, 276b, 1. 6).
Therefore, it is reasonable to think he knew the phrase through the Apologetica rather
than Athanasius in a catena.

Sch. Ph. 516; Sch. Ph. 517; Sch. Ph. 518; Sch. Ph. 519. This section includes four scholia
commenting on Heb 2 (Staab, 1933, pp. 640-1). In Sch. Ph. 516 Photius clarifies the
meaning of the quotation of Ps 8, 5-7 in Heb 2, 6-7:

[...] drtepaptvpato dé mov TIg Aéywv: Tt €oTv dvOEWTOC OTL LIUVIOKT) aUTOV, 1)
viog avOpwmov 6Tl ETokémT avTdv; NAATTWOAS AavTOV ooyl Tt T’
ayyéAovg, dO&N kat Tiur Eotepavwoag avtov (NA28).

There is a need here to clarify the misconception generated by the reading of Ps 8§,
5-7, where Christ is defined as inferior to the angels, but also superior to every other
creature. Paul himself clarifies the passage justifying Christ’s condition before the
angels as due to his glory, suffering and death. In this context, the Photian explanation

acts as a meta-exegesis by simplifying and making more accessible Paul’s explanation.

Sch. Ph. 518 focuses on the meaning of dovAeia as ‘slavery to death.” In particular,
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Photius quotes Heb 2, 14, ¢mtet ovv 0 XpLotog dtx Oavdtov kKatneynoe TV 70 KpATog
Exovta tov Oavatov, Tovt’ &0TL TOV Otafolov, TOV €VEETNV Kal AQXNYOV TIS
apaTiag, eikdtws acOevng yivetat 1) apaotia [...] (Staab, 1933, p. 640, 11. 14-17).
This specific biblical passage was very popular among Byzantine exegetes, but as an
analogy to Christ who defeated death and sin is documented firstly in Origen, whose
scholium is preserved in a catena on Romans: oUtwg ovv kal 6 XQLOTOG éavTOV
naédwiev TN dovAeia, tva undelg Bavatov yévntal twv pabntevopévayv avToL
T AdYw DOVAOG: 0UTOG YXQ WS PNOLV 1] YOAPT] KATNEYTNOE TOV TO KPATOG €)X0VTa
100 Oavatov, tovt’ ot Tov Otdfolov kat ta éENg. (Ramsbotham, 1912, sec. 30, 1. 34).
In comparing Photius with Origen, it is interesting to observe that the two exegetes
adapted the Pauline verse by modifying the verb katnoyron tov (NA28) to read
kateymnoe tov, although this could be due to the general tendency of the exegetes to
adapt the Greek to the syntax in their writing. In Sch. Ph. 519, Photius interprets Heb
2, 18 as a reference to the temptations Christ had to face in order to become stronger
and help those who are tempted by the devil.

Sch. Ph. 520; Sch. Ph. 521. These two scholia comment respectively on Heb 3, 2 and
Heb 3, 3 (Staab, 1933, p. 640). There is no agreement on the authorship of Sch. Ph. 521
between the only two manuscripts preserving it: the scholium is ascribed to Photius
in GA 1907, while it is anonymous in GA 91. Sch. Ph. 520 is brief and refers to the
comparison between Christ and Moses; indeed, there is a change of the person in the
verb that goes from the first-person singular to the third-person singular, which is a

common phenomenon in the Scholia Photiana. It is certainly clear that Photius is
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speaking from the point of view of Paul and that the sentence ot amootaciav pe
Aéyovteg ano Mwvoéwe diddokey is intended as a reference to the accusations Paul
received in Acts 21, 17-26. According to Photius, the comparison between Christ and
Moses would be read as a sort of apology against the accusations Paul faced in the
past, even though they are not mentioned in the letter. It is also Photius” opinion that
Paul did not remind them of these on purpose, as it would be too painful for him to
do so; instead, the Apostle carries on with the comparison between Christ and Moses
in the following verse as well and this is the topic of Sch. Ph. 521, where Photius
highlights how Paul gently confirms Christ’s superiority over Moses. This scholium
is also remarkable for the adoption of the imperative 2nd pl. Aémete by the exegete,
which is frequent in the whole collection of the Scholia Photiana on Hebrews. Indeed,
the imperative 2nd sg. 6pa is the form regularly adopted by Photius in the scholia,
mainly with the purpose of attracting attention from the audience. The verb fAémete
is also regularly documented in the catenae of Typus Vaticanus, Monacensis and
Parisinus on the New Testament (both Gospels and Epistles), especially in scholia of
earlier authors such as Theodore (Cramer, 1844, v. V, p. 172, 1. 26; p. 293, 1. 16) or
Severian (ibid., p. 162, 1. 8). Conversely, the imperative 6pa is documented mostly in a
catena on Acts ascribed to Andrew, including scholia ascribed to Chrysostom
(Cramer, 1839, p. 39, 1. 15, L. 21).

Sch. Ph. 525; Sch. Ph. 526. Sch. Ph. 14 is ascribed to Oecumenius in GA 1923 and it is
not preserved by its relative GA 1982. Photian authorship is confirmed in GA 1907

and there is also the case of GA 1905, where Sch. Ph. 525 is among the other eleventh-
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century secondary additions, all corresponding to Scholia Photiana. Sch. Ph. 526 is
anonymous in GA 1923 and GA 1982; this is ascribed to Photius in GA 91 and GA
1907, but there is no specific stylistic feature to confirm the authorship, and the
scholium is too brief to be entirely sure it is from Photius. With regard to the content,
the focus of both the scholia is on the institution of a third katanavoig, ‘rest,” which
is, according to Paul, a metaphor of faith in God. As Paul explains in Hebr 4, 3-11,
God had a rest on the seventh day and this is the origin of the Sabbath; however, not
everyone among his people accepted a rest on the sabbath and this became for God a
sign of unfaithfulness.

Sch. Ph. 528. GA 2183 (£. 432v) preserves two unpublished scholia. The first one, Sch.
Ph. 528, comments on Hebr 4, 17 and is identified by the Photian ligature; the same
scholium is also in GA 91 (f. 223r) and GA 1916 (f. 160r), but as anonymous. The texts
of the three manuscripts are identical, to confirm that there is the possibility of a
relationship between at least GA 91 and GA 2183. An edition of the text and a
translation follow below:

Opovw tnc Xaprtoc, enot- tov 0povov Tov BactAucov: teQl ov ot eimev 0 KVPLog
TV KVPLWY Hov: k&Bov &k deéitepa Hov- OQOVOS XAQLTog 0TIV, 0L BEOVOGS KQloEWC:
VOV Dl TOUTO peTa mappnoiag iva Aafwpev Edeov xal xapy Epwuey €ic eVKALPOV
ponBetav- kaAwg d¢ elmev evxatpov fonbetac: av vov mEooépxn, enol, AMym xapwy
kat éAeoc. Evkailpwe Yoo mpooépyn av d¢ tote MEOoéA0TC, OVKETL AKALQOG: YAQ 1)

TEOOEAEVOLS, OTAV YXQ 1) CLUVTEAELR, TOTE €yelpeTal €ic KQloLv.
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(tr.) 7 God’s throne,” (Paul) says, meaning the Royal Throne, about which he also
says, “My Lord of lords (1 Tm 6, 15): sit down at my right (Ps 110, 1);” this is a throne
of grace not of gold. Now, because of that, “With confidence, so that we may receive
mercy and find grace in time of need.” He well said, “In time of need;”now he says, if
you approached (his throne)78 you would receive “grace and mercy.” Indeed, if you
approached (his throne) opportunely, then you would proceed troublesome no more.
In fact, the petition, whenever the contribution, rises to the judgment.’

Overall, the style sounds Photian, particularly observing the use of phrases such as
mept o0 not, parallelism in structures such as Opovog xaoitog éotiv, ov Bpodvog
koloewg (I. 2) and expressions such as kaAwg d¢ eimev (l. 4), which are recurrent in
Photian exegetical style.

Sch. Ph. 529. This is another unpublished text that GA 2183 (ff. 432v—-433r) ascribes
to Photius. The scholium is also reported as anonymous, but with a sign in GA 1916
(f. 160rv). However, after numerous attempts I have not found the same scholium in
GA 91. Sch. Ph. 529 is a brief exegetical scholium on Heb 5, 1-2, dealing with the
exegesis of m. sg. participle AapPavopevoc in Heb 5, 1. The text and a translation
follow below:

Ei0 €€ avOomwv AapuPavopevog petolomad ety Tolg dyvoouot Kal TAAVWHEVOLG,
MOOW HAAAOV O peTA TOL AvOQwWTOg etval katl 0e0g wv, HeToloTabnoeL Kol X ELoo
00€EEL TOLG AyVoLOL kal TMAavwuévols; el obtwg vonOein kat 10 AapPavopevog
ETOLHOTEQOV EKANPOT|OETAL AVTL TOV dpopllopevos. Eic wv twv dvOpwnwv kat €€

avTV eic tepéa AapPavopevog, enot.

78 Heb 4, 16 mpooepxwpeOa (NA28).
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(tr.) ‘If that man “who is elect among men (Heb 5, 1) is able to be humble with those
who are ignorant and are going astray” (Heb 5, 2), how much more, after having been
a man and being a god, will he be humble and give his hand to those “who are
ignorant and are going astray”? If the verse is to be intended this way, even “who is
elected” will certainly make more sense than ‘who is separated.” He means that one
who is a man among men is elected as a high priest by them.’

Sch. Ph. 529 begins with a quotation combining Heb 5, 1 and Heb 5, 2. This is in line
with the procedure of combining different verses, either from the Pauline Episltes, as
here, or from other biblical sources, to support his exegesis.

Sch. Ph. 531. This scholium on Hebr 5, 7-9 is ascribed to Photius in the manuscripts
GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91, GA 1907, GA 1905 and GA 2183. From the analysis of this
scholium, I noted some linguistic features which appear different from those
encountered elsewhere in the Scholia Photiana. For instance, in the very first lines of
the scholium (Staab, 1933, p. 643, 1. 1-7), a list of questions, very common in Photian
exegesis, shows a variation of the common sequence of the adverbs mowTtov...
devteov... toitov, where powrtov is replaced by €v (1. 1). There is also an incongruity
in listing three points when the catalogue is introduced by the phrase d0o (nrettat
My other observations are related to the gen. sg. cvykatavevoews (1. 17), also

documented in John Tzetses, Arqumenta et allegoriae in Homeri Iliadem (ed. Matranga,

1850, sec. 1, 1. 302);” the meaning of this noun is unclear and probably is to be found

7 For modern version with translation and commentary see also : Goldwyn, J. A and Kokkini, D. (2015),
Allegories of the lliad, John Tzetze. Cambridge (MA), London: Harvard University Press (Dumbarton
Oaks Medieval Library).
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in the closest Modern Greek form ovykatavevon), ‘consent’.® Therefore, the meaning
of the sentence, dV0 Y& épnuev aitrjoelg, TV HeV TAQAITNOEWS TOL OavaTov, TV
d¢ ovykataveVoews OmeQ NV WS AANOWS MOAANC evAaPelag [...] could be, ‘Indeed,
we made two requests: the request of rejection of the death and the request of his
consent, that was of much piety, in truth [...].”

Moreover, for the first time in the Scholia Photiana, the author uses the phrase, dAA’
oUtwg pev kat” eunv yvounyv (ll. 35-36). This phrase is frequently attested in both
Classical and Byzantine authors; however, this is the first time that Photius uses it to
state his own opinion explicitly in the Scholia Photiana, since the exegete normally uses
the verb oluat to introduce his own interpretation. Could that suggest someone
commenting on the received tradition? Unfortunatly, the exegete does not provide
any other evidence that he is doing so within the context of Sch. Ph. 531, where we
read [...] dvaomoag ovv avTOV, £0QVOATO AVTOV €k TOL DavdTov Kal diéowoev.
AAA' 00TG pev kat' Eunv yvounv tavta (Staab, 1933, p. 643, 1. 35). Photius expresses
his point of view again at the second part of the scholium where he states éuot d¢
HaAAov 1) devtépac évvola ovpPavery doket. He also uses the phrase ¢pot doxet in
Sch. Ph. 348, commenting on 2 Cor 7, 14 (Staab, 1933, p. 594, 1. 20), but this is another

variation of the more common ottt

8 Anon. 1998, ‘ovyxatavéuw, The Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek (Aeikd tnc wxownc

NeoeAAnvikncg)'.
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Overall, Sch. Ph. 531 is the longest of the group of Scholia Photiana on Hebrews, but
it is also a good example of the exegesis of a complex verse, Hebr 5, 7, realised through
the use of sections/paragraphs denotating a clear and precise organisation of thoughts
that it is not possible to observe in briefer scholia. The exegetical focus deals with a
few issues of interpretation in Heb 5, 7-8, ‘Og &v taic Njpéoaic ¢ oagrog avtov
denoelc e Kal iketnolag mMEOg TOV duvduevov owley avTOV €k BavAaTov HeTa
KQOALYTG LOXVOAS Kol dakQUWV TROTEVEYKAS Kal eloakovoOelc Ao ¢ evAaBeing,
8 kalmep wv LI, épabev ag’ wv émabev v Omtakony [...] (NA 28). Photius arranges
his exegesis around three main questions: firstly, why did Paul use the verb
eloarxovo0elg, ‘having been heard,” since Christ was actually crucified and died;
secondly, what does &mo g evAaBeiag, ‘by what he feared” mean exactly; thirdly,
does kaimep wv viog, ‘though he was son,” belong to the text before or after it? The
exegete elaborates three long answers in three different paragraphs, often supporting
his interpretation with other biblical passages, as he usually does when he finds verses
particularly challenging in Paul’s writings. Photius also discusses the verb
eloaxovobeig, ‘he was heard,” referring to the crying and petitions of Christ to God.
In order to clarify the meaning of this verb, the exegete quotes Jo 17, 1. This is another
example of the use of a different biblical quotation to explain the Pauline verses, which
is a technique used throughout the Scholia Photiana.

In the third paragraph of the scholium, Photius advises changing the structure of
Hebr 5, 7-8 by applying hyperbaton, so to read: ‘Og év taig npéoais g oaQkog

avTov (8) Kaimep wv viog, éuabev ag’ wv émabev v vrtaxor)v [...]. Again, the use
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of hyperbaton as a technique to assist exegesis and allow the audience to read and
understand Paul immediately, seems to be one of the favourites in Photian exegesis.
Then, the interpretation goes on with Photius explaining that Christ was not heard for
his supplication, but for his piety, which would also explain the definition TeAeww0Oe(g,
‘made perfect,” in the following Hebr 5, 9.

In the last section of the scholium, the exegete discusses kaimeg wv viog and the
meaning it would acquire by referring to the previous or the following text. For the
exegete there would be three options of interpretation belonging to the different
syntactical orders. The first is based on hyperbaton, through which the phrase would
be moved to the beginning of Hebr 5, 7: 6¢ ¢V taic 1juépoaic g oaprog avTov, KalmeQ
WV LI, denoels te kat iketnelag [...]. Therefore, although Christ was the son of God,
when he was human he suffered with crying and petitions. It would be also possible
to keep katmep wv viog in the original position and refer it to the text before: [...] kat
eloakovoOelg amo g evAaBeiag kaimep wv vidg [...]. Even in this last case, the
meaning of the sentence would be clear. There is also a third interpretation that is
developed from reading kaimep wv vidg, épuabev e v énabdev v Omakonyv [...],
by keeping the parenthetical element with the following verse, where the noun
vTtakor] means ‘the obedience to the father.” Photius states that he prefers the second
interpretation, but also reiterates that whatever the interpretation, kaimeo wv viog
would work in any case.

Sch. Ph. 532. The scholium was published by Staab only on the basis of GA 1907

(Staab 1933, p. 644, 11. 26-32), but I found it preserved also in GA 2183 (f. 435rv). The
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scholium provides observations on t¢ &pxng tov Xpwotov Adyov (Heb 6, 2) and the
use of the noun d&oxn, ‘principle,” that is not to be considered as a synonym of
otolxela, ‘elements of the speech of God.’

Sch. Ph. 533. The scholium is ascribed to Photius in GA 2183, GA 91 and GA 1907,
but not in GA 1923, where it is preserved as Oecumenius. However, it also occurs in
GA 1905 among the anonymous additions from the Scholia Photiana. Although it is a
very brief scholium, its contents seem very similar to those of Sch. Ph. 531 and Sch.
Ph. 532. As in Sch. Ph. 531, the exegete proposes following another syntactical order
of the verses Hebr 6, 1-3, combining them as follows: (1) 010 dpévtec TOV TG AOXTNS
TOL XQLOTOU AOYOV ETTL TNV TEAELOTNTA PeQHEDa, (3) KAl TOUTO TIOW|OOLEY, EAVTIEQ
értoémn) 0 Beodc. Although the scholium ends with the quotation without any further
comment, it is clear so far that every attempt by Photius to combine verses or apply
hyperbaton has the purpose of making the Pauline text more easily accessible to the
audience.

Sch. Ph. 535. This was edited by Staab on the basis of GA 1907 only, but following
analysis of the manuscripts, I found it also in GA 91 with a ligature and in GA 1905,
which would be another element casting doubt the relationship between GA 1923 and
GA 1905 proposed by Staab. Like Sch. Ph. 534, the scholium comments on Hebr 6, 1,
which is probably the reason Staab published them as one text under the same title of
Hebr 6, 1-3 (Staab 1933, pp. 644-5). The focus is on the definition of Ttov Xplotov

Adyov, indicating the teaching of being faithful to God, receiving baptism, believing
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in the resurrection and in judgment; all of these are concepts that will be reiterated in
the following Sch. Ph. 536.

Sch. Ph. 536. Commenting on Hebr 6, 5, this scholium is preserved in GA 1923, GA
1982, GA 91, GA 1907, GA 1905 and GA 1916, but also in GA 2183, where it is one
sentence longer than in the others. The scholium in GA 2183 starts with the line, 'H
Ot TOV dpoaPwva oL HEAAOVTOG alwvog. TovT eott TNV &ig Xpotov miotwy, ‘Or
because of the pledge of the coming world; that is the faith in Christ,” which creates a
link with the preceding scholium in the same manuscript.

Sch. Ph. 537; Sch. Ph. 538. 1 found some imprecision in the information given about
the location of the scholium on Hebr 6, 6 (Staab, 1933, p. 464), corresponding to Sch.
Ph. 537 in my classification. In fact, the scholium is preserved only in GA 1923 (£.337r)
and GA 1982 (f. 307r) and it is not in GA 91 and GA 1907 as Staab indicates. However,
there is a second issue that needs to be clarified. In the footnote (n. 12) on the same
page, Staab reports another text also commenting on Hebr 6, 6 which is preserved
with the ligature of Photius in GA 91 and GA 1907 and under the name of Oecumenius
in GA 1923 and GA 1982. It seems that the confusion in Staab, who treats Sch. Ph. 538
as another version of Sch. Ph 537, is due to the fact that in the manuscripts both Sch.
Ph. 538 and 539 are introduced by the same lemma i ¢otiv dvaotavgovvtag, but the
two scholia are different. Moreover, GA 2183 reports Sch. Ph. 538 with the Photian
ligature as well. By looking at the context of both Sch. Ph. 537 and Sch. Ph. 538 it looks
also as if the two could be easily considered as complementary scholia, since they do

not contradict themselves and perhaps complement each other.
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Sch. Ph. 539. This is anonymous in GA 91 (also in GA 1905 and GA 1916), but
regularly ascribed to Photius in the other manuscripts. It provides an exegesis of Heb
6, 7, where Paul uses the metaphor of the land that becomes productive through both
the rain’s action and God’s blessing, which the exegete extends not only to the
harvested fruit which is also the fruit of salvation, but to God who is a farmer and his
son who is the seed.

Sch. Ph. 540. In the introduction to this thesis (supra, p. 45 ff), I explained that the
text of this scholium on Heb 7, 3 in the edition of Staab (1933, pp. 464-5) had been
examined as a proof of Photius’ possible use of commentaries in catenae
(Antonopoulou, 2006, p. 549). In fact, the scholium was compared to an scholium
ascribed to the Nicene father, Eustathius of Antioch (1337). The same scholium of
Eustathius, which was part of the Epistula Alexandri Alexandrini (De Melchisedech) (CPG
3359), was also found as a scholium in the Catena in Genesim (Declerk, 2002). To
compare the texts of Eustathius and Photius, I have reproduced below the scholium
in the edition of Declerk with the Scholium Photianum in the 1933 edition of Staab and

indicated in bold characters the similarities between the two texts, as following:
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Eustathius (Declerk, 2002, pp. 175-176,
fr. 115 ab, 1. 10-25):%

[...] TOv MeAxioedék, T pn eivar

pev €k Tov oméouatog ABoadp, pr d&
vmo  Mowioéwsg  yevealoyeioOat
nwnote, eivat 8¢ Xavaviov to yévog
KAl €K TG EMAQATOV EKELVIG OTIOQAG
ogpacBat. Awkaiov d¢ Twv kad
éavtov ano@av[Blévrog kai ovk éx
MEOYOVWV OQUWUEVOL dikaiwv, Kol
€lg TO TOL Xavaav YEVOG AVAYELV TOV
elg AKQOV dKAlooVVNG VeLOVTA: 0VOE
YOO TEEMWOEOTATOV TV TOV TG AKQAG
dLKLOOVVNG ETUANUUEVOV CUUTTAEKELY
TW TNG AKEAG Adking emAaBopéve
vével. A0 AmdTopa Kol durjtooa enotv
elvat, ovk a&lovg TOLG TEOYHVOLS
Nyov[p. 176, 1. 20]pevog g &EEeTNS TOL
dkalov Kal 0WEPEOVOG AVOQOG.
‘Ot de Xavavaiog T0 Yévog deikvutal
) MeAxLoedéxk. éott  dnmov
tekpurgacdal kai &n’ avTwv ékaiwv
wv ékTatel kKai éfacileve KApATWY,
Kai oig émAnoialev. Aotvyeltwv pév
Y&Q 1nv XZodopwv, mAnoiéotegog d¢
Tw ABQad, oikoUVTL TEOG T1) OQUI T1)
Mapper. Oipar 0 kai XaAnu
ékelvng  étvyxave Paotdevs 1
moAvOeUANTOoG TegovoaAnu avtn.

Sch.Ph. 540 (Staab, 1933, pp. 646-647):

MeAxioedek Aéyel T un) eivar pev
€k ToL oméQuaTog APoaap unde vmo
Mwioéws yevearoyeioBai, eivar O
Xavavaiov TO0 YEvog Kal €k TNg
EMaQAToOv ékeivng OTI0QAG
ogpacBair, dwkaiov d¢ TV KAl
avToV AMOo@avOEévTog, Kal ovk €k
MEOYOVWV OQUWUEVOV dikaiwv

0VO¢ ATO TIVOS dKAIAG OTOQAS, OV
Oéuc v yeveadoyetv [p. 647] tov eig
AKQOV  OKALOOUVNG  OoVY'ATIO  TLVOG
dwkaiag  omopac, Ocuc  1Mv
veveaAoyetv vevovta

oV

ot ¢ Xavavaiog 1fjv t0 Yévog O
MeAxioedék deikvuTal, kKal €0t
onmov tekpuneacHatl kai an' avTwv
éxelvwv wv ékpdrtel kal éBacileve

KAlUATwV, Kal oig EémAnoialev:
veltwv pev yag NV Xodopwv,
nAnowxitegog  d¢  tw  APgaapu

olkovvTL MEOg T doul 1) Mappor
(Gen 14, 13). olecBOar d¢ xor) OTL Kl
LaAnp ékeivng &tvyxave PaociAevg,
Nt éotv TepovoaAnp.

81 The text of Eustathius is published as fr. 115ab by Declerk in his edition of 2002. However, this is not

the only fragment ascribed to Eustathius in the Catena in Genesim. Declerk published other two scholia

from the Catena in Genesim as fr. 114 and fr, 1116, 121 and 122 and other two scholia belonging to the

Collectio Coisliniana in Genesim that converged in the Catena in Genesim (supra, fn. 42), fr. 63a and 64c

(Declerk, 2002, p. 277, p. 283). According to Declerk, fr. 114, 115 and 116 belong to the same work which

he identified as Eustathius, Epistula Alexandri Alexandrini (De Melchisedech) (CPG 3359).
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The evident similarities between Eustathius and Sch. Ph. 540 consist of two verbatim
quotations, one in the initial part of the scholium and the second in the final part,
which are the longest so far in the collection of the Scholia Photiana. The central parts
of the two scholia does not seem to report anything in common. My investigation of
the manuscripts preserving Sch. Ph. 540 — GA 91 (f. 227r), GA 1907 (f. 168v), GA 1905
(f. 226r), GA 2183 (f. 441v) shows that the text of Photius is the same as edited by Staab.
Nothing emerged from the information in Declerk’s edition (2002, pp. 174) with
specific regard to the central part of fr. 115ab. It therefore seems possible to me to
confirm that the exegete of the Sch. Ph. 540 is quoting Eustathius verbatim and that
this is the second, more extended, verbatim quotation of another work in the Scholia
Photiana. To summarise the results of the general analysis of the Scholia Photiana on the
whole Pauline Epistles, the few examples of verbatim quotations I identified in the
whole collection of Scholia Photiana are as follows:

e Sch. Ph. 1b (Rm, 1, 1), quoting Photius, Amphilochia, Q 136 (PG 101, col. 749)

e Sch. Ph. 5 (Rm 1, 3-5), quoting Photius, Amphilochia, Q. 136 (PG 101, col 752)
and Q. 283 (PG 101, col. 1113).

e Sch. Ph. 12 (Rm 1, 13), quoting Photius, Amphilochia Q. 91 (PG 101, col. 572);

e Sch. Ph. 104 (Rm 8, 23) quoting Oecumenius, Rm 8, 23 (Staab, 1933, p. 428, 1. 4).

e Sch. Ph. 164 (Rm 13, 12) quoting anonymous in catena (ed. Cramer, 184, v. V,
p. 287), but also Chrysostom, In Johannem (PG 59, col. 309);

e Sch. Ph. 228 (1 Cor 7, 18) Epiphanius, De mensuribus et ponderibus (PG 43, col.

264);
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e Sch. Ph. 259 (1 Cor 11, 7-10) quoting Photius, Amphilochia, Q. 108 (PG 101, col.
644);

e Sch. Ph. 335 (2 Cor 4, 4) quoting Cyril, Contra Iulianum Imperatorem (ed.
Buruguiere and Evieux, 1985, c.2, 1. 4 tf);

e Sch. Ph. 393 (Gal 2, 3-5) quoting John of Damascus, Commentarii in Epistulas
Pauli (PG 95, col 784, 1. 36);

e Sch. Ph. 399 quoting Chrysostom, In Epistulam ad Gal. comm. (PG 61, col. 655);

e Sch. Ph. 470 (Phil 3, 5) quoting Chrysostom, In Epistulam ad Philippenses (PG 62,

col. 258).

A possible way Photius would have had access to the work of Eustathius was
through commentaries in the form of catenae, which is one of the hypotheses about
the genesis of the Scholia Photiana. This hypothesis was also advanced by
Antonopoulou in her article of 2006, as mentioned in the Introduction (pp. 46—48).
Indeed, Sch. Ph. 540 shows two rather extended verbatim quotations, which are not
simply faint reminiscences of Eustathius. Although, these are certently important
examples of quotations of another Father, the other quotations that T have summarised
in the lists above are too brief to suppose a strong contribution of the other Fathers’
exegesis, or even the Amphilochia, to the Scholia Photiana. Therefore, I am still inclined
to consider the scholia in the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius as the results of Photius’

own independent interpretation of Paul’s writings.
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Sch. Ph. 541; Sch. Ph. 542; Sch. Ph. 543. The three scholia of this small section show
some problems of authorship in the manuscript tradition. For instance, Sch. Ph. 541 is
certainly ascribed to Photius with the ligature in GA 1907, but is anonymous in GA 91
and GA 1905. Both Sch. Ph. 542 and Sch. Ph. 543 are ascribed to Oecumenius in GA
1923. All the other manuscripts ascribe them to Photius and from an analysis of the
content and style, they both seem to match other Photian comments. For example, the
conjunction d10tt at the beginning of Sch. Ph. 542 is well documented in the Scholia
Photiana, as is the explicative phrase tout’ éott after the biblical quotation; there is also
the reference to the need of a comma for exegetical purposes, wv yovv tq dU ABoaap
detvmootiCety, tva TO vonua mavteAws apicotov yévnrat (Staab, 1933, p. 647, 11. 15—
17). In brief, Photius suggests adding a comma after dt" ABoacp (Heb 7, 9) in order to
understand the meaning of the passage more easily. This is not the first time the
Patriarch bases his exegesis on a change of punctuation and syntax in Paul. The same
also happens in Sch. Ph. 326, commenting on 2 Cor 1, 21-22 (Staab, 1933, p. 587, 1. 36)
and in a scholium on Mt 9, 5-6 (Reuss, 1957, p. 36, 1. 15), where he also says 0¢l
vrootiCetv. Sch. Ph. 543, the only Photian scholium on Hebr 8, is also ascribed to
Oecumenius in GA 1923, but there is an agreement in ascribing it to Photius in all the
other manuscripts; although, unlike Sch. Ph 542, it is more challenging to find in this
brief scholium some relevant evidence of Photian authorship from a stylistic point of
view. Therefore, the only proof to support it is the general agreement among GA 91,
GA 1907 and GA 2183 in preserving the scholium as Photius and the fact that it is

included in the additional scholia in GA 1905.
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Sch. Ph. 544. This is the first case in the analysis of the Scholia Photiana that GA 1905
preserves a text divided into two different scholia, where in all the other manuscript
the text is not divided. This is also the first and only case in which GA 1915 does not
agree with GA 1923, GA 91 and GA 1907 in preserving the same scholium. The
divergence happens between 1jtic oknvr) and ov Aéyetar (Staab 1933, p. 648, 1. 12).
The division is possible because from a syntactical point of view fjtic oknvn is a
relative clause referring to the previous text and o0 Aeyétatintroduces the following
one. It could also be possible from an editorial point of view to add a pause between
the two parts without splitting them completely into two different scholia. However,
all the other manuscripts agree the two scholia are part of the same text and treat them
as such. As in the case of Sch. Ph. 512, ending in &AAa..., Sch. Ph. 544 ends with oknvr)
N... in GA 1923 and GA 1982; while this interruption is avoided in GA 1905 and GA
1907, where the scholium ends with oxnvr| followed by space. GA 91 (f. 229v)
preserves the scholium as anonymous and combines it with another scholium that is
ascribed to Oecumenius by manuscripts of the catena of Typus Vaticanus (Staab, 1933,
p. 465, 11. 1-6), GA 1923 and GA 1916. The phrase oV ... vouilw (Staab, 1933, p. 647, 1.
24) is very unusual in Photius’ exegesis; it refers here to the structure of the tabernacle
(Heb 9, 1-4), which, according to the exegete, is a reference to interpret the Old
Testament in the light of the New Testament, whose superiority would be confirmed
in Paul’s writing. Additionally, the reason the exegete would say ov ... vouiCw, when

he actually provides an exegesis for the passage is not very clear.
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Sch. Ph. 546-Sch. Ph. 552. This is a group of brief texts commenting on different
passages in Heb 10. However, although the scholia are very brief, some of the Photian
features are evident; for example, amo kowvov, Anmtéov, the use of the article as a
pronoun (e.g. Sch. Ph. 552 v ano ¢ miotew, v &m0 ..., T &™O ...) and el +
acc., are common in the Scholia Photiana.

Sch. Ph. 556-Sch. Ph. 557. Not all the manuscripts agree in keeping these two scholia
separate. GA 1923 combines them in one exegetical text, although this is not confirmed
by its sister manuscript GA 1982 (f. 323v) because the text is interrupted after avtov
kol (Staab, 1933, p. 650, 1. 28) and it does not continue on the following f. 324r as would
be expected considering the parallelism between GA 1923 and GA 1982. However, a
few pages at this point of the manuscript are rather damaged and it may be that some
were lost.

Sch. Ph. 561. For the first time in the edition of the Scholia Photiana, Staab indicated
that the location of this scholium on Heb 12, 25 (Staab, 1933, p. 651) is in GA 1905.
There is no explanation provided by the editor about the reason he decided to use this
manuscript at this point and not in the other groups before, although I have indicated
in the Appendices that the majority of the Scholia Photiana is actually preserved in GA
1905. It could be argued that, since Sch. Ph. 561 is ascribed to Photius in GA 1923 but
is anonymous in GA 91, Staab used GA 1905 in support of Photian authorship, but
this could have also been done in many other cases above and even for the following
Sch. Ph. 562 (Heb 13, 10-13 in Staab, 1933, p. 652), which is ascribed to Photius in GA

1923, but is anonymous in GA 91.
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VIIL.2 Conclusion.

Overall, in the analysis of Scholia Photiana on Hebrews, I have observed that the
number of disagreements between the manuscripts on the authorship of the text is
higher than in the other groups of scholia. In particular, I came upon numerous
discrepancies between GA 1923 and the other manuscripts. During the whole process
of analysis of the Scholia Photiana so far, I encountered a high level of agreement
between GA 1923 and manuscripts such as GA 1915 (for the scholia on Romans and
1-2 Corinthians), GA 1907 and GA 1905, but in examining the Scholia Photiana on
Hebrews, I counted five cases in which GA 1923 preserves a potential Photian
scholium as Oecumenius and on a couple of occasions the texts are even anonymous.
Moreover, I observed some inconsistencies with its related manuscript GA 1982, as in
the case of Sch. Ph. 556 (on Heb 11, 19) where the scholium ends on f. 323v but does
not continue on the following page, unlike in GA 1923.

Most of the scholia exhibit the same style not only in the lexical choices, but also in
terms of attention to syntactical structures (e.g. Sch. Ph. 533, Sch. Ph. 542), which is
also a feature of Photius’ exegesis. Nevertheless, it is also very clear that some scholia
show linguistic devices not in line with Photian exegetical style (e.g. Sch. Ph. 521; Sch.
Ph. 531; Sch. Ph. 544). This raises some doubts about the authorship of those specific
scholia and puts also under discussion the relevance of Sch. Ph. 540 as the longest and
most important example of verbatim quotation in Photian scholia. If Sch. Ph. 540 does

belong to Photius, as seems confirmed by the ligature in GA 1907 and GA 2183, it is
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certainly the longest verbatim quotation among the very few in the Scholia Photiana
and would also confirm the use of catenae as a source of the Photian exegesis.

In conclusion, I believe that, among the Scholia Photiana on Hebrews, those showing
stylistic features different from those observed in the other group of Scholia Photiana
need further comparison with other authors in catenae in order to find points in
common for a possible re-discussion of the authorship. Such examination would

probably require a wider look at the Typus Vaticanus, Marcianus and Parisinus.
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VIII Conclusion.

This thesis began with the intention of clarifying the arrangement of the exegetical
material ascribed to Photius in the 1933 edition of Staab and reaching a better
understanding of the genesis of those scholia. A detailed analysis of the same
manuscripts Staab used in his 1933 edition (GA 1915, GA 1923, GA 1982, GA 91, GA
1907) as well as of other codices belonging to the catena of Pseudo-Oecumenius which
showed the presence of the same scholia (GA 1915, GA 1916, GA 2183) provided an
opportunity to find unpublished exegetical material ascribed to Photius that needed
to be investigated.

Firstly, I was able to identify each single scholium already published by Staab, who
often presents them as part of a larger exegetical context that does not give an accurate
portrait of the distribution of the exegetical material in the manuscripts. Secondly, I
was able to isolate twenty-five unpublished texts throughout the scholia on the
Pauline Epistles, such as Sch. Ph. 1a, 2, 4a, 6a, 43, 45, 59a, 83b, 135b, 204a. 212, 241b,
288, 297, 324, 335, 338, 390, 411, 430, 463, 466, 470, 528 and 529. This confirms that the
Photian material in catenae is greater than expected. Finally, I could also identify as
Scholia Photiana already edited by Cramer, such as Sch. Ph. 52, previously ascribed to
Severian (Cramer, 1844, v. IV, p. 29), Sch. Ph 291 (Cramer, 1844, v. V, p. 300) and Sch.
Ph. 296 (Cramer, 1844, v. V, p. 308) both published as anonymous. Furthermore, I
pointed out a problem with the authorship of the scholium of Oecumenius, Rm 9, 28

(Staab, 1933, p. 521) and its correspondence to Sch. Ph. 128. All those cases raise further
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questions on the reliability of the two old editions, and the need to re-assess
manuscripts, such as GA 1909, in future studies.

In regard to the material already published and analysed, I also considered the
hypothesis of ascribing to Photius two scholia recently discovered by Theodora
Panella and discussed in her doctoral thesis in 2017. In particular, I disagreed with her
in ascribing to Photius the brief scholium on Galatians she classified as Comment 252a
on the basis of the initial biblical quotation she considers as characteristic of the
Photian exegesis. Through the analysis of the Scholia Photiana, I demonstrated that the
quotations of the biblical verses, which are in minuscule in GA 1923 and GA 1982, but
in majuscule in other manuscripts like GA 91, work as additional biblical lemmata
introducing the exegetical text, which vary according to the manuscripts. This is a
further proof of how dynamic the research on catenae is and that new findings as well
as the discussion of previous works are still possible and necessary to understand the
complexity of this genre.

Indeed, the analysis of the codices has also revealed new information on the
manuscript tradition of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. With regard to the
manuscripts I examined, the ones that require particular mention are GA 1905, GA
1923 and GA 91. Following the idea formulated by Staab about the possible
relationship between GA 1905 and GA 1923, I confirm that this relationship is only
partial and is related more to the catena with numbered scholia than the Scholia
Photiana (Sch. Ph. 212, 256, 265, 297). GA 1923 preserves the scholia in the body of the

catena as unnumbered scholia, demonstrating that the Scholia Photiana belong to a
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later stage of the development of the catenae, but they were added to GA 1905 as a
secondary addition in the margin of the pre-existing ‘frame catena’. Despite the initial
idea that the Scholia Photiana were copied into GA 1905 from GA 1923, in my
investigation I found that textual material which was included in GA 1923, including
the long, unpublished, Sch. Ph. 212, was not present in GA 1905. Additionally, the
analysis of Sch. Ph. 297 demonstrates that not all the scholia in GA 1923 were copied
in GA 1905, but already existed in the tenth-century body of the catena of GA 1905,
before the marginal additions.

Furthermore, other two scholia, Sch. Ph. 398 and Sch. Ph. 407, are in GA 1905 but
not in GA 1923; instead, together with other scholia (Sch. Ph. 95, 96,137,184b) they
confirm a relationship between GA 1905 and GA 91. Also, Sch. Ph. 95 and Sch. Ph. 96
are combined in GA 1905 and GA 91 as one scholium, while they are separate in GA
1923, another element in favour of the possible relationship between GA 1905 and GA
91, rather than GA 1923.

New findings also confirm the relationship between GA 91 and GA 2183, which is
especially significant given that it is not always possible to state clearly where the
Photian material begins in the “alternating catena’ in GA 91. From the analysis of Sch.
Ph. 320, preserved in GA 91 (f. 146r), I notice that this scholium incorporates a section
together with another comment of Oecumenius published by Staab. This would imply
that the alternating catena in GA 91 is the result of a collage of texts belonging to
different authors but kept as anonymous in order to form an organic continuous

commentary. In this continuity, the uncertainty around the precise location of the
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Photian ligatures in the manuscript still leave some doubts on what to consider as part
of Photius” exegesis. On one occasion, a comparison between GA 91 and GA 2183
helped to clarify the situation: in the analysis of Sch. Ph. 1ab, GA 2183 helped in
understanding where the Photian scholium began in GA 91 and in identifying
anonymous scholia as Photian in the same manuscript (e.g. Sch. Ph. 2; Sch. Ph, 45; Sch.
Ph. 52; Sch. Ph. 83b; Sch. Ph. 390; Sch. Ph. 411). In regards to the Scholia Photiana GA
2183 and GA 91 have in common, the lectiones in GA 91 turned out to be generally
more reliable than the ones in the scholia of GA 2183. However, they do not share
always the same material; for instance, Sch. Ph. 59b, Sch. Ph. 338 is preserved by GA
91, but not by GA 2183 and vice versa for Sch. Ph. 135b, Sch. Ph. 296, Sch. Ph. 297; Sch.
Ph. 430; Sch. Ph. 463; Sch. Ph. 466; Sch. Ph. 470; Sch. Ph. 528; Sch. Ph. 529. This does
not allow us to formulate a hypothesis of a strong relationship between the two
manuscripts. Since GA 2183 shows Photian material not documented in other
manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus, 1 believe it could be the object of further

investigation related to other authors in the catena as well.

With regard to the origin of the Scholia Photiana and their provenance, I have
reported in the Introduction (supra, p. 41 ff.) that Hergenrother, having examined the
Scholia Photiana on Romans and 1-2 Corinthians published by Cramer (1841) and
Morellus (1631), concluded that, although a few scholia were similar to the
Amphilochia, the majority of the material ascribed by Photius in the catena was

completely independent of that work (Hergenrother, 1869, p. 79). In my research I
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analysed possible relationships between the Scholia Photiana on Paul’s letters and other
works of Photius, mainly the Amphilochia and Homiliae, but I could only find very few
cases in which the exegete quotes briefly the Amphilochia in the scholia on Romans and
1 Corinthians: Sch. Ph. 1b, recalling Quaestio 136; Sch. Ph. 5 quoting both Quaestio 136
and Quaestio 283, also mentioned by Hergenrother (1869, p. 79); Sch. Ph. 12 quoting
Quaestio 91 and Sch. Ph. 259 recalling Quaestio 208. Following my analysis, I can now
confirm Hergerother’s conclusion that the contribution of the Amphilochia to the
exegesis of the Scholia Photiana on the Pauline Epistles on Romans and 1-2 Corinthians
is very limited. I can also confirm that this applies to the Scholia Photiana on the other
letters, where I found no contribution from the Amphilochia or Homiliae at all. Therefore
Hergenrother’s idea of the existence of another Photian work extensively commenting
on all the Epistles seems to me to be the most acceptable. Indeed, in the first instance,
I also considered the opposite idea that, as for Arethas’ scholia (Staab, 1933, p. 653 ff.),
the Scholia Photiana could have been produced as secondary additions in form of
glosses to a pre-existing catena. From the data I have gathered, the exegete of the
Scholia Photiana tends to comment in detail on almost each verse of the Pauline
Epistles. I have reported the sequence of the Scholia Photiana in the manuscripts and
the verse they refer to in Appendix 1. Therefore, I am inclined to think that such an
effort to comment extensively on each Epistle would fit more with the existence of a
proper, organic and structured exegetical work rather than occasional additions to a
catena. Additionally, I think that there is a clear intent of the exegete to produce his

own independent work, with only few reminiscences of other Fathers. In fact, where
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I could detect verbatim quotations from other works, these were generally very short
with only one extended quotation from Eustathius (Sch. Ph. 540), but this is not
enough evidence in a collection counting about 560 scholia to suppose a solid
contribution of other Fathers to the exegesis of Photius. Subconscious reminiscences
of Chrysostom’s Homiliae are in Sch. Ph. 6a; Sch. Ph. 44; Sch. Ph. 53; Sch. Ph. 59b;
possibly Sch. Ph. 61, Sch. Ph. 64, Sch. Ph. 76; Sch. Ph. 151, Sch. Ph. 203; Sch. Ph. 206;
Sch. Ph. 220; Sch. Ph. 391; Sch. Ph. 392; Sch. Ph. 393; Sch. Ph. 395; Sch. Ph. 399; Sch. Ph.
462; Sch. Ph. 4704. However, we know from the Bibliotheca (codices 172, 173, 174) that
Photius had a particular appreciation for Chrysostom, especially for his style and the

language of commentaries, épunvewwv, on Paul’s writings.

Despite the uncertainty of his role as an active teacher in the Magnaura or in the
Patriarchal School (Dvornik, 1951, p. 120; Mango, 1980, pp. 168-169; Lemerle, 1986, p.
189), the importance of Photius in the fight against Iconoclasm of the ninth century is
commonly recognised (Dvornik, 1951, p. 125). In this light, Photius” main response to
Iconoclasm was the promotion of secular science and the literal reading of the
Scripture, reflecting the iconophile appreciation for the concrete and material reality
of the historical Christ opposing the allegorical reading of the Scripture (Constas, 1999,
p- 108). Considering the role Photius played in support of orthodoxy, the style of the
Scholia Photiana, mainly based on the literal interpretation of Scripture, seems to fit
well with his orthodoxy and is more in line with the exegetical technique of the

Antiochene School rather than the allegorical interpretation of Alexandrian tradition.
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The interpretation preserved in the collection of Scholia Photiana denotates a
particular focus on some language features such as exemplification, paraphrasis,
repetitions and lists of synonyms, but also the abundance of explanations implying
the reorganisation of the sentence and the particular interest that Photius shows for
the use of hyperbaton in the Pauline letters (e.g. Sch. Ph. 12 Sch. Ph. 49; Sch. Ph. 73,
Sch. Ph. 233; Sch. Ph. 417; Sch. Ph. 433; Sch. Ph. 454), the attention to ox"juata such as
hyperbole (e.g. Sch. Ph. 452) and metaphors (e.g. Sch. Ph. 12; Sch. Ph. 45; Sch. Ph. 76;
Sch. Ph. 164; Sch. Ph. 211). Additionally, the use of the question-and-answer
technique, which is also in the Amphilochia, as the pedagogical use of hypothetical
questions that may rise from the reading of the Pauline texts followed by the
explanation of the exegete, is typical of the Scholia Photiana and is documented
throughout the groups of almost all the Epistles (e.g. in Sch. Ph. 100; Sch. Ph. 152; Sch.
Ph. 193; Sch. Ph. 200; Sch. Ph. 219; Sch. Ph. 364; Sch. Ph. 365); sometimes with the idea
of remarking on Paul’s irony (e.g. Sch. Ph. 300) or creating a sort of ‘surprise effect’
combined with the idiomatic expression ur] yevotto (e.g. Sch. Ph. 324) or even vai
(e.g. Sch. Ph. 212). There are also several elements lending a preponderantly ‘oral
effect’ to the Scholia Photiana. For instance, the presence of both first and third person
and often the sudden switching from one person to another (e.g. Sch. Ph. 191; Sch. Ph.
196; Sch. Ph. 212; Sch. Ph. 392 etc.), but also the direct address with the abundant
second-person singular imperative (e.g. 6pa in Sch. Ph. 38; Sch. Ph. 64; Sch. Ph. 102;
Sch. Ph. 140; Sch. Ph. 159; Sch. Ph. 184; Sch. Ph. 215; Sch. Ph. 248; Sch. Ph. 269; Sch. Ph.

350; Sch. Ph. 400; Sch. Ph. 498; Sch. Ph. 512) or the second-person plural (e.g. 6pate in
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Sch. Ph. 474) and even the hortatory subjunctive (e.g. 6p&g in Sch. Ph. 498, Sch. Ph.
414; Sch. Ph. 512). In the light of these features, it seems also possible to recognise in
the Scholia Photiana the same ‘oral quality” that McNamee identified in the Scholia
Sinaitica, which reflect the pedagogical purpose and immediacy of that collection
(McNamee, 1998, p. 274). It seems clear to me that it is in a scholastic environment
where the interpretation of the Scripture was mainly literal and Photius was involved
as a reformer that the catena need to be located and it is probably there that exegesis

preserved in the Scholia Photiana developed.
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APPENDIX 1:
Tables 1-10

Codices:s?

GA 91: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 219 (eleventh-century).

GA 641: London, British Library, Add. 22734 (eleventh-century).

GA 1905: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, Coislin gr. 27 (tenth-century,
additions from the eleventh century).

GA 1907: Oxford, Magdalen College 7 (Rm-2 Cor 1, 12) and Cambridge, University
Library, Ff. 130 (2 Cor 1, 13-Heb) (eleventh-century).

GA 1915 : Citta del Vaticano, Bibl. Vat., Vat. gr. 762 (tenth-century).

GA 1916: Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 765 (eleventh-
century);

GA 1923: Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z 33 (eleventh-century).

GA 1982: Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, D 541 inf. (eleventh-century).

GA 2183: Hagion Oros, Vatopedi Monastery 239 (1045).

List of symbols and abbreviations:

an. : anonymous
inf. : incomplete
ill. : illegible

+ : combined scholia

82 The following Appendix 2 includes the table illustrating the locations of the Scholia Photiana in the
manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus, plus GA 1915, which was also included in the edition of 1933 by

Karl Staab. The new exegetical material is included in the tables in the blue boxes.
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Appendix 1-Table 1

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Romans

New Classification | Manuscripts in Other manuscripts
classification | in Staab, 1933
of the Staab, 1933
Scholia
Photiana
Sch. Ph. 1a e GAOII (f. 69r) an. o GA 2183 (ff. 6v-7r);
(Rm 1, 1-2) o
Sch. Ph. 1b Rm1,1 o GA 1915 (f. 1v); o GA 2183 (ff. 6r-7v);
(p-470,11.1- | e GA 1923 (f. 3r); o GAO1 (f. 69r).
5) e  GA 1907 (f. 5r).
Sch. Ph. 1c e GA 1915 (f. 1v); e GAO9I (f. 69r).
Rm 1, 1 o GA 1923 (f. 3r);
(p. 470, 11. 5 o  GA 1907 (f. 5r).
10)
Sch. Ph. 2 GA 91 (f. 69r) an. o GA 2183 (f. 71);
(Rm1,1)
Sch. Ph. 3 Rm1,2 e GA 1915 (f. 2r);
o GA 1923 (f. 3r).
Sch. Ph. 4a o GA 1907 (f. 5v)
(Rm 1, 2)
Sch. Ph. 4b% Rm 1, 3-5 e GA 1915 (f. 3r);
o  GA 1907 (f. 5v).
Sch. Ph. 5 e GA 1915 (f. 3r);
e GA 1923 (f. 3r);
e  GA 1907 (f. 5v).
Sch. Ph. 6a e GA 1907 (f. 5v).
(Rm 1, 5)
Sch. Ph. 6b Rm 1, 5-7 e GA1915(f.3v4r)asa
Sch. Ph. 7 whole scholium.
Sch. Ph. 8
Sch. Ph. 9 e GA 1923 (f. 3r) Sch. Ph. 6b

+ 7 as one scholium.

e GA 1907 (£. 61).

8 This verse is also ascribed to Photius in GA 1933, f. 7r, where it is located at the beginning of the
catena. As I have stated in the introduction, Staab considered GA 1933 related to GA 1923, but not very

relevant for his edition.
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Sch. Ph. 10

Sch. Ph. 11

Rm1, 11-12

GA 1915 (f. 6r);
GA 1923 (f. 4v);
GA 1907 (f. 7r).

GA 1915 (f. 6v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 4v);
GA 1907 (f. 7rv).

Sch. Ph.

12

Rm 1, 13-14

GA 1915 (f. 7rv);
GA 1923 (51);
GA 1907 (7v-8r).

Sch. Ph.

13

Sch. Ph.

14

Sch. Ph.

15

Sch. Ph.

16

Sch. Ph.

17

Rm 1, 16-18

GA 1923 (f. 5v);

(
(

GA 1915 (£. 9r);
(

GA 1907 (f. 8v).

GA 1915 (ff. 9r—10r)
Sch. Ph. 14 + 15 + 16;

GA 1923 (£. 61);
GA 1907 (f. 8v).

GA 1915 (ff. 9r—10r); Sch.
Ph. 14 + 15 + 16;
GA 1923 (f. 6r);
GA 1907 (f. 8v).

GA 1915 (ff. 9r—10r); Sch.
Ph. 14 + 15 + 16;

GA 1923 (f. 6r);

GA 1907 (f. 9rv).

GA 1915 (f. 10v);
GA 1923 (f. 71);
GA 1907 (f. 9v).

Sch. Ph.

18

Sch. Ph.

19

Sch. Ph.

20

Sch. Ph.

21

Sch. Ph.

22

Rm 1, 19-26

GA 1923 (f. 7t) an.;

(
GA 1915 (f. 11r);
(
GA 1907 (f. 9v).

GA 1915 (ff. 11v—12r)
Sch. Ph. 19 + 20;

GA 1923 (f. 71);

GA 1907 (f. 10r).

GA 1915 (ff. 11v-12r)
Sch. Ph. 19 + 20;

GA 1923 (f. 7v);

GA 1907 (f. 10rv).

(
GA 1915 (f. 12r);
GA 1923 (f. 8r);
GA 1907 (f. 10v).

GA 1915 (f. 12rv) Sch.
Ph. 22 +23 + 24;

GA 1923 (f. 8r);

GA 1907 (f. 10v).
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Sch.

Ph. 23

Sch.

Ph. 24

GA 1915 (f. 12rv) Sch.
Ph. 22 + 23 + 24;
GA 1923 (f. 8v);
GA 1907 (ff. 10v—-11r).

GA 1915 (f. 12rv) Sch.
Ph. 22 +23 +24;
GA 1923 (f. 8v);
GA 1907 (f. 11r).

Sch.

Ph. 25

Rm 1, 28

GA 1915 (f. 131);
GA 1923 (f. 8v an.);
GA 1907 (11v).

Sch.

Ph. 26

Rm 1, 29-32

GA 1915 (f. 14v);
GA 1923 (f. 10r);
GA 1907 (12r).

Sch.

Ph 27

Rm 2, 1-5

—_ e~~~ ]~~~ |~

GA 1915 (£. 14v);
GA 1923 (£. 10v);
GA 91 (f. 72v);

GA 1907 (f. 121).

GA 2183 (f. 12r)

Sch.

Ph. 28

Rm 2, 6-8

GA 1915 (f.16r);
GA 1923 (f. 11r);
Ga 91 9f. 72v);

GA 1907 (f. 13r).

GA 2183 (f. 12v);
GA 1916 (f. 51) an..

Sch.

Ph. 29

Rm 2, 15-16

GA 1915 (ff. 18v);
GA 1923 (f. 12rv);
GA 91 (f. 73v);

GA 1907 (£. 14rv).

GA 2183 (ff. 13v—14r)

Sch.

Ph. 30

Rm 2, 18-21

GA 1915 (f. 19v);
GA 1923 (£. 13r);
GA 1907 (f. 151);

GA 2183 (ff. 14v—15r);
GA 1916 (f. 61) an..

Sch.

Ph. 31

Sch.

Ph. 32

Sch.

Ph. 33

Rm 2, 22-26

GA 1915 (f. 20v);
GA 1923 (f. 13v);
GA 91 (f. 74r);

GA 1907 (f. 15r).

GA 2183 (f. 161).

GA 1915 (f. 21r);

GA 1923 (f. 14r) Sch. Ph.
32+ 33.

GA 91 (f. 74r);

GA 1907 (f.15v).

GA 2183 (£. 15v).

GA 1915 (f. 21r);
GA 1923 (f. 14r) Sch.
Ph.32 + 33;

GA 91 (f. 74r);

GA 1907 (f.15v).

GA 2183 (ff. 15v-16r).

Sch.

Ph. 34

Rm 2, 27

GA 1915 (f. 22r) Sch. Ph.
34+35;
GA 1923 (f. 14rv);
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Sch. Ph. 35

GA 91 (f. 74v);
GA 1907 (f. 16r).

GA 1915 (£. 22r) Sch. Ph.

34 + 35;

GA 1923 (f. 14rv);
GA 91 (f. 74v);
GA 1907 (f. 16r).

e GA 2183 (£. 161).

Sch. Ph. 36

Rm 3,3

GA 1915 (f. 231);
GA 1923 (f. 151);
GA 91 (f. 75r);

GA 1907 (f. 55r).

e GA?2183 (. 17r).

Sch. Ph. 37

Rm 3, 4

GA 1915 (f. 24r);
GA 1923 (f. 151rv);
GA 91 (f. 75r);
GA 1907 (f. 55rv).

e GA?2183 (. 17v).

Sch. Ph. 38

Rm 3, 5-8

GA 1915 (f. 25rv);
GA 1923 (f. 15v);
GA 91 (f. 75rv);
GA 1907 (f. 55v).

e GA 2183 (ff. 12v-18r).

Sch. Ph. 39

Sch. Ph. 40

Sch. Ph. 41

Rm 3,9

GA 1915 (f. 26v);

GA 1923 (f. 16v) Sch. Ph.

39 +40;

GA 1907 (ff. 55v-56r)
Sch. Ph. 40; (f. 56r) Sch.
Ph. 41.

GA 1915 (f. 26v)
Sch. Ph. 40 +. 41;

GA 1923 (f. 16v) Sch. Ph.

39 +40;

GA 91 (f. 76r) an;

GA 1907 (ff. 55v-56r)
Sch. Ph. 40; (f. 56r) Sch.
Ph. 41.

e GA?2183 (£. 19r).

GA 1923 (f. 16v);
GA 91 (f. 76r) an.

Sch. Ph. 42

Rm 3, 19-20

GA 1915 (ff. 27v-28r);
GA 1923 (f. 17v);

GA 91 (f. 76v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 561v).

GA 2183 (f. 20r).

Sch. Ph. 43
(Rm 3, 20)

GA 91 (£. 76v).

GA 2183 (£. 20r).

Sch. Ph. 44

Sch. Ph. 45

Rm 3, 21

GA 1915 (f. 28v);
GA 1923 (f. 18r);
GA 91 (f. 76v);

GA 1907 (f. 56v).

GA 91 (f. 76v) an.

GA 2183 (£. 20v).
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Sch. Ph. 46

Rm 3, 23-24

GA 1915 (f. 29v);
GA 1923 (f. 18v);
GA 91 (ff. 76v-77r);
GA 1907 (f. 56v).

GA 2183 (ff. 20v-21r);
GA 1916 (f. 8rv) an..

Sch. Ph. 47

Sch. Ph. 48

Rm 3, 25-26

GA 1915 (f. 30v);
GA 1923 (f. 28v) ;
GA 91 (£. 771);

GA 1907 (£. 56v).

GA 1915 (£. 30v);
GA 1923 (£. 29r1);
GA 91 (£. 777);
GA 91 (f. 57r).

Sch. Ph. 49

Rm 4, 1-3

GA 1915 (ff. 32v-33r);
GA 1923 (f. 20r);
GA 91 (f. 77v).

GA 2183 (£. 22v).

Sch. Ph. 50

Rm 4, 5

GA 1915 (£. 34v);
GA 1923 (f. 20v) an.;
GA 91 (£. 78r).

Sch. Ph. 51

Rm 4, 6-10

GA 1915 (f. 35v)
GA 1923 (f. 21r)
GA 91 (f. 78r) an.

GA 2183 (f. 23rv).

Sch. Ph. 52
(Rm 4, 9-11)

GA 91 (f. 78v) an.

GA 2183 (f.23v);

[Zevnowxvou Cramer,
1844, p. 29].

Sch. Ph. 53

Sch. Ph. 54

Sch. Ph. 55

Rm 4, 11-12

GA 1915 (f. 36v);
GA 1923 (£. 21v);
GA 91 (f. 78v).

GA 2183 (f. 24r).

GA 1915 (£. 136v);
GA 1923 (£. 121v);
GA 91 (f. 78v);

GA 2183 (f. 24r-24v).

GA 1915 (f. 36v);
GA 1923 (f. 122r);
GA 91 (f. 78v).

GA 2183 (f. 24v).

Sch. Ph. 56

Rm 4, 14-16

GA 1915 (f. 37v);
GA 1923 (f. 22v);
GA 91 (£. 791).

GA 2183 (ff. 24v-25r).

Sch. Ph. 57

Sch. Ph. 58

Rm 4, 17

GA 1915 (£. 391);
GA 1923 (f. 23r);
GA 91 (£. 79v).

GA 2183 (f. 25v).

GA 1915 (£. 391);
GA 1923 (f. 231);
GA 91 (£. 79v).

GA 2183 (£. 25v).

Sch. Ph. 59a

Rm 4, 18

GA 1915 (f. 39v);
GA 1923 (f. 23r).
GA 91 (£. 79v).

Sch. Ph 59b

GA 91 (f. 79v).
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Sch.

Ph.

60

Sch.

Ph.

61

Sch.

Ph.

62

Sch.

Ph.

63

Sch.

Ph.

64

4,24-5,5

GA 1915 (f. 41v);
GA 1923 (f. 24r);
GA 91 (f. 80rv).

GA 2183 (£. 26r).

GA 1915 (f. 41v);
GA 1923 (24r);
GA 91 (80rv).

GA 2183 (£. 26v).

GA 1915 (f. 41v);
GA 1923 (f. 24v) ;
GA 91 (f. 80rv).

GA 1915 (f. 41v);
GA 1923 (f. 24v);
GA 91 (f. 80rv).

GA 2183 (£. 271v);
GA 1916 (£. 11v).

GA 1915 (f. 41v);
GA 1923 (f. 25t).

Sch.

Ph.

65

Rm, 5, 6-11

GA1915 (ff. 43v—4dr);
GA 1923 (f. 25v);
GA 91 (ff. 80v-91r).

GA 2183 9ff. 27v-28r).

Sch.

Ph.

66

Sch.

Ph.

67

Rm 5, 12

GA 1915 (ff. 44v—45r)
Sch. Ph. 66 + 67;

GA 1923 (£. 26v).

GA 91 (f. 811).

GA 2183 (ff. 28v—29r).

GA 1915 (ff. 44v—45t)
Sch. Ph. 66 + 67;

GA 1923 (£. 26v);

GA 91 (f. 81v).

Sch.

Ph.

68

Sch.

Ph.

69

Sch.

Ph.

70

Rm 5, 13-14a

GA1915 (f. 49rv) Sch. Ph.

68 + 69;

GA 1923 (f. 271) an..
GA 91 (ff. 81v-82r) Sch.
Ph. 68 + 69.

GA 2183 (ff. 30v-31r)
Sch. Ph. 68 + 69
(elmv..paQTAVOV ).

GA1915 (f. 49rv) Sch. Ph.

68 + 69;

GA 1923 (f. 27v).

GA 91 (ff. 81v—82r) Sch.
Ph. 68 + 69.

GA 2183 (ff. 30v-31r)
Sch. Ph. 68 + 69
(elm@v..HAQTAVOV )

GA 1915 (f. 49v);
GA 1923 (ff. 27v-28r);
GA 91 (f. 82rv).

Sch.

Ph.

71

Rm 5, 14b-19

GA 1915 (ff. 54v-55r);
GA 1923 (£. 291);
GA 91 (ff. 82v-83r).

GA 2183 (ff. 30v-31r).

Sch.

Ph.

72

Rm 5, 20

GA 1915 (f. 54v) ;
GA 1923 (f. 30r);
GA 1982 (f. 2r);
GA 91 (f. 83r) an.
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Sch. Ph. 73

Rm 5, 21

GA 1915 (f. 55v) as a
marginal addition;
GA 1923 (f. 30v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 2v) an.;
GA 91 (f. 83v)

GA 2183 (£. 32r).

Sch. Ph. 74

Sch. Ph. 75

Rm 6, 34

GA 1915 (f. 57v),
GA 1923 (£. 30v);
GA 1982 (f. 2v);

GA 91 (f. 83v) an.

GA 2183 (f. 32v);
GA 1916 (f. 12v) an.

GA 1915 (f. 57v);
GA 1923 (£. 30v);
GA 1982 (£. 2v);

GA 91 (£. 83v) an.

Sch. Ph. 76

Rm 6,5

GA 1915 (f. 59r1);
GA 1923 (f. 31r);
GA 1982 (f. 3r);
GA 91 (f. 84r).

GA 2183 (f. 331).

Sch. Ph. 77

Sch. Ph. 78

Rm 6, 6

GA 1915 (. 60v);

GA 1923 (f. 31v);
GA 1982 (f. 3v);

GA 91 (f. 84r).

GA 2183 (f. 331).

GA 1915 (f. 60v),
an.;

GA 1923 (f. 31v) an,;
GA 1982 (f. 3v) an,;
GA 91 (f. 84r).

GA 2183 (£. 33v).

Sch. Ph. 79

Sc. Ph. 80

Rm 6, 8-9

GA 1923 (f. 32r);
GA 1982 (f. 41).

GA 1915v (f. 62r);
GA 1923 (f. 32r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 4r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 94r).

GA 2183 (£. 33v).

Sch. Ph. 81

Sch. Ph. 82

Sch. Ph. 83a

Rm 6, 12-14

GA 1915 (ff. 64v—65r)
Sch. Ph. 81 + 82;

GA 1923 (f. 32v);

GA 1982 (f. 4v);

GA 91 9f. 84v);

GA 1907 (f. 62v).

(
GA 1915 (f. 651);
GA 1923 (f. 32v);
GA 1982 (£. 4v);
GA 91 (f. 84v);
GA 1907 (£. 62v).

GA 2183 (f. 34v);
GA1905 (f. 7r) an.

GA 1915 (f. 651);
GA 1923 (£. 33r);
GA 1982 (f. 51)

GA 2183 (f. 34v);
GA 1905 (f. 7t) an.
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GA 91 (f. 85r) an;
GA 1907 (f. 62v)

Sch. Ph. 83b
(Rm 6, 14)

GA 91 (f. 85r) an.

GA 2183 (£. 34v);

Sch. Ph. 84

Rm 6, 16

GA 1915 (f. 65v);
GA 1923 (f. 33r);
GA 1982 (f. 51);
GA 91(f. 85t1);
GA 1907 (f. 62v).

GA 2183 (f. 35r);
GA 1905 (f. 71) an.

Sch. Ph. 85

Rm 6, 18-22

GA 1915 (f. 66v);

GA 1923 (f. 33v);

GA 1982 (f. 5v);

GA 91(f. 851rv);

GA 1907 (ff. 62v—63r).

GA 2183 (f. 35rv);
GA 1905 (f. 7v) an.;

Sch. Ph. 86

Rm 6, 23

GA 1915 (£. 68v);
GA 1923 (f. 34v);
GA 91(f. 85v);

GA 1907 (f. 631).

GA 2183 (£. 36r).

Sch. Ph. 87

Sch. Ph. 88

Rm?7,1-2

GA 1915 (f. 70r);
GA 1923 (f. 34v);
GA 91 (f. 85v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 63r).

GA 1915 (f. 70r);
GA 1923 (f. 34v);
GA 91 (f. 85v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 63r).

Sch. Ph. 89

Rm?7,7

GA 1915 (f. 76r1);
GA 1923 (f. 35v);
GA 1982 (f. 6v);
GA 91 (f. 86r);
GA 1907 (f. 63r).

GA 1905 (f. 9r) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 14v) an.

Sch. Ph. 90

Sch. Ph. 91

Rm 7, 8-11

GA 1915 (f. 80rv);
GA 1923 (f. 36r1);
GA 1982 (f. 71);
GA 91 (f. 86v);
GA 1907 (f. 631v).

GA 2183 (ff. 37v-38r);
GA 1905 (f. 9r) an.

GA 1915 (f. 80v);
GA 1923 (f. 36v);
GA 1982 (f. 7v);
GA 91 (f. 86v);
GA 1907 (f. 63v).

GA 2183 (£. 381);
GA 1905 (f. 9v) an.

Sch. Ph. 92

Rm7, 12

GA 1915 (f. 82r);

GA 1923 (ff. 36v-37r);
GA 1982 (ff. 7v-8r);
GA 91 (ff. 86v—-87r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 63v).

GA 2183 (f. 38v);
GA 1905 (f. 9v) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 151) an.
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Sch. Ph. 93

Rm7, 13

GA 1915 (ff. 83v—-84r);
GA 1923 (f. 37r);

GA 1982 (f. 8r);

GA 91 (f. 87r);

GA 1907 (f. 64r).

e GA 1916 (f. 15v) an,;
e  GA 1905 (f. 9v) an.

Sch. Ph. 94

Rm 7, 14

GA 1915 (f. 85v);
GA 1923 (f. 37v);
GA 1982 (f. 8v);
GA 91 (f. 87r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 64r).

e GA 1905 (f. 10r) an.

Sch. Ph. 95

Sch. Ph. 96

Rm 7, 15-20

GA 1915 (f. 871v);

GA 1923 (f. 37v);

GA 1982 (f. 8v);

GA 91 (f. 87rv) Sch. Ph.
95 + 96;

GA 1907 (f. 64rv).

o GA 2183 (ff. 39v—40r)
Sch. Ph. 95 + 96;

e GA 1905 (f. 10r) an.,
Sch. Ph. 95 + 96.

(
GA 1915 (f. 87v);
GA 1923 (f. 38r);

GA 1982 (f. 9r);

GA 91 (f. 87rv) Sch. Ph.
95 + 96;

GA 1907 (f. 64v).

o GA 2183 (ff. 39v—40r)
Sch. Ph. 95 + 96;

e GA 1905 (f. 10r) an.,
Sch. Ph. 95 + 96.

Sch. Ph. 97a

Sch. Ph. 97b

Sch. Ph. 97¢

Rm 7,21

GA 1915 (ff. 92v-93r)
Sch. Ph. 97abc

GA 1923 (f. 38v);

GA 1982 (f. 9v);

GA 91 (f. 88r) Sch.
Ph97abc;

GA 1907 (ff. 64v—65r)
Sch. Ph. 97abc.

e GA?2183 (f. 41r);
e GA 1905 (£. 10v) an.

GA 1915 (ff. 92v-93r)
Sch. Ph. 97abc.

GA 1923 (f. 38v)

Sch. Ph. 97bc an.;

GA 1982 (f. 9v)

Sch. Ph. 97bc an.;

GA 91 (f. 88r)

Sch. Ph. 97abg;

GA 1907 (ff. 64v—65r)
Sch. Ph. 97abc

e GA?2183 (f. 41r);
e GA 1905 (£. 10v) an.

GA 1915 (ff. 92v—-93r)
Sch. Ph. 97abc;

GA 1923 (f. 38v) Sch. Ph.

97bc an.
GA 1982 (f. 9v) Sch. Ph.
97bc an.;

e GA 2183 (f. 41rv);
e GA 1905 (f. 11v) an.
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GA 91 (f. 88r) Sch. Ph.
97abc.

GA 1907 (ff. 64v—65r)
Sch. Ph. 97abc.

Sch. Ph. 98 Rm 7, 22-23 GA 1915 (f. 94v); GA 2183 (f. 421);
GA 1923 (f. 39r) an,; GA 1905 (f. 11v) an.
GA 1982 (f. 10r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 88v);
GA 1907 (f. 65rv).

Sch. Ph. 99 Rm 8§, 2 GA 1915 (f. 94v) in left GA 1905 (f. 12r) an.
margin as addition to
Sch. Ph. 98;
GA 1923 (f. 40r);
GA 1982 (f. 11r).

Sch. Ph. 100 Rm §, 3 GA 1915 (£. 100v); GA 2183 (f. 43r);
GA 1923 (f. 40v); GA 1905 (f. 12r) an,;
GA 1982 (f. 11v); GA 1916 (f. 171) an.
GA 91 (f. 89r) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 65v).

Sch. Ph. 101 Rm 8,7 GA 1915 (f. 102rv); GA 641 (f. 117v);
GA 1923 (f. 41r); GA 2183 (ff. 43v—44r);
GA 1982 (f. 12r); GA 1905 (f. 12v) an.;
GA 91 (f. 89r); GA 1916 (f. 17r) an.
GA 1907 (f. 65v).

Sch. Ph. 102 Rm 8, 9-10 GA 1915 (f. 103r); GA 641 (f. 117v);
GA 1923 (f. 41r); GA 2183 (ff. 43v—44r);
GA 1982 (f. 12r); GA 1905 (f. 12v) an.;
GA 91 (£. 89v); GA 1916 (f. 17v) an.
GA 1907 (ff. 65v—66r).

Sch. Ph. 103 Rm 8, 15-17 GA 1915 (f. 106v); GA 2183 (f. 451v);
GA 1923 (f. 42r); GA 1905 (f. 13v) an.
GA 1982 (f. 13r);
GA 91 (f. 90r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 66r).

Sch. Ph. 104 Rm 8, 23-27 GA 1915 (f. 113v); GA 1905 (f. 14v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 43v); GA 2183 (f. 46v)
GA 982 (f. 14v); Xovowaotépov.
GA 91 (f. 91r); GA 1916 (f. 18v) an.
GA 1907 (f. 66r).

Sch. Ph. 105 GA 1915 (ff. 113v-114r); GA 1905 (f. 14v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 43v); GA 2183 (ff. 46v—47r)
GA 1982 (f. 14v); Xovowotouov;
GA 91 (f. 91r). GA 1916 (f. 18v) an.

Sch. Ph. 106 GA 1915 (f. 116r)

GA 91 (f.91v) an. —in
marg.
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Sch. Ph. 107

GA 1915 (f. 1161);

GA 1923 (f. 44r);

GA 1982 (f. 151);

GA 91 (f. 91v) an. —in
marg.;

GA 1907 (f. 66v);

Sch. Ph. 108 GA 1915 (f. 116v); e GA 1905 (f. 151) an.
GA 1923 (f. 44r) (N 6tL..&¢mmoBovvTwV)
() OtL...emmoOovvtwv);
GA 1982 (f. 15r)
(N OtL..£mmoOovvtwv);
GA 1907 (f. 66v)
(N OtL..ammofmovTWY).

Sch. Ph. 109 Rm 8, 28 GA 1915 (f. 117v); e GA 1905 (f. 15r) an.
GA 1923 (f. 44v);
GA 1982 (f. 151);
GA 1907 0f. 66v).

Sch. Ph. 110 Rm 8, 30-33 GA 1915 (f. 119rv); e GA 1905 (f. 15v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 451); o  GA 2183 (ff. 48r—49r);
GA 1982 (f. 16r); e GA 1916 (f. 19rv) an.
GA 91 (ff. 91v-92r);
GA 1907 (ff. 66v—67r).

Sch.Ph.111 | Rm 8,34 GA 1923 9. 45v); e GA 1905 (ff. 15v-16r)
GA 1982 (f. 16v) an,; an.;
GA 91 (f. 92rv); o GA2183 (f. 49v).
GA 1907 (f. 67r).

Sc. Ph. 112 Rm 8, 35 GA 1915 (f. 121v); e GA 1905 (f. 161) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 46v); o GA2183 (f. 49v).
GA 1982 (f. 17r);
GA 91 (f. 92v);
GA 1907 (f. 67r).

Sch. Ph. 113 Rm9, 1-5 GA 1915 (ff. 128r-129r) | e GA 1905 (f. 16v) an.;
Sch. Ph. 113+ 114+ 115+ | ¢  GA 1916 (f. 20r) an.,
116; inf.
GA 1923 (ff. 46v—47r); | ® GA 2183 (ff. 50v-52r)
GA 1982 (ff. 17v-18r); Sch. Ph. 113+ 114 +
GA 91 (ff. 92v-93r); 115+ 116.
GA 1907 (ff. 67r-68r). ¢

Sch. Ph. 114 GA 1923 (f. 977); e GA 1905 (f. 16v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 18r);
GA 91 (f. 93r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 68r).

Sch. Ph. 115 GA 1923 (f. 97v); e GA 1905 (f. 16v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 18r);
GA 1907 (f. 68r).

Sch. Ph. 116 GA 1923 (f. 97v); e GA 1905 (f. 16v) an,;
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GA 1982 (f. 18r1);
GA 1907 (f. 68r).

Sch. Ph. 117

Sch. Ph. 118

Rm9, 6-7

GA 1915 (£. 130v);
GA 1923 (f. 97v);
GA 1982 (£. 18v);
GA 91 (£. 93v);
GA 1907 (£. 68r)

GA 1905 (£. 16v) an.;
GA 1916 (£. 20v) an;;
GA 2183 (. 52r).

GA 1915 (£. 130v);
GA 1923 (£. 97v);
GA 1982 (f. 18v);
GA 91 (£. 93v);
GA 1907 (f. 68r)

GA 1905 (f. 17r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 52v).

Sch. Ph. 119

Rm9, 11-15

GA 1915 (ff. 133v—134r);
GA 1923 (ff. 48v—49r);
GA 1982 (ff. 19v—20r);
GA 91 (f. 94r);

GA 1907 (f. 68rv).

GA 1905 (f. 17v) an;
GA 1916 (f. 20v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 53rv).

Sch. Ph. 120

Rm 9, 16-21

GA 1915 (ff. 142r-143r);
GA 1923 (ff. 49v-50r);
GA 1982 (ff. 20v-21r);
GA 91 (ff. 94v-95r);
GA 1907 (ff. 68v—69v).

GA 1905 (f. 18r) an.;
GA 2183 (ff. 54r-55r1)
(up to déovta);

GA 1916 (f. 21rv) an.
(up to déovta).

Sch. Ph. 121

Sch. Ph. 122

Sch. Ph. 123

Sch. Ph. 124

Rm 9, 22-23

GA 1915 (f. 145r) up to
10 PAGOPNUOV;

GA 1923 (f. 51v) Sch.
Ph. 121 1) paAAov + 122;
GA 1982 (f. 21v) Sch.
Ph. 121 1} paAAov +122;
GA 91 (f. 95r) inf,;

GA 1907 (f. 69v) Sch.
Ph. 121 +122.

GA 2183 (ff. 55v-56r),
Sch. Ph. 121 + 122;
GA 1916 (f. 21v) an.,
Sch. Ph. 121 + 122.

GA 1915 (f. 145r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 51v) Sch.
Ph. 121 1} paAAov +122;
GA 1982 (f. 21v) Sch.
Ph. 121 1} paAAov +122;
GA 91 (f. 95r) up to T0
PAacenuov;

GA 1907 (f. 69v) Sch.
Ph. 121 + 122;

GA 2183 (ff. 55v-56t),
Sch. Ph. 121 + 122;
GA 1916 (f. 21v) an.,
Sch. Ph. 121 + 122.

GA 1915 (f. 145rv);
GA 1923 (f. 51r);

GA 91 (f. 95v) an.;
GA 1907 (ff. 69v—70r);

GA 1905 (f. 18v) an.;
GA 2183 (ff. 56rv).

GA 1923 (f. 51r);
GA 1907 (£. 70r);

GA 1905 (f. 18v) an.
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Sch. Ph.

125

Sch. Ph.

126

Sch. Ph.

127

GA 1923 (f. 51r);
GA 91 (f. 95v);
GA 1907 (f. 70r).

e GA 1905 (£. 18v) an.

GA 1915 (f. 145) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 51r) 126+
127;

GA 91 (f. 95v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 70r);

e GA 1905 (f. 18v) an.

GA 1915 (f. 145v) (lig.
€1G TOV AVTOV);

GA 1923 (f. 51r) 126 +
127;

GA 91 (f. 95v);

GA 1907 (f. 70r).

e GA 1905 (£. 18v) an.

Sch. Ph.

128

Sch. Ph.

129

Rm 9, 27-28

GA 1915 (ff. 146v—147r);
GA 1923 (£. 51v);

GA 91 (ff. 95v-96r);

GA 1907 (£. 70r) an.

GA 1915 (f. 147r);

GA 1923 (ff. 51v-52r);
GA 91 (£. 961);

GA 1907 (£. 70rv) an.

e GA 1905 (ff. 18v—19r)
an.;

e GA 1916 (f. 221);

e GA 2183 (f. 57r).

Sch. Ph.

130

Sch. Ph.

131

Rm 9, 29-30

GA 1915 (f. 146rv) Sch.
Ph. 130 + Sch. Ph. 131;
GA 1923 (f. 521);

GA 91 (£. 96rv);

GA 1907 (ff. 70v—71r).

e GA 1905 (f. 19r) an,;
o GA 2183 (ff. 57v-58r).

GA 1915 (f. 146rv) Sch.
Ph. 130 + 131;

GA 1923 (f. 52v);

GA 91 (f. 96v);

GA 1907 (f. 711).

e GA 1905 (f. 191) an.

Sch. Ph.

132

Sch. Ph.

133

Sch. Ph.

134

Rm 10, 1-3

GA 1915 (f. 151r) Sch.
Ph. 132 + 133 + 134;
GA 1923 (f. 53r);

GA 91 (£. 96v) an.;
GA 1907 (£. 711).

e  GA 1905 (f. 19v) an.

GA 1915 (f. 151r) Sch.
Ph. 132 + 133 + 134;
GA 1923 (f. 53r);

GA 91 (f. 96v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 71r).

e GA 1905 (£. 19v) an.

GA 1915 (f. 151r) Sch.
Ph. 132 + 133 + 134;
GA 1923 (f. 53r);

GA 91 (ff. 96v-97r);

o GA 1905 (f. 19v) an.
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GA 1907 (£. 711).

Sch. Ph. 135a | Rm 10, 4 GA 1915 (f. 151v); GA 1905 (f. 19v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 53r1); GA 2183 (f. 59rv).
GA 1907 (f. 71r).

Sch. Ph. 135b GA 2183 (f. 59rv).

Sch. Ph. 136 Rm 10, 12-15 GA 1915 (f. 155r); GA 1905 (f. 20v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 54r); GA 2183 (f. 60v).
GA 91 (f. 97r) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 71r)

Sch. Ph. 137 Rm 10, 20-21 GA 1915 (f. 157v) GA 1905 (f. 21r) an;
GA 1923 (f. 55r). GA 1933 (f. 21v).

Sch. Ph. 138 Rm 11, 6 GA 1915 (f. 160r); GA 2183 (f. 62r);
GA 1923 (f. 56r); GA 1916 9f. 24v) an,;
GA 91 (f. 98r); GA 1905 (f. 21v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 71rv)

Sch. Ph. 139 GA 1915 (f. 160r); GA 2183 (f. 62r);
GA 1923 (f. 56r); GA 1916 (f. 24v) an.;
GA 91 (f. 98r); GA 1905 (f. 21v) an.
GA 1907 (f. 71v).

Sch. Ph. 140 Rm 11, 11-15 GA 1915 (f. 164rv); GA 1905 (f. 22r) an.
GA 1923 (f. 571); GA 1916 (f. 25r) an.
GA 91 (f. 98v); [...cwmola. Staab,
GA 1907 (f. 71v-72r). 1933 p. 525, 1.13].

Sch. Ph.141 GA 1915 (f. 165r); GA 1905 (f. 22v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 571);
GA 91 (f. 99r);
GA 1907 (f. 72r).

Sch. Ph. 142 Rm 11, 15 GA 1915 (f. 1671); GA 1905 (f. 22v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 58r);
GA 91 (f. 99r);
GA 1907 (f. 72r).

Sch. Ph. 143 GA 1915 (f. 167r) an.; GA 1905 (f. 22v) an.
GA 1923 (f. 58r); GA 1916 (f. 15r) an.
GA 91 (f. 99r);
GA 1907 (f. 72v).

Sch. Ph. 144 Rm 11, 16 GA 1915 (f. 167v); GA 1905 (f. 23r) an.
GA 1923 (f. 58r);
GA 91 (f. 99r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 72v).

Sch. Ph. 145 Rm 11, 28 GA 1915 (f. 171v) an.; GA 1905 (f. 24r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 59v); GA 1916 (f. 26v) an.
GA 91 (f. 99r); GA 2183 (f. 661v).
GA 1907 (ff. 72v).

Sch. Ph. 146 Rm 11, 30-32 GA 1915 (f. 173r); GA 1905 (f. 24r) an.

GA 1923 (f. 60r);
GA 91 (f. 100rv) an.;
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Sch. Ph.

147

Sch. Ph.

148

GA 1907 (ff. 72v-73r).

GA 1915 (f. 173r);

GA 1923 (£. 60v);

GA 91 (f. 100v) Sch. Ph.
147 + 148;

GA 1907 (f. 731).

GA 1905 (f. 23v) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 271) an.
GA 2183 (f. 67v).

GA 1915 (f. 173rv);

GA 1923 (f. 60v);

GA 91 (f. 100v) Sch. Ph.
147 + 148;

GA 1907 (f. 73rv).

GA 1905 (f. 24v) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 27r) an.
AAAwC.

Sch. Ph.

149

Rm 12,1

GA 1915 (f. 175v-176r);
GA 1923 (f. 61r);

GA 1982 (f. 24r);

GA 91 (ff. 100v-101r);
GA 1907 (f. 73v).

GA 1905 (f. 24v) an.

Sch. Ph.

150

Rm 12,2

GA 1915 (f. 1771);
GA 1923 (f. 61v);

GA 1982 (f. 24v);

GA 91 (f. 101r);

GA 1907 (ff. 73v—74r).

—_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 24v) an.
GA 2183 (ff. 68v—69r).

Sch. Ph.

151

Rm 12, 3a

GA 1915 (£. 178r);
GA 1923 (f. 621);
GA 1982 (f. 28r);
GA 91 (f. 101v);

GA 1907 (f. 74x).

—_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 251) an.

Sch. Ph.

152

Rm 12, 3b

GA 1915 (£. 178v);
GA 1923 (f. 621);
GA 1982 (f. 28r);
GA 91 (£. 101v);
GA 1907 (f. 74x).

_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 25r) an.

Sch. Ph.

153

Rm 12, 4-8a

GA 1915 (ff. 179v—180r);
GA 1923 (f. 62v);

GA 1982 (f. 28v);

GA 91 (ff. 101v-102r)
an.;

GA 1907

_~ o~ o~ |~

f. 74rv).

GA 1905 (f. 25v) an.;
GA 1916 (ff. 27r-28v)
an.

Sch. Ph.

154

Rm 12, 8b

GA 1915
GA 1923 (f. 63r1);
GA 1982 (f. 29r);
GA 91 (f. 102r);

GA 1907 (f. 74v).

f. 181r);

—_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 25v) an.
GA 2183 (£. 711).

Sch. Ph.

155

Rm 12, 9-10

(
GA 1915 (£. 181v);
GA 1923 (£. 631);
GA 1982 (f. 291);
GA 91 (f. 102r);

GA 1905 (f. 25v) an.
GA 2183 (f. 71rv).
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GA 1907 (ff. 74v-75r).

Sch.

Ph.

156

Rm 12,13

GA 1915
GA 1923 (f. 63v);
GA 1982 (f. 29v);
GA 91 (f. 102v);

GA 1907 (f. 75r).

f. 182v);

—_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 26r) an.

Sch.

Ph.

157

Rm 12,19

GA 1915 (f. 1851);
GA 1923 (f. 64v);
GA 1982 (f. 30v);
GA 91 (f. 103r);
GA 1907 (f. 75r).

—_ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 26v) an.;
GA 1916 (ff. 28v—29r)
an.

GA 2183 (ff. 72v-73r).

Sch.

Ph.

158

Rm 12, 20-21

GA 1923 (f. 64v);

GA 1905 (f. 26v) an.

Sch.

Ph.

159

Sch.

Ph.

160

Rm 13,14

(

(

GA 1982 (f. 30v) an.
GA 1915 (f. 187r);
GA 1923 (£. 651);
GA 1982 (£. 31r);
GA 91 (f. 103r);
GA 1907 (f. 751).

GA 1905 (£. 26v) an.
GA 1916 (£. 291) an.
GA 2183 (£. 73rv).

GA 1915 (f. 187r);
GA 1923 (f. 65v);
GA 1982b (£. 31v);
GA 91 (£. 103v);
GA 1907 (£. 75v).

GA 1905 (f. 27r) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 29r) an.
GA 2183 (ff. 73v-74r).

Sch.

Ph.

161

Sch.

Ph.

162

Rm 13,5

GA 1915 (ff. 187v-188r);
GA 1923 (f. 65v);

GA 1982b (f. 31v);

GA 91 (f. 103v);

GA 1907 (f. 75v).

GA 1905 (f. 271) an.

GA 1915 (f. 188r);
GA 1923 (f. 65v);
GA 1982b (£. 31v);
GA 91 (£. 103v);
GA 1907 (£. 75v).

GA 1905 (f. 271) an.

Sch.

Ph.

163

Rm 13, 8-10

GA 1915 (f. 189r);
GA 1923 (f. 66r1);
GA 1982b (f. 32r);
GA 91 (f. 103v);
GA 1907 (f. 75v).

GA 1905 (f. 27v) an.;
GA 2182 (f. 74v).

Sch.

Ph.

164

Rm 13, 11-12

GA 1915 (f. 190v);
GA 1923 (f. 66v);
GA 1982 (f. 32v);
GA 91 (f. 103 bis 1);
GA 1907 (f. 75v).

GA 1905 (f. 27v) an.;
GA 2183 (£. 75v).

Sch.

Ph.

165

Rm 13, 13

GA 1923 (f. 671);

(
GA 1915 (f. 192r);
(
GA 1982 (f. 331);

GA 1905 (f. 28r) an.;
GA 1916 91. 30r) an.
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GA 91 (f. 103 bis r);

GA 1907 (f. 76r);

Sch. Ph. 166 Rm 14, 1-5 GA 1915 (f. 194r); GA 1905 (f. 28r) an.
GA 1923 (ff. 67r); GA 1916 (f. 30v) an.
GA 1982 (f. 33v); GA 2183 (ff. 76v-77r).
GA 91 (f. 103 bis v);
GA 1907 (f. 76r).

Sch. Ph. 167 GA 1915 (f. 195r); GA 1905 (f. 28v) an.
GA 1923 (f. 68r);
GA 1982 (f. 34r);
GA 91 (f. 103 bis v);
GA 1907 (f. 76v).

Sch. Ph. 168 Rm 14, 6-13 GA 1915 (ff. 195v-196r); GA 2183 (ff. 77v-78r).
GA 1923 (ff. 68v—69r);
GA 1982 (ff. 34r-351);
GA 91 (f. 104rv);
GA 1907 (ff. 76v—77r).

Sch. Ph. 169 Rm 14, 14 GA 1915 (f. 199v); GA 1905 (f. 29v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 69v); GA 1916 (f. 31v) an,;
GA 1982 (f. 35v); GA
GA 91 (f. 105r); 2183 (f. 78v).
GA 1907 (f. 77v).

Sch. Ph. 170 Rm 14, 16-17 GA 1915 (f. 200v); GA 1905 (f. 30r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 70r); GA 1916 (f. 31v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 36r); GA 2183 (f. 80v).
GA 91 (f. 104r);
GA 1907 (f. 77r).

Sch. Ph. 171 GA 1915 (£.201r); GA 1905 (f. 30r) an.;
GA 1923 (. 70v); GA 1916 (f. 31v) an.
GA 1982 (f. 36v); AAAWG;
GA 91 (f. 104r); GA 2183 (f. 80v).
GA 1907 (f. 77v).

Sch. Ph. 172 Rm 14, 18 GA 1923 (f. 70v); GA 1905 (f. 30v) an.
GA 1982 (f. 36v);
GA 1907 (f. 77v).

Sch. Ph. 173 Rm GA 1915 (f. 202v); GA 2183 (f. 81rv).

14, 22-23 GA 1923 (f. 71r);

GA 1982 (f. 371);
GA 91 (f. 105v);
GA 1907 (f. 77v).

Sch. Ph. 174 Rm 15, 8 GA 1915 (f. 208rv); GA 1916 (f. 33r) an;
GA 1923 (f. 73v); GA 2183 (f. 8rv).
GA 1982 (f. 39v);
GA 91 (f. 106v);
GA 1907 (f. 78v).

Sch. Ph. 175 GA 1915 (f. 208v); GA 2183 (f. 8v).
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GA 1923 (f. 73v);
GA 1982 (f. 39v);
GA 91 (f. 106v);

GA 1907 (f. 78v).

Sch.

Ph.

176

Rm 15, 13

GA 1915 (f. 209r);
GA 1923 (f. 74v);
GA 1982 (f. 40v);
GA 91 (f. 107v) an.
GA 1907 (f. 79r).

—_ o~ o~ |~

GA 2183 (£. 85r).

Sch.

Ph.

177

Sch.

Ph.

178

Rm 15, 15-16

GA 1915 (f. 210v);
GA 1923 (f. 751);
GA 1982 (f. 41r);
GA 91 (f. 107v) an.
GA 1907 (f. 79r).

—_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 30v) an.;
GA 641 (f. 126v);

GA 2183 (ff. 85v—86r)
Sch. Ph. 177 + 178
(inf.).

GA 1915 (f. 210v);
GA 1923 (f. 75r);
GA 1982 (f. 41r).
GA 91 (f. 107v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 79r).

—_ o~ o~ |~

GA 1905 (f. 30v) an.

Sch.

Ph.

179

Rm 15, 17-19

GA 1915 (f. 211r);
GA 1923 (f. 75v);
GA 1982 (f. 41r);
GA 91 (f. 108r);
GA 1907 (f. 791v).

—_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 1916 (f. 34r) an.

Sch.

Ph.

180

Rm 15, 32

GA 1915 (£. 213v);
GA 1923 (£. 771);
GA 1982 (f. 43r)
GA 91 (f. 108v) an.
GA 1907 (£. 79v)

—_~ o~ o~ |~

GA 2183 (f. 86v).

Sch.

Ph.

181

Rm 16,9

GA 1923 (f. 78t);

Sch.

Ph.

182

Rm 16, 15

GA 1923 (f. 78v);
GA 1982 (f. 44v);
GA 91 (f. 1091);

GA 1907 (£. 79v).

(
(
GA 1982 (f. 43r)
(
(

Sch.

Ph.

183

Sch.

Ph.

184

Sch.

Ph.

184b

Rm 16, 25-
27a

GA 1923 (ff. 71v-72r);
GA 1982 (f. 37v-38r);
GA 91 (f. 1061);

GA 1907 (ff. 77v-78v).

(

GA 1915 (ff. 203v-204r);
(
(

(
GA 1915 (ff. 203v—204r);
GA 1923 (ff. 71v-72r);
GA 1982 (f. 37v-38r);
GA 91 (f. 106r);

GA 1907 (ff. 77v-78v).

GA 1905 (f. 32r) an.
[Mjxovoa...évotnta,
Staab 1933, p. 543, 11.
31-36].

GA 91 (£. 106v)

GA 1905 (f. 32r) an.

319




e GA 1907 (f. 78v)
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A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the First Epistle to the Corinthians

Appendix 1-Table 2

New Classification | Manuscripts in Other manuscripts

classification | in Staab, 1933 | Staab, 1933

of the

Scholia

Photiana

Sch.Ph.185 | 1Cor1, 1-3 e GA 1915 (f. 219r); e GA 1905 (f. 37r) an.;
o GA 1923 (f. 80v); e GA 1916 (f. 371) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 46v); o GA 2183 (f. 92v).
e GA91(110r);
e  GA 1907 (f. 80v).

Sch. Ph. 186 o GA 195 (f. 219r1); e GA 1905 (f. 371) an.;
o GA 1923 (f. 80v-81r); | e GA 2183 (f. 92v).
o GA 1982 (f. 46v—-47r1);
e GA91(110r);
e  GA 1907 (f. 80v).

Sch. Ph. 187 o GA 195 (f. 219r1); e GA 1905 (f. 37t) an.;
o GA 1923 (f. 81r); e GA 1916 (f. 371) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 471); o  GA 2183 (ff. 92v-93r)
e GA91 (110r); an.
e  GA 1907 (f. 80v).

Sch.Ph.188 | 1Corl,5 o GA 1923 (f. 81r); e GA 1905 (f. 37v) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 47r); e GA 1916 (f. 37r) an.,
e GA91(110v); ending pagtvolov.
o  GA 1907 (f. 81r). o GA 2183 (f. 93r).

Sch.Ph.189 | 1Corl, 6-7 o GA 1915 (f. 220r); e GA 1905 (f. 37v) an.;
o GA 1923 (f. 81r); e GA 1916 (f. 37r) an;
o GA 1982 (f. 471); o GA 2183 (f. 931rv).
e GAD91 (f. 110v);
e GA 1907 (f. 81r) an.

Sch.Ph.190 | 1Cor1,9 o GA 1915 (f. 221v); e GA 1905 (f. 37v) an.;
o GA 1923 (f. 81v); o GA 1916 (f. 371) an;
o GA 1982 (f.47v); o GA 2183 (ff. 93v-93 bis
e GA91 (f. 110v) Sch. r). Sch. Ph. 190 + 191 +

Ph. 190 +191; 192.

e GA 1907 (f. 81r) an.

Sch. Ph. 191 e GA1915 (f. 221v); e GA 1905 (f. 37v) an.;
o GA 1923 (f. 81v); e GA1916 an,
o GA 1982 (f. 47v);
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GA 91 (£. 110v) Sch.
Ph. 191 + 191;
GA 1907 (£. 81v) an.

GA 2183 (ff. 93v-93 bis
r). Sch. Ph. 190 + 191 +
192.

Sch. Ph. 192 GA 1915 (f. 221v) GA 2183 (ff. 93v-93 bis
GA 1923 (f. 81v) r). Sch. Ph. 190 + 191 +
GA 1982 (f. 47v) 192.
GA 91 (f. 110v)
GA 1907 (f. 81v) an.

Sch.Ph.193 | 1Corl, 14— GA 1915 (f. 223r); GA 1905 (f. 38r) an.;

17a GA 1923 (f. 82v); GA 1916 (f. 38r) an.;

GA 1982 (48v); GA 2183 (ff. 93 bis v—
GA 91 (f. 111r); 94r).
GA 1907 (f. 82r).

Sch.Ph.194 | 1Corl1,17b GA 1915 (f. 223v); GA 1905 (f. 38v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 82v); GA 2183 (f. 94v).
GA 1982 (f. 48v—49r);
GA 91 (f. 111r);
GA 1907 (f. 82r).

Sch. Ph. 195 GA 1915 (f. 223v); GA 1905 (f. 38v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 83r); GA 2183 (f. 94v).
GA 1982 (f. 48v—49r);
GA 91 (f. 111r);
GA 1907 (f. 82r).

Sch.Ph.196 | 1Corl, 18 GA 1915 (f. 224v); GA 1905 (f. 38v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 83r); GA 2183 (f. 94v).
GA 1982 (f. 49r);
GA 91 (f. 111v);
GA 1907 (f. 82v).

Sch. Ph.197 | 1 Cor 1, 25-31 GA 1915 (f. 228v); GA 1905 (f. 39v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 84v); GA 2183 (f. 96r).
GA 1982 (f. 50v);
GA 91 (f. 112r) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 83r).

Sch. Ph. 198 GA 1915 (f. 228v); GA 1905 (f. 40r) an.
GA 1923 (f. 851); GA 2183 (f. 971v).
GA 1982 (f. 51r);
GA 91 (f. 112v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 83v);

Sch. Ph. 199 GA 1915 (f. 229r1);
GA 1923 (f. 85r);
GA 1982 (f. 51r);

Sch. Ph.200 |1Cor2,3 GA 1915 (f. 229v- GA 2183 (f. 98r).

230r);
GA 1923 (£. 85v);
GA 1982 (f. 51v);
GA 91 (f. 113r);
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GA 1907 (f. 84r).

Sch. Ph.201 |1 Cor2, 14-16 GA 1915 (f. 234rv); GA 1905 (f. 42r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 87v); GA 1916 (f. 40v) an;
GA 1982 (f. 53v); GA 2183 (ff. 100v—
GA 91 (f. 113v-114r); 101r).
GA 1907 (f. 124r).

Sch. Ph. 202 GA 1915 (f. 235r1);
GA 1923 (f. 88r);
GA 1982 (f. 54r);
GA 91 (f. 114r).
GA 1907 (f. 124r) not
in Staab, 1933.

Sch. Ph.203 | 1 Cor 3,4-9 GA 1915 (f. 236rv); GA 1905 (f.42v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 89r); GA 1916 (f. 41r) an. (...
GA 1982 (f. 55r); KATA TOV [DLOV KOTIOV.
GA 91 (f. 114v); Staab 1933, p. 549, 1. 3);
GA 1907 (f. 124v). GA 2183 (f. 102rv).

Sch. Ph.204a | 1 Cor 3, 15 GA 1923 (f. 90r) Sch.

(1 Cor 3, 15) Ph. 204ab.
GA 1982 (f. 56r) Sch.
Ph. 204ab.

Sch. Ph. 204b GA 1915 (f. 239rv); GA 1905 (f. 43v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 90r) Sch. GA 1916 (f. 41v) an.;
Ph. 204ab; GA 2183 (ff. 103v—
GA 1982 (f. 56r) Sch. 104r).
Ph. 204ab;
GA 91 (f. 1151) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 1251).

Sch. Ph.205 | 1Cor3, 19 GA 1915 (f. 241r); GA 1905 (f. 44r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 90v); GA 1916 (f. 42r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 56v); GA 2183 (f. 104v).
GA 91 (f. 115v);
GA 1907 (f. 125r).

Sch. Ph.206 | 1 Cor 3, 20-23 GA 1915 (ff. 241v— GA 1905 (f. 44r) an.;
242r); GA 2183 (f. 104v).
GA 1923 (f. 91r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 57r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 115v) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 125rv).

Sch. Ph. 207 GA 1915 (f. 242r); GA 1905 (f. 44r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 91r) an.; GA 2183 (f. 105r).
GA 1982 (f. 57r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 115v) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 125rv).

Sch. Ph. 208 GA 1915 (f. 242r); GA 1905 (f. 44r) an.;
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GA 1923 (f. 91r);
GA 1982 (f. 57r);
GA 91 (f. 116r1) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 1251v).

GA 2183 (£. 105r).

Sch. Ph.209 | 1Cor4, 1-5 GA 1915 (f. 244r); GA 1905 (f. 44v) an.,
GA 1923 (. 91v); last line ill.;
GA 1982 (f. 57v); GA 1916 (f. 42r) an.;
GA 91 (116r); GA 2183 (ff. 105v—
GA 1907 (125v—-126r). 106r).

Sch. Ph.210 | 1Cor4,6 GA 1915 (f. 2461); GA 1905 (f. 45r) an;
GA 1923 (f. 92v); GA 2183 (ff. 106v—
GA 1982 (f. 58v); 107r).
GA 91 (116v);
GA 1907 (126r).

Sch. Ph.211 | 1Cor4, 89 GA 1915 (f. 247v- GA 1905 (f. 45r-45v)
248r); an.;
GA 1923 (f. 931); GA 2183 (ff. 107v—
GA 1982 (f. 59r1); 108r).
GA 91 (117r);
GA 1907 (126rv).

Sch. Ph. 212 GA 1923 (f. 94r);

(1 Cor 4, 13) GA 1982 (£.60r) an.

Sch. Ph. 213 | 1Cor4, 19 GA 1923 (f. 951); GA 1905 (f. 46r) an.
GA 1982 (f. 61r);
GA 91 (117v);
GA 1907 (126v).

Sch. Ph.214 | 1Cor5,1 GA 1915 (f. 250v); GA 1905 (f. 46v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 951); GA 1916 (f. 43v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 61r); GA 2183 (f. 110r).
GA 91 (f. 117v-118r);
GA 1907 (f. 126v).

Sch. Ph.215 | 1Cor5, 6-8 GA 1915 (f. 251rv); GA 1905 (f. 47r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 96r); GA 1916 (f. 44r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 62r); GA 2183 (f. 111rv).
GA 91 (f. 118rv) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 126v).

Sch. Ph. 216 |1 Cor5,9-11 GA 1915 (f. 252v— GA 1905 (f. 47r)an.;
253r); GA 1916 (f. 44r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 96v);
GA 1982 (f. 62v);
GA 91 (f. 118v) ;
GA 1907 (f. 127r).

Sch. Ph. 217 GA 1915 (f. 252v— GA 1905 (f. 471) an.;

253r);
GA 1923 (f. 96v);
GA 1982 (f. 62v);

GA 1916 (f. 44r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 112rv).
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GA 91 (f. 118v);
GA 1907 (£. 127r).

Sch. Ph. 218 | 1 Cor6,1-9 GA 1915 (f. 254r); GA 2183 (f. 113r);
GA 1923 (f. 97v); GA 1905 (f. 47v—48r)
GA 1982 (f. 63v); an.
GA 91 (f. 119r) ; GA 1916 (f. 45r1)
GA 1907 (f.128r). (...pLAovewkiac. Staab
1933, p. 555, 1. 20).
GA 2183 (f. 114rv).
Sch. Ph. 219 GA 1915 (f. 255r); GA 1905 (f. 48r) an.
GA 1923 (f. 98r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 64r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 119v);
GA 1907 (f. 128r).
Sch. Ph.220 | 1Coré6, 13 GA 1915 (f. 257r); GA 1905 (f. 48v) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 99r); GA 1916 (f. 45v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 65r) an.; GA 2183 (f. 115v).
GA 91 (f. 120r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 128rv)
an.
Sch. Ph.221 | 1 Cor6, 17-19 GA 1915 (f. 258v); GA 1905 (f. 49r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 99v); GA 1916 (f. 46r) an.
GA 1982 (f. 65v);
GA 91 (f. 120v-121r);
GA 1907 (f. 128v-
129r).
Sch. Ph. 222 GA 1915 (f. 258v); GA 1905 (f. 49r) an;
GA 1923 (f. 100v); GA 1916 (f. 46r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 66v); GA 2193 (f. 117v) Sch.
GA 91 (f. 121r); Ph. 222 +223.
GA 1907 (f. 128v—
129r).
Sch. Ph. 223 GA 1915 (f. 258v); GA 1905 (f. 49r) an,;
GA 1923 (f. 100v); GA 1916 (f. 46r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 66v); GA 2183 (ff. 117v-
GA 1907 (f. 129r). 118r) Sch. Ph. 222 +
223.
Sch. Ph.224 | 1Cor?7,12-14 GA 1915 (f. 265r);

GA 1923 (f. 102v—
103r);

GA 1982 (f. 68v—-69r);
GA 91 (f. 122r) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 129v—
130r).
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Sch. Ph. 225

GA 1915 (f. 265r);
GA 1923 (f. 102v—
103r);

GA 1982 (f. 68v—-69r);
GA 91 (f. 122r).

GA 1916 (f. 471) an.,
(... vopoOeioac. Staab
1933, p. 558, 1. 7);

GA 2183 (f. 121rv).

Sch. Ph. 226

Sch. Ph. 227

1 Cor 7, 15-17

GA 1915 (f. 265v);
GA 1923 (f. 103r);
GA 1982 (f. 69r);
GA 91 (f. 122v);
GA 1907 (f. 130r).

GA 1905 (f. 51r) an.

GA 1915 (f. 265v—
266r);

GA 1923 (f. 103v);
GA 1982 (f. 69v);
GA 91 (f. 122v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 130r) an.

GA 1905 (f. 51r) an.

Sch. Ph. 228

Sch. Ph. 229

1 Cor 7, 18-19

GA 1915 (£. 266v);
GA 1923 (£. 103v);
GA 1982 (f. 69v);
GA 91 (£. 122v).

GA 1915 (£. 266v)
GA 1923 (£. 103v)
GA 1982 (£. 69v)
GA 91 (£. 122v)
GA 1907 (£. 130r).

GA 1905 (f. 51v) an.
(oUten
mtegrrou)...Staab 1933,
p- 559, 1. 6;

GA 2183 (f. 122v)
(wpéAex.. vouw.
Staab 1933, p. 559, 11.
7-12).

Sch. Ph. 230

1 Cor7,21-22

GA 1915 (f. 268r);
GA 1923 (f. 104r);
GA 1982 (f. 70r);
GA 91 (f. 123r);
GA 1907 (f. 130v).

GA 1905 (f. 51v) an.

Sch. Ph. 231

Sch. Ph. 232

Sch. Ph. 233

1 Cor 7, 25-28

GA 1915 (f. 269r);
GA 1923 (f. 104v);
GA 1982 (£. 70v);

GA 1907 (£. 130v);

GA 1916 (f. 48r) an.

GA 1915 (f. 269r-
270v);

GA 1923 (f. 104v);
GA 1982 (f. 70v);
GA 91 (f. 123r1);
GA 1907 (f. 131r).

GA 1905 (f. 52r) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 48r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 123v) inf.

GA 1915 (f. 269r-
270v);

GA 1905 (f. 52r) an..
GA 1916 (f. 48r) an.;

326




GA 1923 (f. 104v);
GA 1982 (f. 70v);
GA 91 (f. 123r);
GA 1907 (f. 131r).

GA 2183 (ff. 123v—
124r).

Sch. Ph. 234

1Cor?7, 34

GA 1923 (£. 105v);
GA 1982 (£. 71v).

Sch. Ph. 235

1 Cor 7, 36-38

GA 1915 (f. 271rv);
GA 1923 (f. 106r);
GA 1982 (f. 72r);
GA 91 (f. 124r);
GA 1907 (f. 131rv).

GA 1905 (£. 52v).

Sch. Ph. 236

1 Cor 7, 40

GA 1915 (f. 272r);
GA 1923 (f. 106v);
GA 1982 (f. 72v);
GA 91 (f. 124r);
GA 1907 (f. 131v).

GA 1905 (f. 53r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 126r).

Sch. Ph. 237

1Cor8, 4

GA 1915 (f. 274r);
GA 1923 (£. 107r);
GA 1982 (f. 73r);
GA 91 (f. 124v);
GA 1907 (£. 131v).

GA 2183 (ff. 126v—
1271).

Sch. Ph. 238

1Cor9, 2

GA 1915 (f. 275v);
GA 1923 (f. 108v);
GA 1982 (f. 74v);

GA 91 (f. 125v) an.

GA 1905 (f. 551) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 129r).

Sch. Ph. 239

1Cor9, 6

GA 1915 (f. 2771);
GA 1923 (f. 109r);
GA 1982 (f. 75r1);
GA 91 (f. 125v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 131v).

GA 2183 (ff. 129v-30r).

Sch. Ph. 240

1Cor9, 10

GA 1915 (£. 277v);
GA 1923 (£. 109v);
GA 1982 (£. 75v);
GA 91 (f. 1261);
GA 1907 (£. 132r).

GA 2183 (ff. 130v—
1311).

Sch. Ph. 241a

Sch. Ph. 241b

1Cor9, 16-18

GA 1915 (f. 277v);
GA 1923 (f. 109v);
GA 1982 (f. 75v);
GA 91 (f. 126v) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 132r).

GA 1916 (f. 52r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 132v).

GA 1907 (£. 132r).

Sch. Ph. 242

1 Cor9, 22

GA 1915 (f. 281r);
GA 1923 (f. 112r);
GA 1982 (f. 78r);
GA 91 (f. 127v);
GA 1907 (f. 1331).

GA 1905 (£. 57v) an..
GA 2183 (f. 134x).
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Sch. Ph. 243

GA 1915 (f. 281r);
GA 1923 (f. 112r);
GA 1982 (f. 78r);
GA 91 (f. 127v);
GA 1907 (f. 133r).

Sch. Ph. 244

Sch. Ph. 245

1 Cor 10, 2-4

GA 1915 (f. 283v);
GA 1923 (f. 113r);
GA 1982 (f. 79r);
GA 91 (f. 128r);
GA 1907 (f. 133v).

GA 2183 (f. 135v);
GA 1916 (f. 58r) an.

GA 1915 (£. 283v);
GA 1923 (£. 113v);
GA 1982 (£. 79v);
GA 91 (f. 128r);
GA 1907 (£.134r).

GA 2183 (£. 1361v).

Sch. Ph. 246

1 Cor 10, 13

GA 1915 (£. 285rv);
GA 1923 (f. 114v);
GA 1982 (£. 80v);
GA 91 (£. 128v);

GA 1907 (£. 134r) an.

GA 1905 (f. 59v)
ligature.

GA 1916 (f. 54r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 1371v).

Sch. Ph. 247

1 Cor 10, 16—
17

GA 1915 (f. 286r);
GA 1923 (f. 115r1);
GA 1982 (f. 81r);
GA 91 (f. 129r);

GA 1907 (f. 134r) an.

GA 1905 (f. 59v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 138r).

Sch. Ph. 248

1 Cor 10, 19—
21

GA 1915 (f. 286v);
GA 1923 (f. 115v);
GA 1982 (f. 81v);
GA 91 (f. 129r1);

GA 1907 (£. 134r) an.

GA 1905 (f. 60r) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 54v) an.;
Ga 2183 (f. 138v).

Sch. Ph. 249

Sch. Ph. 250

Sch. Ph. 251

1 Cor 10, 25—
28

GA 1915 (f. 287r);
GA 1923 (£. 1161);
GA 1982 (f. 821);
GA 91 (f. 129v);

GA 1907 (£. 134r) an.

GA 1905 (f. 60v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 139r).

GA 1915 (f. 287r-
287v);

GA 1923 (f. 116r1);
GA 1982 (f. 82r);
GA 91 (f. 129v);
GA 1907 (f. 134rv)
an.

GA 1905 (f. 60v) an.;
GA 2183 (£. 139v).

GA 1915 (£. 287v);
GA 1923 (116v);
GA 1982 (82v);

GA 1905 (£. 60v) an.;
GA 1905 (f. 60v) an.;
GA 2183 (£. 139v).
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Sch. Ph. 252

GA 91 (f. 129v);
GA 1907 (£. 134v).

GA 1915 (£. 287v);
GA 1923 (116v);
GA 1982 (82v);
GA 91 (f. 129v);
GA 1907 (£. 134v).

GA 1905 (f. 60v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 140r).

Sch. Ph. 253

1 Cor 10, 30-
31

GA 1915 (f. 288r);
GA 1923 (f. 1171);
GA 1982 (f. 86r);
GA 91 (f. 130r);
GA 1907 (f. 134v).

GA 1905 (f. 62r) an.;
GA 2183 (ff. 140v—
1417).

Sch. Ph. 254

1 Cor 10, 33

GA 1915 (£. 288v);
GA 1923 (f. 1171);
GA 1982 (£. 831);
GA 91 (f. 130r);
GA 1907 (£. 135t).

GA 1905 (f. 62r) an.;
GA 1916(f. 55r) an.

Sch. Ph. 255

1Corll, 3

GA 1915 (f. 290v—
291r);

GA 1923 (f. 117v);
GA 1982 (f. 83v);
GA 91 (f. 130v);
GA 1907 (f. 1351).

GA 1905 (£. 61v) an.;
GA 2183 (. 141v).

Sch. Ph. 256

1Cor. 11,5

GA 1915 (f. 291v);
GA 1923 (f. 118r);
GA 1982 (f. 84r).

GA 1916 (f. 55v) an.

Sch. Ph. 257

Sch. Ph. 258

Sch. Ph. 259

1 Cor 11, 7-10

GA 1915 (f. 2921);
GA 1923 (£. 118v);
GA 1982 (£. 84v);
GA 91 (f. 130v);
GA 1907 (£. 135t).

GA 1905 (f. 62r) illeg.
GA 2183 (f. 142v).

GA 1915 (f. 2921);
GA 1923 (£. 118v);
GA 1982 (f. 84v);

GA 91 (f. 130v-131r);

GA 1907 (£. 135tv).

GA 1905 (f. 62r);
GA 2183 (£. 143r).

GA 1915 (£. 292v);
GA 1923 (£. 119r);
GA 1982 (f. 861);
GA 91 (f. 131r);
GA 1907 (£. 135v).

GA 2183 (f. 143rv).

Sch. Ph. 260

1Cor11,17

GA 1915 (£. 293v);
GA 1923 (f. 120r);
GA 1982 (£. 85r);
GA 91 (f. 131r);

GA 1905 (£. 62v) an.;
GA 2183 (£. 144x).
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GA 1907 (f. 135v).

Sch. Ph.261 | 1Cor 11,22 GA 1915 (f. 294rv); GA 1905 (f. 63r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 120r); GA 2183 (f. 145r) Sch.
GA 1982 (f. 86r); Ph. 261 + 262.
GA 91 (f. 131r);
GA 1907 (f. 136r).

Sch. Ph. 262 GA 1915 (f. 294 v); GA 1905 (f. 63r), illeg.,
GA 1923 (f. 120r); an..
GA 1982 (f. 86r); GA 1916 (f. 57t) an.;
GA 91 (f. 131v); GA 2183 (f. 145rv) Sch.
GA 1907 (f. 1361). Ph. 261 + 262.

Sch. Ph.263 | 1 Cor 11, 26 GA 1915 (f. 295v); GA 1905 (f. 63v);
GA 1923 (f. 120v); GA 2183 (f. 145v).
GA 1982 (f. 86v) an.;
GA 91 (f. 132r);
GA 1907 (f. 136r).

Sch. Ph.264 |1 Cor11,27 GA 1915 (f. 296rv); GA 1905 (f. 63v)
GA 1923 (f. 121r); ligature.
GA 1982 (f. 871); GA 2183 (f. 1461v).
GA 91 (f. 132r);
GA 1907 (f. 1367).

Sch. Ph.265 | 1Cor 11, 29 GA 1923 (f. 121r);
GA 1982 (f. 871).

Sch. Ph.266 | 1 Cor 11, 33 GA 1915 (f. 296v); GA 1905 (f. 64r) an;
GA 1923 (f. 121v); GA 2183 (f. 1471).
GA 1982 (f. 87v);
GA 91 (f. 132v);
GA 1907 (f. 136r).

Sch. Ph.267 | 1Cor 12, 3-11 GA 1915 (f. 298v— GA 2183 (f. 1471).
299r);
GA 1923 (f. 122v);
GA 1982 (f. 88r);
GA 91 (f. 132v-133r);
GA 1907 (f. 136v—
1371).

Sch. Ph. 268 GA 1915 (f. 299r); GA 2183 (f. 149r) Sch.
GA 1923 (f. 122v); Ph. 268 + 269;
GA 1982 (f. 88r); GA 1905 (f. 64v).
GA 91 (f. 133r);
GA 1907 (f. 136v—
1371).

Sch. Ph. 269 GA 1915 (f. 299r); GA 2183 (ff. 149r-150r)

GA 1923 (f. 123r);
GA 1982 (f. 88v);
GA 91 (f. 133r) Sch.
Ph. 268 + 269;

Sch. Ph. 268 + 269;
GA 1905 (f. 64v).
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GA 1907 (f. 137r).

Sch. Ph. 270

1Cor12,18

GA 1915 (f. 301v);
GA 1923 (f. 124r);
GA 1982 (f. 90r);
GA 91 (f. 134r) an;
GA 1907 (f. 137v).

e GA 1905 (f. 65v) an.

Sch. Ph. 271

Sch. Ph. 272

1 Cor 12, 22—
25

GA 1915 (f. 303r);
GA 1923 (f. 124v-
125r); Sch. Ph 271 +
272.

GA 1982 (f. 90v-91r);
271+272;

GA 91 (f. 134r);

GA 1907 (f. 137v-
138r).

e  GA 1905 (f. 66r) an.

GA 1915 (f. 303r);
GA 1923 (f. 124v-
125r); Sch. Ph 271 +
272;

GA 1982 (f. 90v-91r)
271+272;

GA 91 (f. 134r);

GA 1907 (f. 138r).

e  GA 1905 (f. 661) an.

Sch. Ph. 273

1 Cor 12,31

GA 1915 (f. 305r);
GA 1923 (f. 126r1);
GA 1982 (f. 92r);
GA 91 (f. 1351);
GA 1907 (f. 138r).

e GA 1905 (f. 671) an.;
e GA?2183 (f. 154r).

Sch. Ph. 274

1 Cor 13, 8a

GA 1915 (f. 305r);
GA 1923 (f. 1271);
GA 1982 (£. 93r);
GA 91 (£. 135v);
GA 1907 (£. 138v).

e  GA 1905 (f. 67v) an.

Sch. Ph. 275

Sch. Ph. 276

1 Cor 13, 8b-9

GA 1915 (f. 308r) Sch.

Ph. 275 + 276 + 277
+278;

GA 1923 (f. 127r);
Sch. Ph. 275 + 276;

GA 1982 (f. 93v);
Sch. Ph. 275 + 276;
GA 91 (136r);

GA 1907 (f. 138v).

e GA 1905 (f. 68r) ill.

GA 1915 (f. 308r) Sch.

Ph. 275 + 276 + 277
+278;
GA 1923 (f. 127r)

o  GA 1905 (f. 68r)ill.,
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Sch. Ph. 277

Sch. Ph. 278

Sch. Ph. 275 + 276;

GA 1982 (£. 93v)
Sch. Ph. 275 + 276;

GA 1907 (£. 138v).

GA 1915 (f. 308r) Sch.

Ph. 275 + 276 + 277
+278;

GA 1923 (f. 127r)
Sch. Ph. 277 + 278;

GA 1982 (£. 93v) Sch.
Ph. 277 + 278;

GA 91 (f. 136r);

GA 1907 (£. 138v).

e GA 1905 (£. 68r) ill;
o GA 2183 (£. 155v).

GA 1915 (£. 308r) Sch.

Ph. 275 + 276 + 277
+278;

GA 1923 (f. 127r)
Sch. Ph. 277 + 278;

GA 1982 (£. 93v)
Sch. Ph. 277 + 278;

GA 1907 (£. 138v).

e GA 1905 (f. 68r) ill.

Sch. Ph. 279

Sch. Ph. 280

Sch. Ph. 281

1 Cor 13, 12—
13

GA 1915 (f. 309r)
Sch. Ph. 279 + 280;

GA 1923 (f. 128r);
GA 1982 (f. 94r);
GA 91 (f. 136r);
GA 1907 (£. 138v).

GA 1915 (f. 309r) Sch.

Ph. 279 + 280;

GA 1923 (f. 128r) an,;
GA 1982 (f. 94r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 136r) Sch.
Ph. 280 + 281;

GA 1907 (f. 138v).

e GA 1905 (f. 68r) an.;
o  GA 2183 (f. 156v).

GA 1915 (f. 309r);
GA 1923 (f. 128r);
GA 1892 (f. 94r);
GA 91 (f. 136r) Sch.
Ph. 280 + 281;

GA 1907 (£. 138v).

GA 1905 (f. 68r) an.

Sch. Ph. 282

1Cor14,1

GA 1915 (f. 310r);
GA 1923 (£. 128v);
GA 1982 (f. 94r);
GA 91 (f. 138r).

e  GA 1905 (f. 68v) an.

Sch. Ph. 283

1Cor14, 6

GA 1915 (£. 311r);

e GA 1905 (. 68v) an.;
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GA 1923 (f. 129r1);
GA 1982 (95r1);
GA 91 (f. 136v).

GA 2183 (£. 1581).

Sch. Ph. 284 GA 1915 (f. 311r); GA 1905 (f. 69r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 129r); GA 2183 (f. 158r).
GA 1982 (95r);
GA 91 (f. 136v) an.
Sch. Ph.285 | 1 Cor 14, 10- GA 1915 (f. 312r); GA 1905 (f. 69r) an..
11 GA 1923 (f. 129v); GA 2183 (f. 159r).
GA 1982 (f. 95r1);
GA 91 (f. 1371);
GA 1907 (f. 139rv).
Sch. Ph.286 | 1 Cor 14, 12— GA 1915 (f. 312v); GA 1905 (f. 691) an.;
18 GA 1923 (f. 130r);
GA 1982 (£. 96r); GA 2183 (f. 159v)
GA 91 (. 137r) an; (...xat0p0wONTETAL
GA 1907 (f. 139v— Staab, 1933, p. 576, 11
140r). 47)
Sch. Ph. 287 GA 1915 (f. 312v); GA 1905 (f. 90r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 130rv); GA 1916 (f. 61v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 96r); GA 2183 (f. 159v) Sch.
GA 91 (f. 137v); Ph. 286 (avtog d¢ ...) +
GA 1907 (f. 139v— 287.
140r).
Sch. Ph. 288 GA 1907 (f. 140r).
(1 Cor 14, 12)
Sch. Ph.289 | 1 Cor 14, 19 GA 1915 (f. 316); GA 1905 (f. 70r) ill.
GA 1923 (131r);
GA 1982 (f. 97r);
GA 91 (f. 138r);
GA 1907 (f. 98v).
Sch. Ph.290 | 1 Cor 14, 30 GA 1915 (f. 316r); GA 1905 (f. 74r) an.
GA 1923 (133v);
GA 1982 (f. 98v).
Sch. Ph. 291 GA 2183 (f. 167r).
(1 Cor 15, 13)
[Cramer,
1844, p. 300,
11. 23-32]
Sch. Ph.292 | 1 Cor 15, 24— GA 1915 (f. 324v); GA 1905 (f. 74r) an;
25 GA 1923 (136r); GA 2183 (f. 167v) an.

GA 1982 (f. 102r);
GA 91 (f. 140r);
GA 1907 (f. 98v).
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Sch. Ph. 293

Sch. Ph. 294

Sch. Ph. 295

GA 1915 (f. 324v);
GA 1923 (136rv);
Sch. Ph. 293 +294;
GA 1982 (f. 102rv)
Sch. Ph. 293 + 294;
GA 91 (f. 140rv);
GA 1907 (f. 98v).

GA 1905 (f. 74r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 168r).

GA 1915 (f. 324v);
GA 1923 (136rv) ;
Sch. Ph. 293 +294;
GA 1982 (f. 102rv)
Sch. Ph. 293 +294;
GA 91 (f. 140rv);

GA 1907 (f. 98v).

GA 1905 (f. 74r) an.

GA 1915 (£. 324v);
GA 1923 (136v);
GA 1982 (£. 102v);
GA 91 (f. 140v);
GA 1907 (£. 98v).

GA 1905 (f. 74r) an.

Sch. Ph. 296
(1 Cor, 15,
27)

GA 1923 (£. 137r) an.;
GA 1982 (£. 103r) an.

GA 2183 (f. 1691);
GA 1905 (f. 74v) an.

Sch. Ph. 297
(1 Cor 15, 28)

GA 1923 (f. 1371);
GA 1982 (f. 103r).

GA 2183 (f. 169r) an.;
GA 1905 (f. 75r1) an.

Sch. Ph. 298

1 Cor 15, 28

GA 1915 (f. 327v);
GA 1923 (f. 1371);
GA 1982 (f. 103r);
GA 91 (140v);

GA 1907 (f. 141v).

GA 1905 (f. 75r) an.
GA 2183 (f. 169r) an.

Sch. Ph. 299

Sch. Ph. 300

Sch. Ph. 301

1 Cor 15, 29—~
30

GA 1915 (f. 328r);
GA 1923 (£. 137rv);
GA 1982 (£. 103rv);
GA 91 (141r);

GA 1907 (f. 142r);

GA 1905 (£. 76v) an.

GA 1915 (f. 328r);
GA 1923 (f. 137rv);
GA 1982 (f. 103rv);
GA 91 (141r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 142r).

GA 1905 (f. 76v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 169r).

GA 1915 (f. 328r);
GA 1923 (£. 137rv);
GA 1982 (f. 103rv);
GA 91 (141r);

GA 1907 (f. 142r).

GA 1905 (f. 76v) an.

Sch. Ph. 302

1 Cor 15, 33

GA 1915 (£. 328v);
GA 1923 (f. 138r);

GA 1905 (. 75v) an.
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GA 1982 (f. 104r);
GA 91 (141r);
GA 1907 (£. 142rv).

Sch. Ph. 303

Sch. Ph. 304

1 Cor 15, 36—
38

GA 1915 (£. 330r);
GA 1923 (£. 138v);
GA 1982 (£. 104v);
GA 91 (141v);

GA 1907 (£. 142v).

GA 1923 (£. 138v);
GA 1982 (£. 104v);

Sch. Ph. 305

Sch. Ph. 306

1 Cor 15, 42—
46

GA 1915 (f. 3321v);
GA 1923 (£. 139v);
GA 1982 (£. 107v);
GA 91 (142r);

GA 1907 (£. 143r).

GA 1905 (f. 76v) an.

GA 1915 (f. 332rv);
GA 1923 (f. 139v);
GA 1982 (f. 107v);
GA 91 (142r);

GA 1907 (f. 143r).

GA 1905 (. 76v) an.

Sch. Ph. 307

Sch. Ph. 308

1 Cor 15, 47—
49

GA 1915 (f. 3321v);
GA 1923 (£. 139v);
GA 1982 (£. 107v);
GA 91 (142r);

GA 1907 (£. 143r).

GA 1905 (f. 77t) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 174r).

GA 1915 (£. 3321v);
GA 1923 (£. 139v);
GA 1982 (£. 107v);
GA 91 (142r);
GA 1907 (f. 143r

GA 1905 (f. 77t) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 174rv).

Sch. Ph. 309

1 Cor 15, 50

s

an.;

GA 1915 (f. 334r
GA 1923 (f. 141r
GA 1982 (f. 107r
GA 91 (143r);

GA 1907 (f. 144r).

~— — — [—

an.;

GA 2183 (ff. 174v—
175r);
GA 2183 (f. 176r).

Sch. Ph. 310

Sch. Ph. 311

1 Cor 15, 54—
57

GA 1923 (f. 142r
GA 1982 (f. 108r
GA 91 (143v);

GA 1907 (£. 144rv).

s

)
GA 1915 (f. 336r);
)
)

4

GA 1905 (f. 78r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 176v).

GA 1915 (f. 3361);
GA 1923 (f. 142r);
GA 1982 (f. 108r);
GA 91 (143v);

GA 1907 (f. 144rv).

GA 1905 (f. 78r) an.

Sch. Ph. 312

1 Cor 16, 67

GA 1915 (£. 3371);

GA 1905 (f. 78v) an.
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Sch. Ph. 313

GA 1923 (f. 143r);
GA 1982 (f. 109r);

GA 91 (144r) Sch. Ph.

128 an.;
GA 1907 (f. 144rv).

GA 1915 (f. 337r);
GA 1923 (f. 143r);
GA 1982 (f. 109r;

GA 91 (144r) Sch. Ph.

128 an.;
GA 1907 (f. 144rv);

GA 1905 (f. 78v) an.
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Appendix 1-Table 3

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians

New Classification | Manuscripts Other manuscripts
classification | in Staab, 1933 | in Staab, 1933

of the

Scholia

Photiana

Sch.Ph.314 | 2Corl,5-7 e  GA 1915 (f.342r) Sch. e GA 1905 (f. 81r) an.
Ph. 314 + 315 + 316;

o GA 1923 (f. 1461rv)
Sch. Ph. 314 + 315;

o GA 1982 (112rv)
Sch. Ph 314 + 315;

o GAO91 (f. 145v)inf,;

o  GA 1907 (f. 146r).

Sch. Ph. 315 o GA 1915 (£.342r)
Sch. Ph. 314 + 315 +
316;

e GA 1923 (f. 146v) Sch.
Ph. 314 + 315;

e GA 1982 (112rv)
Sch. Ph 314 + 315;

e GA 1907 (£. 146r)

Sch. Ph. 316 e GA1915 (£342rv) Sch. | e GA 1905 (£. 81r)
Ph. 314 + 315 + 316; an.;
e GA 1923 (£. 146v) e GA?2183 (f. 183v)
Sch. Ph. 316 + 317; Sch. Ph. 316 + 317.

e GA1982 (f. 112v)
Sch. Ph. 316 + 317;

e GAOI (f. 1451);

o GA 1907 (£. 146r).

Sch. Ph. 317 e GA 1915 (f.342r) an; o  GA 1905 (f. 81r)
o GA 1923 (f. 146v) an.;
Sch. Ph. 316 + 317; o GA 2183 (f. 183v)
e GA 91982 (f. 112v) Sch. Ph. 316 + 317.

Sch. Ph. 316 + 317;
e GAO9I (f. 146r);
e GA 1907 (£. 146r).
Sch. Ph. 318 o GA 1923 (£. 146v);
e GA 1982 (£.112v);
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GA 1907 (f. 146r).

Sch. Ph. 319 GA 1923 (f. 146v); GA 1905 (f. 81r)
GA 1982 (f. 112v); an.;
GA 1907 (f. 146r). GA 2183 (f. 184r).
Sch. Ph.320 |2 Cor1,9-12 GA 1915 (ff. 343v); GA 1905 (f. 81v)
GA 1923 (f. 147r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 113r); GA 2183 (f. 185r).
GA 91 (f. 1461v);
GA 1907 (ff. 146v—
147r).
Sch. Ph. GA 1915 (f. 344rv); GA 1905 (f. 82r);
321ab GA 1923 (ff. 147v- GA 1916 (f. 70r) an.
148r); inf.;
GA 1982 (f. 113v); GA 2183
GA 91 (f. 146v); (f. 185r-186v)
GA 1907 (f. 147v) Sch. Sch. Ph. 321a;
Ph. 8a. (f. 186rv)
Sch. Ph. 321b.
Sch. Ph.322 | 2Cor1, 13- GA 1915 (f. 345v); GA 1905 (f. 82r)
14 GA 1923 (f. 148v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 114v); GA 1916 (f. 70r1)
GA 91 (f. 1471); an.;
GA 1907 (f. 3r). GA 2183 (f. 1871).
Sch.Ph.323 | 2Corl1, 15- GA 1915 (f. 346v); GA 1905 (f. 82v)
20 GA 1923 (f. 148v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 114v); GA 2183 (f. 187v).
GA 91 (f. 1471);
GA 1907 (f. 3r).
Sch. Ph. 324 GA 1907 (f. 3r).
(2 Cor, 15-20)
Sch. Ph. 325 GA 1915 (ff. 346v— GA 1905 (f. 82v)
3471); an.;
GA 1923 (f. 149rv); GA 2183 (ff. 188r—
GA 1982 (f. 115rv); 189v).
GA 91 (f. 147v);
GA 1907 (f. 3rv).
Sch. Ph.326 |2 Corl1,21- GA 1915 (f. 349r1); GA 1905 (f. 831)
22 GA 1923 (f. 150v); an.;
GA 1982 116v); GA 2183 (f. 190v).
GA 91 (f. 1481);
GA 1907 (f. 4r).
Sch.Ph. 327 |2Corl, 24 GA 1915 (f. 350r); GA 1905 (f. 83v) an.

GA 1923 (f. 151r);
GA 1982 (f. 1171);
GA 91 (f. 148v);

GA 2183 (f. 191r).
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GA 1907 (f. 4rv).

Sch. Ph. 328 2Cor2,2 GA 1923 (f. 151v); o  GA 1905 (f. 84v)
GA 1982 (f. 117v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 148) an.; e GA 1916 (f. 71v) an.
GA 1907 (f. 4v) an.
Sch. Ph. 329 2 Cor 2, 12— GA 1915 (f. 353v); o GA 1905 (f. 85r1)
13 GA 1923 (f. 153r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 119r); o GA 2183 (f. 193v).
GA 91 (f. 149v);
GA 1907 (f. 5r).
Sch. Ph. 330 2Cor 3,14 GA 1915 (f. 360v); o  GA 1905 (f. 87v)
GA 1923 (f. 156r1); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 122r); o  GA 1916 (ff. 73v—
GA 91 (f. 151rv); 74r);
GA 1907 (f. 6r). o GA 2183 (f. 198v).
Sch. Ph. 331 2Cor4,1-2 GA 1915 (f. 362v); o GA 1905 (f. 88r)
GA 1923 (f. 157r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 123r); o (GA 2183 (f. 200r).
GA 91 (ff. 151v-152r)
an.;
GA 1907 (f. 6r).
Sch. Ph. 332 GA 1915 (f. 362v); o GA 1905 (f. 88v)
GA 1923 (f. 157r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 123r); o GA 2183 (f. 220v).
GA 91 (f. 152r);
GA 1907 (f. 6v).
Sch. Ph. 333 o GA 2183 (f. 200v)
(2 Cor 4, 3-6)
[Cramer, 1841, p. 373,
1. 13-23, based on GA
1933].
Sch. Ph. 334 o GA 2183 (ff. 200v—
(2 Cor4, 4) 201r).
[Cramer, 1841, p. 373,
11. 24-30; based on GA
1933].
Sch. Ph. 335 GA 91 (f. 152r); o GA 2183 (f. 201r).
(2 Cor4, 4) GA 1907 (f. 6v).
Sch. Ph. 336 2Cor4,12 GA 1915 (f. 367r); e GA 2183 (f. 203r).

GA 1923 (f. 159r1);
GA 1982 (f. 1251);
GA 91 (f. 153r);
GA 1907 (f. 7r).
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Sch. Ph.337 |2 Cor5,1 GA 1923(f. 159v); GA 1905 (f. 90v)
GA 1982 (f. 125v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 153r); GA 1916 (f. 75v)
GA 1907 (f. 7r). an,;
GA 2193 (f. 204r).
Sch. Ph. 338 GA 91 (f. 144r).
(2 Cor 5, 8)
Sch. Ph.339 |2 Cor5, 11 GA 1923 (f. 161r); GA 1905 (f. 92r)
GA 1982 (f. 1271); an.;
GA 1907 (f. 7v); GA 2193 (f. 206r).
Sch. Ph.340 |2 Cor5, 11- GA 1915 (f. 371r); GA 1905 (f. 92r)
13 GA 1923 (161v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 127v); GA 2183 (f. 206v).
GA 91 (f. 154rv);
GA 1907 (f. 8r);
Sch. Ph.341 |2 Cor6, 11- GA 1915 (f. 378rv); GA 1905 (f. 95r1)
13 GA 1923 (ff. 164v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 130v) an.; GA 1916 (f. 78rv)
GA 91 (f. 156r); an.;
GA 1907 (f. 9r). GA 2183 (ff. 211v—
212r).
Sch. Ph. 342 GA 1915 (f. 378v); GA 1905 (f. 95r1)
GA 1923 (f. 165r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 131r); GA 2183 (f. 212r),;
GA 91 (f. 156r); GA 1916 (f. 79r) an.
GA 1907 (f. 9r).
Sch. Ph.343 |2 Cor7, 34 GA 1915 (f. 381r) GA 1905 (f. 96r1)
Sch. Ph. 343 + 344; an.;
GA 1923 (f. 166v); GA 1916 (f. 79v) an
GA 1982 (f. 132v);
GA 91 (f. 157r);
GA 1907 (ff. 9v—10r).
Sch. Ph. 344 GA 1915 (f. 381r) GA 1905 (f. 96r)
Sch. Ph. 343 + 344; an.;
GA 1923 (£. 166v); GA 2183 (f. 314r).
GA 1982 (f. 132v);
GA 91 (f. 1571);
GA 1907 (f. 10r).
Sch. Ph.345 |2 Cor7,7-9 GA 1915 (f. 382r); GA 1905 (f. 96v)
GA 1923 (f. 167v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 157rv); GA 2183 (f. 214r).
GA 1907 (f. 10rv).
Sch. Ph.346 |2 Cor7, 10 GA 1915 (f. 382v); GA 1905 (f. 971)

GA 1923 (f. 168r);
GA 91 (f. 157v);
GA 1907 (£. 10v).

an.;
GA 2183 (£. 216t).
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Sch. Ph.347 |2Cor7, 13 GA 1915 (f. 383v); GA 1905 (f. 97v)
GA 1923 (f. 169r1); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 135r1); GA 1916 (f. 80v) an.
GA 91 (f. 158r);
GA 1907 (ff. 10v—11r).
Sch. Ph. 348 |2 Cor7, 14— GA 1915 (f. 384rv); GA 1905 (f. 98r)
15 GA 1923 (f. 169r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 135r1); GA 1916 (f. 80v) an.
GA 91 (f. 1581v);
GA 1907 (f. 11r).
Sch. Ph. 349 GA 1915 (f. 385r); GA 1916 (f. 81r) an.
GA 1923 (f. 169v);
GA 1982 (f. 135v);
GA 91 (f. 158v);
GA 1907 (f. 11rv).
Sch. Ph.350 |2 Cor8, 1-5 GA 1915 (f. 385rv); an.; GA 1905 (f. 98r).
GA 1923 (f. 170r);
GA 1982 (f. 136r1);
GA 91 (ff. 158v-159r);
GA 1907 (f. 11v).
Sch.Ph.351 |2Cor8,8 GA 1915 (f. 386v); GA 1905 (f. 98v) an;
GA 1923 (f. 171r); GA 1916 (f. 81v) an.
GA 1982 (f. 137r);
GA 91 (f. 159r);
GA 1907 (ff. 11v—12r).
Sch. Ph.352 |2 Cor8, 14 GA 1915 (f. 387v) an.; GA 1905 (f. 99r1)
GA 1923 (f. 171v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 137v); GA 2183 (f. 221rv)
GA 91 (f. 159v); Sch. Ph. 352 +
GA 1907 (f. 12r). 353ab.
Sch. Ph. 353a GA 91 (f. 159v) Sch. GA 2183 (f. 221rv)
Ph. 353ab. Sch. Ph. 352 +
353ab.
Sch. Ph. 353b GA 1915 (f. 388r); GA 1905 (f. 99r1)
GA 1923 (f. 172v); an.;
GA 1982 (£.138v); GA 2183 (f. 221r)
GA 91 (f. 159v) GA 91 GA 2183 (f. 221rv)
(f. 159v) Sch. Ph. Sch. Ph. 352 +
353ab; 353ab.
GA 1907 (f. 12rv) an.
Sch. Ph. 354 | 2 Cor 8, 18-20 GA 1915 (f. 388r); GA 1905 (f. 99v) an.;

GA 1923 (f. 172v);
GA 1982 (f. 138v);
GA 91 (f. 160r);

GA 1907 (f. 12rv) an.

GA 1916 (f. 82v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 222rv).
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Sch. Ph. 355

Sch. Ph. 356

2 Cor 10, 12—
13

GA 1915 (f. 395v);

GA 1923 (f. 177v-178r)
Sch. Ph. 355 + 356;

GA 1982 (ff. 143v—144r)
Sch. Ph. 355 + 356;

GA 91 (f. 162rv);

GA 1907 (f. 13rv).

GA 1905 (f. 103v)
an.;

GA 2183 (ff. 228v—
229r).

GA 1915 (f. 395v);

GA 1923 (f. 177v-178r)
Sch. Ph. 355 + 356;

GA 1982 (ff. 143v—
144r) Sch. Ph. 355 +
356;

GA 91 (f. 162v) an.;
GA 1907 (ff. 13v-14r)
Sch. Ph. 356 an.

GA 1905 (ff. 103v—
104r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 230r).

Sch. Ph. 357

Sch. Ph. 358

Sch. Ph. 359

Sch. Ph. 360

Sch. Ph. 361

2Cor11,4-7

GA 1915 (f. 398r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 179v);
GA 1982 (f. 145v);
GA 91 (f. 163v);

GA 1907 (f. 14r).

GA 1905 (£. 105t)
an.

GA 1915 (f. 398r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 179v)
Sch. Ph. 358 + 359;

GA 1982 (f. 145v);
Sch. Ph. 358 + 359;
GA 91 (£. 163v);
GA 1907 (f. 14x).

GA 1905 (f. 105t)
an.

GA 1915 (f. 398r) an.;
GA 1923 (f. 179v)
Sch. Ph. 358 + 359;
GA 1982 (f. 145v);
Sch. Ph. 358 + 359;

GA 91 (£. 163v);
GA 1907 (f. 14x).

GA 1905 (f. 105t)
an.

GA 1915 (f. 398r);
GA 1923 (£. 179v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 145v) an.;
GA 91 (£. 163v);

GA 1907 (£. 14r).

GA 1905 (£. 105t)
an.

GA 1915 (£. 398r);
GA 91 (f. 163v).

GA 1905 (£. 105t)
an.;

Sch. Ph. 362

GA 1915 (f. 398rv)
Sch. Ph. 362 + 363 an.,

inf.

GA 1905 (f. 105v)
an, Sch. Ph. 362 +
363.
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GA 1923 (f. 181r);
GA 1982 (f. 146v);
GA 91 (f. 164r) an.,
Sch. Ph. 362+. 363;

GA 1907 (ff. 14v—15r)
Sch. Ph. 362 + 363.

Sch. Ph. 363 GA 1915 (f. 398rv) GA 1905 (f. 105v)
Sch. Ph. 362 + 363 an., an, Sch. Ph. 362 +
inf. 363.
GA 1923 (f. 181r);
GA 1982 (f. 146v);
GA 91 (f. 164r) an.,
Sch. Ph. 362+. 363;
GA 1907 (ff. 14v—15r)
Sch. Ph. 362 + 363.

Sch.Ph.364 |2Cor1l, 11- GA 1915 (f. 399v); GA 1905 (f. 106v)

12 GA 1923 (f. 181r) an,; an.

GA 1982 (f. 147r) an.

Sch.Ph.365 |2Corll, 14 GA 1915 (f. 400r); Ga 1905 (f. 106v)
GA 1923 (f. 181v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 147v); GA 2183 (f. 235r).
GA 91 (f. 164v);
GA 1907 (f. 15r).

Sch.Ph.366 |2Corll, 16 GA 1915 (f. 400v); GA 1905 (f. 106v);
GA 1923 (f. 182r); GA 2183 (f. 235r).
GA 1982 (f. 148r);
GA 91 (ff. 164v—165r);
GA 1907 (f. 15v).

Sch. Ph.367 |2Cor11,23 GA 1915 (f. 401v); GA 1905 (f. 107v)
GA 1923 (f. 1983r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 149r); GA 2183 (f. 236v).
GA 91 (f. 165) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 16r).

Sch. Ph.368 |2 Cor11,25 GA 1915 (ff. 401v— GA 1905 (f. 107v)
402r); an.;
GA 1923 (f. 183v); GA 2183 (f. 238rv).
GA 1982 (f. 149v);
GA 91 (f. 165v);
GA 1907 (f. 16r).

Sch. Ph. 369 GA 1915 (f. 402r); GA 1905 (f. 107v)
GA 1923 (f. 183v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 149v); GA 2183 (f. 238v).
GA 91 (f. 165v);
GA 1907 (f. 16r).

Sch.Ph.370 |2Cor12,1 GA 1915 (f. 402v); GA 1905 (f. 108v)

GA 1923 (f. 184v),

an.;

343




GA 1982 (f. 150v;
GA 91 (f. 166r);
GA 1907 (f. 16v) an.

GA 2183 (£. 239r).

Sch. Ph.371 |2 Cor 12, 2-3 GA 1915 (f. 403v); GA 1905 (f. 108v)
GA 1923 (f. 185r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 151r); GA 1916 (f. 88v) an.
GA 91 (f. 166v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 16v).

Sch. Ph. 372 GA 1915 (f. 403v); GA 1905 (f. 108v)
GA 1923 (f. 185r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 151r); GA 1916 (f. 88v) an.
GA 91 (f. 166v) an.

Sch. Ph. 373 |2 Cor 12, 6-7 GA 1915 (f. 404v); GA 1905 (f. 109r)
GA 1923 (f. 185v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 151r) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 16v) .

Sch. Ph. 374 GA 1915 (f. 404v) GA 1905 (f. 1091)
GA 1923 (f. 185v); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 151r) an.; GA 1916 (f. 89r) an.
GA 91 (f. 166v);
GA 1907 (f. 16v).

Sch. Ph. 375 GA 1915 (f. 404v); GA 1905 (f. 109v)
GA 1923 (f. 186r); an.;
GA 1982 (f. 152r); GA 1916 (f. 89r) an.
GA 1907 (f. 16v)

Sch. Ph. 376 GA 1923 (f. 186r) an.; GA 1905 (f. 109v)
GA 1982 (f. 152r) an. an..

Sch. Ph. 377 |2 Cor 12,11 GA 1915 (f. 405v) GA 1905 (f.110r)
in margin; an.
GA 1923 (f. 186v);
GA 1982 (f. 152v)
GA 91 (f. 167rv);
GA 1907 (ff. 16v—17r).

Sch. Ph. 378 GA 1915 (f. 405v) GA 1905 (f. 110v)
GA 1923 (f. 1871); an,;
GA 91 (f. 167v); GA 2183 (f. 242v).
GA 1907 (f. 17v).

Sch. Ph.379 | 2Cor13,3 GA 1915 (f. 408r); GA 1905 (f. 112r)
GA 1923 (f. 188v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 168v); GA 2183 (f. 244v).
GA 1907 (f. 17v).

Sch. Ph. 380 |2 Cor 13, 4a GA 1915 (ff. 408v— GA 1905 (f. 112r)

409r);
GA 1923 (f. 189r);
GA 91 (f. 68v);
GA 1907 (£. 18r).

an.;
GA 2183 (f. 245v)
Sch. Ph. 380 + 381.
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Sch. Ph. 381

GA 1915 (f. 409r);
GA 1923 (f. 189r)
GA 91 (f. 68v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 18r).

GA 1905 (£. 112r)
an.;

GA 1916 (£. 91r)
an.;

GA 2183 (f. 245v)
Sch. Ph. 380 + 381.

Sch. Ph. 382 | 2 Cor 13, 4b GA 1915 (f. 409v); GA 1905 (f. 112r)
GA 1923 (f. 189v); an.
GA 91 (f. 168v);
GA 91 (f. 18r).

Sch. Ph. 383 GA 1915 (f. 409v); GA 1905 (f. 112v)
GA 1923 (f. 189v); an.
GA 91 (ff. 168v-169r); GA 1916 (f. 91r) an;
GA 91 (f. 18r).

Sch. Ph.384 |2Cor13,5 GA 1915 (f. 410v); GA 1905 (f. 112v)
GA 1923 (ff. 189v- an.;
190r); GA 2183 (f. 246rv)
GA 91 (f. 169r); inf.
GA 1907 (f. 18v).

Sch. Ph.385 |2 Cor13,7 GA 1915 (f. 410v) an.; GA 1905 (f. 112v)
GA 1923 (f. 190r); an.;
GA 91 (f. 169r); GA 2183 (f. 247r).
GA 1907 (f. 18v).

Sch. Ph.386 |2 Cor 13,11 GA 1915 (f. 411rv); GA 1905 (f. 113r)

GA 1923 (f. 191r);
GA 91 (f. 169v) an.;
GA 1907 (£. 18v).

an.;
GA 2183 (f. 248r).
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Appendix 1-Table 4

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Galatians

New Classification in Manuscripts in Staab | Other manuscripts
classification Staab 1933 1933
of the
Scholia
Photiana
Sch. Ph. 387 Gal 1, 16-22 o GA 1923 (f. 193v); GA 641
o GAO91 (f. 171r); GA 1905 (f. 116r)
e GA 1907 (f. 31r). an.;
GA 2183 (f. 252r).
Sch. Ph. 388 o GA 1923 (f. 194r); GA 1905 (f. 116r)
o GAO91 (f. 171v); an.;
o GA 1907 (f. 31r). GA 2183 (f. 252rv).
Sch. Ph. 389 o GA 1923 (f. 194r); GA 1905 (f. 116r)
e GAIl (f.171v); an.;
e GA 1907 (f. 31r). GA 1916 (£. 93r)
an.;
GA 2183 (ff. 252v—
153r).
Sch. Ph. 390 e GA91(f.171v) an. GA 2183 (f. 253r).
(Gal 1, 24)
Sch. Ph. 391 Gal1,24 o GA 1923 (f. 194v); GA 1905 (f. 116v)
o GAOI1 (f. 171v); an.
e GA 1907 (f. 31r).
Sch. Ph. 392 Gal 2,2 o GA 1923 (f. 194v); GA 1905 (f. 116v)
e GAOI1 (f. 171v); an.
o GA 1907 (f. 31r).
Sch. Ph. 393 Gal 2,3-5 o GA 1923 (f. 1951); GA 1905 (f. 116v)
e GAOII1 (f.172r); an.;
o GA 1907 (f. 31v). GA 2183 (f. 254r).
Sch. Ph. 394 Gal 2, 6 o GA 1923 (f. 195v)
Sch. Ph. 395 Gal 2, 8-14 o GA 1923 (f. 196r); GA 1905 (f. 117v)
o GAO1 (f. 172v); an.;
o GA 1907 (ff. 31v- GA 2183 (ff. 254v—
32r). 255r).
Sch. Ph. 396 Gal 3,4 o GA 1923 (ff. 198r- GA 1905 (f. 119v)
199r); an.;
e GA91 (f. 174r) an,; GA 2183 (ff. 258v—
e GA 1907 (f. 33r) an. 259r).
Sch. Ph. 397 Gal 3,15 o  GA 1923 (f. 200r); GA 1905 (f. 119v)

e GAOI (f. 174v);

an.;
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GA 1907 (f. 33r) an. GA 2183 (f. 260v).
Sch. Ph. 398 Gal 3,17 GA 91 (f. 175r). GA 1905 (f. 121r)
an.;
GA 2183 (f. 260v)
an.;
GA 1916 (f. 96r).
Sch. Ph. 399 Gal 3, 20-21 GA 1923 (f. 202r); GA 1905 (f. 121v)
GA 91 (f. 175r); an.;
GA 1907 (f. 33v). GA 2183 (f. 261r).
Sch. Ph. 400 GA 1923 (f. 202r); GA 1905 (f. 121v)
GA 91 (f. 175r); an.;
GA 1907 (f. 33v). GA 2183 (f. 261v).
Sch. Ph. 401 Gal 3, 22 GA 1923 (f. 201v); GA 1905 (f. 121v)
GA 91 (f. 175v) an,; an.
GA 1907 (f. 34r) an.
Sch. Ph. 402 Gal 4, 4 GA 1923 (f. 203r); GA 1905 (f. 123r)
GA 1982 (f. 169r) an.
GA 91 (f. 175v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 34r) an.
Sch. Ph. 403 Gal 4, 15 GA 1923 (f. 204v) GA 1905 (f. 123v)
GA 1982 (f. 170r).; an.;
GA 91 (f. 176v) an.; GA 2183 (f. 265r).
GA 1907 (f. 34v).
Sch. Ph. 404 Gal 4, 23 GA 1923 (f. 205r) GA 1905 (f. 124v)
GA 1982 (f. 171r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 177rv); GA 2183 (f. 266v).
GA 1907 (f. 35r).
Sch. Ph. 405 Gal 4, 25 GA 1923 (f. 205v) GA 1905 (f. 124v)
GA 1982 (f. 171v) an.
GA 91 (f. 177v) an;
GA 1907 (f. 35r) an.
Comm. 210a GA 1923 (f. 2071); GA 1998 (f. 112v).
(Gal 5, 15) GA 1982 (f. 173v).
[Panella, 2017,
p- 109]
Sch. Ph. 406 Gal 5, 16-17 GA 1923 (f. 208r); GA 1905 (f. 125v)
GA 1982 (f. 174r); an.;
GA 91 (f. 178v); GA 2183 (f. 269v—
GA 1907 (f. 35v). 270r).
Sch. Ph. 407 Gal 5,24 GA 91 (f. 179r); GA 1905 (f. 126r)
GA 1907 (f. 35v). an.;
GA 2183 (f. 270)
an.
Sch. Ph. 408 Gal 6,2 GA 1923 (f. 209r); GA 1905 (f. 126v)
GA 1982 (f. 1751); an.;
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GA 91 (. 179r);
GA 1907 (f. 35v).

GA 2183 (£. 2711).

Sch. Ph. 409 Gal 6, 4 GA 1923 (f. 209r); GA 1905 (f. 126v)
GA 1982 (f. 1751); an.;
GA 91 (f. 179r) an.; GA 2183 (f. 271rv).
GA 1907 (f. 35v).
Sch. Ph. 410 Gal6,9 GA 1923 (f. 209v); GA 1905 (f. 1271)
GA 1982 (f. 175v); an.
GA 91 (f. 179v);
GA 1907 (f. 35v).
Sch. Ph. 411 GA 91 (f. 179v) an. GA 2183 (f. 272v).
(Gal 6, 12)
Sch. Ph. 412 Gal 6,17 GA 1923 (f. 210v); GA 1905 (f. 127v)

GA 1982 (f. 176v);
GA 91 (f. 180r);
GA 1907 (f. 36r).

an.;
GA 1916 (f. 101r)
an.;

GA 2183 (£. 273r).
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Appendix 1-Table 5

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Ephesians

New Classification in Manuscripts in Other manuscripts
classification Staab, 1933 Staab, 1933
of the Scholia
Photiana
Sch. Ph. 413 Eph 1, 3-13 o GA 1923 (f.211v); e GA 1905 (f. 128v)
o GA 1982 (f. 177v); an.;
e GAOI (f. 180v); e GA 1916 (f. 101v)
o  GA 1907 (f. 371). an.
Sch. Ph. 414 o GA1923 (ff.211v— | e GA 1905 (f. 129r)
212r); an.;
o GA1982 (ff.177v— | e GA 2183 (f. 277r)
178r); Sch. Ph. 414 + 415.
e GAO1 (ff. 180v—
181r);
e GA 1907 (f. 37r).
Sch. Ph. 415 o GA 1923 (f. 212r); e GA 1905 (f. 129r)
e GA 1982 (f. 178r); an.;
o GAO1 (f. 181v); o GA 2183 (f. 277r)
e GA 1907 (f. 37r). Sch. Ph. 414 + 415.
Sch. Ph. 416 Ephl, 14 o GA 1923 (f. 213v); e GA 1916 9f. 102r0
o GA 1982 (f. 179v); an.
e GAO1 (f. 181v);
e GA 1907 (£. 51r).
Sch. Ph. 417 Eph 1,15 o GA 1923 (f. 213v);
o GA 1982 (f. 179v);
e GAO91 (f. 181v) an.;
e GA 1907 (f. 51r).
Sch. Ph. 418 Eph 1, 19-20 o GA 1923 (ff.214v— | o GA 2183 (ff. 279v—
215r); 280r).
o GA 1982 (ff. 179-
180r);
e GAO91 (f. 182r);
o  GA 1907 (f. 51rv).
Sch. Ph. 419 o GA 1923 (f. 215r1);
e GA 1982 (f. 181r).
Sch. Ph. 420 o GA 1923 (ff. 215r);
e GA 1982 (f. 181r);
o GA 1907 (f. 51v).
Sch. Ph. 421 Eph 1, 22-23 o GA 1923 (f. 215v); e GA 1905 (f. 130v)

o GA 1982 (f. 181v);
o GAOI (f. 182v) an.;

an.;
e GA 1916 (f. 103r);
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GA 1907 (f. 51v).

GA 2183 (£. 280v).

Sch. Ph. 422 Eph2,1 GA 91 (f. 182v) an.; GA 1905 (f. 130v)
GA 1907 (f. 51v). an.
GA 2183 (f. 281r).
Sch. Ph. 423 Eph 2, 2-5 GA 1923 (f. 216r); GA 1905 (f. 131r)
GA 1982 (f. 182r); an.
GA 91 (f. 182v) an,; GA 2183 (f. 281r).
GA 1907 (f. 51v).
Sch. Ph. 424 GA 1923 (f. 216v); GA 1905 (f. 131v)
GA 1982 (f. 182v); an.
GA 91 (f. 183r); GA 2183 (f. 282r).
GA 1907 (f. 52r).
Sch. Ph. 425 Eph 2, 9-10 GA 1923 (f. 2171); GA 641 (...) inf.
GA 1982 (f. 183r); Oec (Staab, 1933,
GA 91 (f. 183v); p. 615, 1. 16);
GA 1907 (f. 52rv) GA 1905 (f. 131v)
an. an.;
GA 1916 (f. 103v)
an. inf. Oeq (Staab,
1933, p. 615, 1. 16);
GA 2183 (f. 283r).
Sch. Ph. 426 Eph 2,12 GA 1923 (f. 218r); GA 1905 (f. 132r)
GA 1982 (f. 184r); an.;
GA 91 (ff. 183v— GA 2183 (f. 283v).
184r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 52v).
Sch. Ph. 427 Eph2, 14 GA 1923 (f. 218v); GA 641 (.) Sch. Ph.
GA 1982 (f. 184v); 422 +423;
GA 91 (f. 184r); GA 1905 (f. 132v)
GA 1907 (f. 52v). an.;
GA 1916 (f. 104r)
an.;
GA 2183 (f. 284r).
Sch. Ph. 428 Eph 2,16 GA 1923 (f. 218v); GA 1905 (f. 133r)
GA 1982 (f. 184v) an.
an.;
GA 91 (f. 184r);
GA 1907 (f. 52v).
Sch. Ph. 429 Eph3,1 GA 1923 (f. 219v); GA 1905 (f. 133v)
GA 1982 (f. 185v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 184v) an,; GA 2183 (f. 285v).
GA 1907 (f. 52v).
Sch. Ph. 430 GA 2183 (f. 286rv).
(Eph 3, 4-6)
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Sch. Ph. 431 Eph3, 8 GA 1923 (f. 220v); GA 1905 (f. 134r)
GA 1982 (f. 186v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 185r) an.; GA 2183 (f. 286v).
GA 1907 (f. 53r) an.

Sch. Ph. 432 Eph 3, 10-11 GA 1923 (f. 221r); GA 1905 (f. 134v)
GA 1982 (f. 187r); an.;
GA 91 (f. 185v); GA 2183 (f. 287v).
GA 1907 (f. 53v).

Sch. Ph. 433 Eph 3, 13 GA 1923 (f. 221v) GA 2183 (f. 288r).
Oix.ov;
GA 1982 (f. 187r)
Oixk.ov;
GA 91 (f. 185v);
GA 1907 (f. 53v).

Sch. Ph. 434 Eph 3, 18-19 GA 1923 (f. 2221); GA 1905 (f. 135r)
GA 1982 (f. 188r); an.;
GA 91 (ff. 185v— GA 2183 (f. 288v).
186r);
GA 1907 (f. 54r).

Sch. Ph. 435 GA 1923 (f. 222r); GA 1905 (f. 135r)
GA 1982 (f. 188r); an.;
GA 91 (ff. 185v— GA 1916 (f. 106r)
186r); an.
GA 1907 (f. 54r).

Sch. Ph. 436 GA 1923 (ff. 222rv); GA 1905 (f. 135r)
GA 1982 (ff. 188rv); an.
GA 91 (ff. 185v— GA 2183 (ff. 288v—
186r); 289r).
GA 1907 (f. 54rv).

Sch. Ph. 437 Eph 4, 3-4 GA 1923 (f. 223r); GA 1905 (f. 135v)
GA 1982 (f. 189r); an.
GA 91 (f. 186rv);
GA 1907 (f. 54v).

Sch. Ph. 438 Eph4, 4 GA 91 (f. 186v); GA 1905 (f. 135v)
GA 1907 (f. 54v). an.

Sch. Ph. 439 Eph4,8 GA 1923 (f. 236v); GA 1905 (f. 135v)
GA 1982 (f. 189v); an.
GA 91 (ff. 186v—
187r1);
GA 1907 (ff. 54v—
55r).

Sch. Ph. 440 GA 1923 (f. 236v); GA 1905 (f. 136r)

GA 1982 (f. 189v);
GA 91 (ff. 186v-
1871);

an.
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GA 1907 (£f. 54v-
55r).

Sch.

Ph. 441

Eph 4, 10

GA 1923 (f. 224r);
GA 1982 (f. 190r);
GA 91 (. 187r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 55r).

Sch.

Ph. 442

Eph 4, 13

GA 1923 (f. 2251);
GA 1982 (f. 191r);
GA 91 (f. 187r);
GA 1907 (f. 55r).

GA 2183 (£. 292r).

Sch.

Ph. 443

Eph 4, 16

GA 1923 (ff. 225v-
226r1);

GA 1982 (ff. 191v-
192r);

GA 91 (f. 187r);
GA 1907 (ff. 55v-
56r).

GA 1905 (£. 137r)
an.;

GA 1916 (f. 107r)
an.;

GA 2183 (f. 293rv).

Sch.

Ph. 444

Eph 4, 17-18

GA 1923 (f. 2261);
GA 1982 (f. 192r);
GA 91 (f. 188r);
GA 1907 (£. 56t).

GA 1905 (£. 137v)
an.;
GA 2183 (f. 294x).

Sch.

Ph. 445

Eph 4, 19

GA 1923 (f. 226v);
GA 1982 (f. 192v);
GA 91 (f. 188r) an;
GA 1907 (f. 56r).

GA 1905 (£. 137v)
an.;
GA 2183 (f. 294v).

Sch.

Ph. 446

Sch.

Ph. 447

Eph 4, 21-23

GA 1923 (f. 226v);
GA 1982 (f. 192v);
GA 91 (f. 188r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 56r).

GA 1905 (f. 138r)
an.;
GA 2183 (f. 295r).

GA 1923 (f. 226v);
GA 1982 (f. 192v);
GA 91 (f. 188r) an;
GA 1907 (f. 56r).

GA 1905 (f. 138r)
an.

Sch.

Ph. 448

Sch.

Ph. 449

Sch.

Ph. 450

Eph 5, 11-14

GA 1923 (f. 229v);
GA 1982 (f. 195v);
GA 91 (ff. 189v);
GA 1907 (f. 56v).

GA 1905 (£. 140r)
an.

GA 1923 (f. 229v);
GA 1982 (f. 195v);
GA 91 (£. 189v);
GA 1907 (f. 56v).

GA 1905 (£. 140r)
an.
GA 2183 (£. 299r).

GA 1923 (f. 230r);
GA 1982 (f. 196r);
GA 91 (f. 190r);
GA 1907 (f. 57r).

GA 1905 (f. 140v)
an.
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Sch. Ph. 451

Eph 5, 17-21

GA 1923 (f. 230v);
GA 1982 (f. 196v);
GA 91 (f. 190r);
GA 1907 (f. 57r).

GA 1905 (£. 140v)
an.;
GA 1916 (£. 109v)
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Appendix 1-Table 6

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Philippians

New classification | Classification | Manuscripts in Other manuscripts
of the Scholia in Staab, 1933
Photiana Staab, 1933
Sch. Ph. 452 Phil 1,5 o GA 1923 (f. 235v); GA 1905 (f. 145) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 201v); GA 2183 (f. 396r).
o GAOI1 (f. 192v);
e GA 1907 (f. 581).
Sch. Ph. 453 Phil 1,7 o  GA 1923 (f. 236r); GA 1905 (f. 145r) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 202r); GA 2183 (ff. 306v—
o GAO91 (f. 192r); 307r).
o GA 1907 (f. 58r).
Sch. Ph. 454 Phil 1, 8 o GA 1923 (f. 236v); GA 1905 (f. 145r) an.
o GA 1982 (f. 202v);
e GAO9I (f. 193r) an,;
o GA 1907 (f. 58v).
Sch. Ph. 455 Phil 1, 13 o GA 1923 (f. 2371); GA 1905 (f. 146r) an.;
e GAO91 (f. 193r) an.; GA 2183 (f. 308r).
e  GA 1907 (ff. 58v-59r).
Sch. Ph. 456 Phil 1, 17 e GA91 (f.193v) an,; GA 1905 (f. 144v) an.;
e GA 1907 (f. 59r). GA 2183 (f. 309r).
Sch. Ph. 457 Phil 1, 20 e GA 1923 (f. 283v); GA 1905 (£. 147r) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 204r); GA 1916 (f. 1131v);
o  GAO91 (ff. 193v-194r); GA 2183 (ff. 309v—
e  GA 1907 (f. 59r) Sch. 310r).
Ph. 457 + 458.
Sch. Ph. 458 o GA 1923 (f. 183v);
o  GA 1982 (f. 204r);
e GAO91 (f. 194r) an,;
e  GA 1907 (f. 59r) Sch.
Ph. 457 + 458.
Sch. Ph. 459 Phil 1,24-25 |e GA91 (f. 194r); GA 1905 (f. 147v) an,;

e GA 1907 (60r) an.

GA 2183 (ff. 310v—
311r).
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Sch. Ph. 460 Phil 1, 28 GA 1923 (f. 239v); GA 1905 (f. 147v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 205v); GA 2183 (f. 311v).
GA 91 (f. 194v);
GA 1907 (f. 60v).

Sch. Ph. 461 Phil 2, 3 GA 1923 (f. 240v); GA 1905 (f. 147br)
GA 1982 (f. 206v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 195r1) an; GA 2183 (f. 312v);
GA 1907 (ff. 60v—61r).

Sch. Ph. 462 Phil 2, 5 GA 1923 (ff. 240v- GA 1905 (f. 147br)
241r); an.;
GA1982 (ff. 206v— GA 2183 (f. 314r).
207r);
GA 91 (f. 195v);
GA 1907 (f. 61v).

Sch. Ph. 463 GA 2183 (ff. 313v—

(Phil 2, 7) 314r).

Sch. Ph. 464 Phil 2, 12-14 GA 1923 (f. 242v); GA 1905 (f. 147bv)
GA 1982 (f. 208v); an.;
GA 91 (f. 196r); GA 2183 (f. 315rv).
GA 1907 (f. 68r).

Sch. Ph. 465 Phil 2, 17-18 GA 1923 (f. 243v); GA 1905 (f. 148r);
GA 1982 (f. 209v); GA 2183 (f. 3161v).
GA 91 (f. 196v);
GA 1907 (f. 68rv).

Sch. Ph. 466 GA 2183 (f. 317v).

(Phil 2, 25-27)

Sch. Ph. 467 Phil 2, 30 GA 1923 (f. 245r); GA 1905 (f. 149r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 211r); GA 2183 (ff. 317v-
GA 91 (f. 1971); 318r).
GA 1907 (f. 68v).

Sch. Ph. 468 Phil 3, 1 GA 1923 (f. 245r); GA 2183 (f. 318r).
GA 1982 (f. 211v);
GA 91 (f. 1971) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 68v).

Sch. Ph. 469 Phil 3, 4 GA 1923 (f. 245v); GA 1905 (f. 149v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 211v); GA 2183 (ff. 318v—
GA 91 (f. 197v); 319r).
GA 1907 (f. 69r).

Sch. Ph. 470 GA 2183 (f. 319r).

(Phil 3, 5)

Sch. Ph. 471 Phil 3,7 GA 1923 (ff. 246v— GA 1905 (f. 150r) an.;

247r);

GA 1982 (f. 212v);
GA 91 (f. 197v);
GA 1907 (f. 69r).

GA 2183 (£. 319v).
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Sch. Ph. 472

GA 1923 (f. 247r);

GA 1905 (f. 150r) an.;

Phil 3, 8 GA 1982 (f. 213r); GA 2183 (ff. 319v—
GA 91 (ff. 197v-198r); 320r).
GA 1907 (ff. 69rv).
Sch. Ph. 473 GA 1923 (f. 247v); GA 1905 (f. 150v) an.
Phil 3, 13a GA 1982 (f. 214r);
GA 91 (f. 198v);
GA 1907 (f. 70r).
Sch. Ph. 474 Phil 3, 13b-14 GA 1923 (£. 248r); GA 1905 (f. 151r) an;
GA 1982 (f. 214r); GA 2183 (f. 322r).
GA 91 (f. 198v);
GA 1907 (f. 70r).
Sch. Ph. 475 Phil 3, 16-17a GA 1923 (f. 248v); GA 1905 (f. 151r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 214v); GA 2183 (f. 322v)
GA 91 (f. 199r); Sch. Ph. 475 + 476
GA 1907 (f. 70r).
Sch. Ph. 476 GA 1923 (f. 248v); GA 1905 (f. 151r) an,;
GA 1982 (f. 214v); GA 2183 (f. 322v) GA
GA 91 (f. 199r); 2183 (f. 322v) Sch. Ph.
GA 1907 (ff. 70v—80r). 475 + 476.
Sch. Ph. 477 Phil 3, 17b-18 GA 1923 (f. 249r) GA 1905 (f. 151r) an,;
GA 1982 (f. 215r)
GA 1907 (f. 70v)
Sch. Ph. 478 GA 1923 (f. 249r) GA 1905 (f. 151r) an,;
Otxovpevicov; GA 2183 (f. 322v).
GA 91 (f. 199r);
GA 1907 (f. 70v).
Sch. Ph. 479 GA 1923 (f. 215v— GA 1905 (f. 151v) an;
Phil 3, 21 216r); GA 2183 (ff. 323v—
GA 91 (f. 199v); 324r).
GA 1907 (f. 70v).
Sch. Ph. 480 Phil 4, 11-18 GA 1923 (ff. 251v- GA 1905 (f. 151r) an,;

252r);

GA 1982 (ff. 217v-
218r);

GA 91 (f. 200v);

GA 1907 (ff. 70v-71r).

GA 1916 (£.119) an.
(Emtedn)...éEnc. Staab,
1933, p. 630, 11. 17—
36);

GA 2183 (f. 327v).

356




Appendix 1-Table 7

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Colossians

New Classification in Manuscripts in Other manuscripts
classification of Staab, 1933 Staab, 1933
the
Scholia

Photiana

Sch. Ph. 481 Col 1,17 o  GA 1923 (f. 255v); GA 1905 (f. 156r) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 221r); GA 2183 (f. 332v).
o GAO91 (f.202v);
e GA 1907 (f. 80 1).

Sch. Ph. 482 Col 1, 20 o  GA 1923 (f. 256r); GA 1905 (f. 156v) an.;
o GA 1982 (f. 221v); GA 1916 (f. 121v) an.;
e GAO91 (f. 203r); GA 641 (f. 196r) an.;
e GA 1907 (f. 80 r). GA 2183 (f. 333r).

Sch. Ph. 483 Col 1, 21 o  GA 1923 (f. 256v); GA 1905 (f. 156v) an.;
o  GA 1982 (f. 222v); GA 1916 (f. 121v) an.;
e GAO91 (f. 203r); GA 2183 (f. 333v).
e GA 1907 (f. 80r).

Sch. Ph. 484 Col 1, 24 e  GA 1923 (f. 257r); GA 1905 (f. 1571r)
o GA 1982 (f. 223r); an.;
o GAO91 (f. 203v); GA 1916 (f. 122r) an,;
e  GA 1907 (f. 80rv). GA 641 (f. 196v) an.;

GA 2183 (f. 334rv)

Sch. Ph. 485 Col 2,17 o GAO91 (f.205r1); GA 1905 (f. 160r) an.;
e  GA 1907 (f. 80v). GA 2183 (f. 335v).

Sch. Ph. 486 Col 3,23 e GAO91 (f. 206r); GA 1905 (f. 162v) an.
o GA 1907 (f. 81r).

Sch. Ph. 487 Col 4,3 o  GA 1923 (f. 264r); GA 1905 (f. 162v) an.
o GA 1982 (f. 230r);
o GAO91 (f.206v);
e  GA 1907 (f. 81r) an..

Sch. Ph. 488 Col 4,6 o  GA 1923 (f. 264r); GA 1905 (f. 163r) an.
o GA 1982 (f. 230r);
e GAO91 (f. 206v);
o GA 1907 (f. 81 r).

Sch. Ph. 489 Col 4, 16 o  GA 1923 (f. 265r); GA 1905 (f. 164r) an.
o GA 1982 (f. 231r);
e GAO91 (f.207r);
o GA 1907 (f. 81r).

Sch. Ph. 490 o  GA 1923 (f. 265v) GA 1905 (f. 164r) an..




GA 1982 (f. 231v)
GA 91 (f. 207r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 81r) an..

Sch. Ph. 491

Col 4,17

GA 1923 (£. 265v);
GA 1982 (£. 231v);
GA 91 (f. 207r) an.;
GA 1907 (£. 81r).

GA 1905 (f. 164r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 344v).

Sch. Ph. 492

Sch. Ph. 493

Sch. Ph. 494

Col 4, 18

GA 1923 (f. 265v) an.;
GA 1982 (£. 231v)
GA 91 (f. 2071) an.;
GA 1907 (£. 81 v).

GA 1905 (f. 164r) an.

GA 1923 (£. 265v);
GA 1982 (£. 231v);
GA 91 (f. 207r);

GA 1907 (£. 81 v).

GA 1905 (f. 164r) an.

GA 1923 (£. 265v);
GA 1982 (£. 231v);
GA 91 (f. 2071) an.;
GA 1907 (£. 81 v).

GA 1905 (f. 164r) an.
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Appendix 1-Table 8

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the First and Second Epistles to the

Thessalonians

New Classification in Manuscripts in Other manuscripts

classification of | Staab, 1933 Staab, 1933

the

Scholia

Photiana

Sch. Ph. 495 1 Thess 2, 4-6 o GA 1923 (f. 268v); e GA 1905 (f. 166v)
o GA 1982 (f. 233v); an.;
o GAD91 (f. 208v); o  GA 2183 (f. 249v).
e  GA 1907 (f. 90r).

Sch. Ph. 496 1 Thess 2, 10 o GA 1923 (f. 269v); e GA 1905 (f. 1671)
o GA 1982 (f. 235v); an.;
e GAO91 (f. 209r); e GA 2183 (f. 350r).
e  GA 1907 (f. 90r).

Sch. Ph. 497 1 Thess 2,13 o GA 1923 (f. 269v); e GA 1905 (f. 167v)
o GA 1982 (f. 235v); an.;
e GAO91 (f.209r); o GA 2183 (f. 350v).
e GA 1907 (f. 90r).

Sch. Ph. 498 1 Thess 2, 15-16 o GA 1923 (f. 270v); e GA 1905 (f. 168r)
o GA 1982 (f. 236v); an.;
e GAO91 (f. 209rv); o GA 2183 (f. 351v—
e  GA 1907 (f. 90rv). 352r).

Sch. Ph. 499 1 Thess 4, 11 o GA 1923 (f. 274v); e GA 1905 (f. 171r)
o GA 1982 (f. 240v); an.;
e GAO91 (f. 211r) an.; e GA 1916 (f. 131r)
e  GA 1907 (f. 90rv) an. an..

Sch. Ph. 500 1 Thess 4, 11 o GA 1923 (f. 274v); e GA 1905 (f. 171r)
o  GA 1982 (f. 240v); an.;
e GAO91 (f. 211r) an,; e GA 1916 (f. 131r)
e  GA 1907 (f. 90rv) an. an..

Sch. Ph. 501 o GA 1923 (f. 275v); e GA 2183 (f. 358r).
o GA 1982 (f. 241v);
e GAOII1 (f.211v);
o GA 1907 (f. 91v).

Sch. Ph. 502 1 Thess 4, 17-18 o GA 1923 (f. 276rv); e GA 1905 (f. 171v)

o GA 1982 (f. 242rv);

e GAO91 (f. 212r);

o GA 1907 (ff. 91v—
92r).

an.;
e GA1916 (. 131v)
an.;




GA 641 (£. 200v)
an.;

GA 2183 (ff. 358rv).

Sch. Ph. 503 1 Thess 5, 3 GA 1923 (f. 2761v); o GA1905 (f.171v
GA 1982 (f. 242rv); tva
GA 91 (f. 212r) ; u1)...0uVeEAAOWOLY)
GA 1907 (ff. 91v- an.
92r).

Sch. Ph. 504 2 Thess 1, 3 GA 1923 (f. 279v); e GA 1905 (f. 175r1)
GA 1982 (f. 245v); an..
GA 91 (f. 214r);
GA 1907 (f. 971).

Sch. Ph. 505 2 Thess 1, 8 GA 1923 (f. 280v); e GA 1905 (f. 175v)
GA 1982 (f. 246v); an..
GA 91 (f. 214v);
GA 1907 (f. 971).

Sch. Ph. 506 2Thess 2, 6 GA 1923 (f. 282r); e GA 1905 (f. 176v)
GA 1982 (f. 248r); an.;
GA 91 (f. 215v); e GA 1916 (f. 135r)
GA 1907 (f. 97v). an.;

o GA 641 (f. 208v)
an.
Sch. Ph. 507 2 Thess 3, 11 GA 1923 (f. 285r1); e GA 1905 (f. 179r)

GA 1982 (f. 251r);
GA 91 (f. 217) an,;
GA 1907 (£. 97v).

an.
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Appendix 1-Table 9

A new classification of Scholia Photiana on the First and Second Epistles to Timothy

New Classification in | Manuscripts in Other manuscripts
classification of Staab, 1933 Staab, 1933
the
Scholia Photiana
Sch. Ph. 508 1Tim 3, 16 o GA 1923 (f. 292r); o  GA 1905 (f. 186r)
o  GA 1982 (f. 259r); an.;
e GAO91(f.244r)an.; |e GA 1916 (f. 135r)
o  GA 1907 (f. 109v). an.
Sch. Ph. 509 1Tim 4, 3 o GA 1923 (f. 292v); o  GA 1905 (f. 186v)
o GA 1982 (f. 259v); an.
e GAUII (f. 244rv) an,;
e GA 1907 (f. 109v—
110r).
Sch. Ph. 510 2Tim 2,2 o GAO91 (f. 249v); o  GA 1905 (f. 192v)

o GA 1907 (f. 119v).

an.

Appendix 1-Table 10

A new classification of Scholium Photianum on the Epistles to Philemon

New Classification in Manuscripts in Other manuscripts
classification of Staab, 1933 Staab, 1933

the

Scholia Photiana

Sch. Ph. 511 1Phm 3, 16 e GAO91(f.256v). |« GA 1905 (f. 211r) an.
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Appendix 1-Table 11

A new classification of the Scholia Photiana on the Epistle to the Hebrews

New Classification | Manuscripts in Staab, Other manuscripts
classification of | in Staab, 1933 | 1933
the Scholia
Photiana
Sch. Ph. 512 Heb 1,2-3 o GA 1923 (f.322rv) inf.; |e GA 2183 (ff. 419r-
o GA 1982 (f. 289rv) inf.; 420v); an., ending
e GAOI1 (f. 168rv) inf,; o@oyT).
e GA1907 (f. 163rv) inf. | e GA 641 (f. 227). an.,
ending opayn.
e GA 1916 (f. 155rv) an.,
ending opayn.
e GA 1916 (f. 155r) an.,
ending with
e opavyn.
Sch. Ph. 513 Heb 1,4-5 o GA 1923 (f. 323r); e GA 1905 (f. 213v) an,;
e GA 1982 (f. 290r);
e GAOII1 (f.218v) an,;
* GAT907(ff. 163v- e GA 2183 (f. 420v):
164r).
f. 420v: (H...yeyévvnka
oe. Staab, 1933, p. 639, 1.
1-5).f. 421r: 10
d¢...émoklaoelool Staab,
1933, p. 639, 11. 5-16).
Sch. Ph. 514 Heb 1,6 o GA 1923 (f. 323v); e GA 1905 (f. 213v) an;
o GA 1982 (f. 290v); o GA 2183 (f. 421v);
e GAO1 (f.219r);
e  GA 1907 (f. 164r).
Sch. Ph. 515 Heb 1,13 o  GA 1923 (f. 324r); e GA 1905 (f. 214v) an.
o GA 1982 (f. 291r);
e GAO91 (f.219r);
o  GA 1907 (f. 164r).
Sch. Ph. 516 Heb 2, 6-9 o GA 1923 (f. 325v); e GA 1905 (f. 215v) an;
o GA 1982 (f. 292v); .
o GAO1 (f. 219v);
o  GA 1907 (f. 164r) an.
Sch. Ph. 517 Heb 2, 11 e  GA 1907 (f. 164r). e GA 1905 (f. 216r) an.;
o GA 2183 (f. 424v).
Sch. Ph. 518 Heb 2,14-15 | e GA 1923 (f. 327r); e GA 1905 (f. 216v) an.;

e GA 1982 (£. 294r);

e GA?2183 (f. 425v).
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GA 91 (f. 220v);
GA 1907 (f. 164v).

Sch. Ph. 519 Heb 2, 18 GA 1923 (f. 327v); GA 1905 (f. 217r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 294v); GA 2183 (f. 426rv);
GA 91 (ff. 220v-221r); GA 1916 (f. 157v) an.
GA 1907 91. 164v).
Sch. Ph. 520 Heb 3,2 GA 1923 (f. 328r); GA 1905 (f. 217r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 2951); GA 2183 (f. 427r).
GA 91 (f. 221r);
GA 1907 (f. 164v).
Sch. Ph. 521 Heb 3, 3 GA 91 (f. 221r) an.;
GA 1907 (ff. 164v—
165r).
Sch. Ph. 522 Heb 3,9 GA 91 (f. 221v) an.; GA 1905 (f. 218r) an.
GA 1907 (f. 165r).
Sch. Ph. 523 Heb 3, 12 GA 1923 (f. 329r); GA 1905 (f. 218v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 296r) an.; GA 2183 (f. 428rv).
GA 91 (f. 221v) an,;
GA 1907 (f. 165r).
Sch. Ph. 524 Heb 4,2 GA 91 (f. 222r); GA 2183 (f. 429v);
GA 1907 (f. 165r). GA 1916 (f. 159v) an.
Sch. Ph. 525 Heb 4, 3-11 GA 1923 (f. 330v) GA 1905 (f. 219v) an.;
Otk.ov;
GA 1907 (f. 165rv).
Sch. Ph. 526 GA 1923 (f. 331) an.; GA 1905 (f. 220r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 298v) an.; GA 2183 (f. 431v).
GA 91 (f. 222v);
GA 1907 (f. 165rv).
Sch. Ph. 527 Heb 4, 15 GA 1923 (f. 332v); GA 1905 (f. 221r) an.;
GA 91 (f. 223r) an.; GA 2183 (f. 432rv);
GA 1907 (f. 166v). GA 1916 (f. 160r) an.
Sch. Ph. 528 GA 2183 (f. 432v);
(Heb 4, 16) GA 91 (f. 223r) an,;
GA 1916 (f. 160r) an.
Sch. Ph. 529 GA 2183 (ff. 432v-
(Heb 5, 1-2) 433r);
GA 1916 (f. 60rv) an.
Sch. Ph. 530 Heb 5, 6 GA 91 (f. 223v); GA 1905 (f. 221v) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 166r). GA 2183 (f. 433v).
Sch. Ph. 531 Heb 5, 7-9 GA 1923 (f. 334rv); GA 1905 (f. 22rv) an.;

GA 1982 (f. 331rv);
GA 91 (f. 224rv);

GA 1907 (ff. 166r-167t).

GA 2183 (ff. 434r —
435r);

GA 1916 (ff. 160v—
161r) an., inf. (dVO
(nretal..elonrovoOn.
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Staab, 1933, p. 643, 11.
1-15).

Sch. Ph. 532 Heb 6, 1-3 GA 1907 (f. 1671) GA 2183 (f. 435rv).
Sch. Ph. 533 GA 1923 (f. 335v) GA 1905 (f. 223r) an.;
Oik.ov; GA 2183 (436r).
GA 91 (ff. 224v-225r);
GA 1907 (£. 167r).
Sch. Ph. 534 GA 1907 (f. 167v) GA 91 (f. 225r);
GA 1905 (f. 223r) an.
Sch. Ph. 535 GA 1923 (f. 335v); GA 1905 (f. 223r) an.
GA 1982 (f. 305v);
GA 91 (f. 225r);
GA 1907 (f. 167rv).
Sch. Ph. 536 Heb 6, 5 GA 1923 (f. 336v); GA 1905 (f. 223v) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 306v); GA 2183 (f. 437v);
GA 91 (f. 225v); GA 1916 (f. 162r) an.
GA 1907 (f. 167v).
Sch. Ph. 537 Heb 6, 6 GA 1923 (f. 337r); GA 1905 (f. 223v) an.
GA 1982 (f. 307r). GA 1916 (f. 162rv) an.
Sch. Ph. 538 Reported in GA 91 (f. 225v); GA 2183 (f. 438r).
footnote GA 1907 (f. 167v);
(Staab, 1933p. GA 1923 (£.337r)
646, n. 12) Oukov.ov;
GA 1982 (f. 305r)
Otxk.ov.
Sch. Ph. 539 Heb 6,7 GA 1923 (f. 3371); GA 1905 (f. 224r) an.;
GA 1982 (f. 3071); GA 1916 (f. 162v) an.;
GA 91 (f. 225v) an,; GA 2183 (f. 438r).
GA 1907 (f. 168r).
Sch. Ph. 540 Heb 7,3 GA 91 (f. 227r) an.; GA 1905 (f. 226r) an.;
GA 1907 (f. 168v). GA 2183 (f. 441v).
Sch. Ph. 541 Heb 7,5 GA 91 (f. 227t) an.; GA 1905 (f. 22v) an.
GA 1907 (f. 168v).
Sch. Ph. 542 Heb 7, 9-10 GA 1923 (f. 340r) GA 1905 (f. 227r) an.;
Oixk.ov; GA 1916 (f. 164v) an;
GA 91 (£. 227v); GA 2183 (f. 443r).
GA 1907 (f. 168v)
Sch. Ph. 543 Heb 8, 1 GA 1923 (f. 343v) GA 1905 (f. 229r) an.;
Oix.ov; GA 2183 (f. 446r).
GA 91 (f. 228v);
GA 1907 (f. 169r).
Sch. Ph. 544 Heb 9, 1-2 GA 1923 (f. 345v); GA 1905 (f. 231r) an.;

GA 1982 (£. 312v);
GA 91 (f. 229v);
GA 1907 (£. 169r).

GA1916 (f. 166v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 449r).

364




Sch.

Ph.

545

Heb 9, 24-25

GA 1923 (£. 349v);
GA 1982 (£. 316v);
GA 91 (£. 231) an.

Sch.

Ph.

546

Heb 10, 5-9

GA 1923 (f. 351r);
GA 1982 (f. 318r);
GA 91 (f. 232r);
GA 1907 (f. 170rv).

Sch.

Ph.

547

Heb 10, 11

GA 1923 (f. 352r);
GA 1982 (f. 319r1);
GA 91 (f. 232v);

GA 1907 91. 170v).

GA 1905 (f. 236r) an.

Sch.

Ph.

548

Heb 10, 20

GA 1923 (£. 353r)

GA 1982 (£. 320r) inf.;
GA 91 (f. 232v) an.;
GA 1907 (£. 170v).

GA 1905 (f. 237r) an.;
GA 1916 (f. 170r) an.

Sch.

Ph.

549

Heb 10, 24

GA 1923 (£. 353v);
GA 1982 (£. 320v);
GA 91 (f. 233r);

GA 1907 (£. 170v).

GA 1905 (f. 237r) an.
GA 2183 (f. 457v).

Sch.

Ph.

550

Heb 10, 25

GA 1923 (£. 353v);
GA 1982 (f. 323v);
GA 91 (f. 233r);

GA 1907 9. 170v).

GA 2183 (f. 458r)

Sch.

Ph.

551

Heb 10, 35

GA 1923 (f. 3551);
GA 91 (f. 233v);
GA 1907 (ff. 170v—
1711).

GA 1905 (f. 238r) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 459rv).

Sch.

Ph.

552

Heb 10, 36

GA 1923 (f. 3551);
GA 91 (f. 233r);
GA 1907 9. 171r).

GA 1905 (f. 238v) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 459v).

Sch.

Ph.

553

Herb 11, 4

GA 1923 (f. 3561);
GA 1982 (f. 321r);
GA 91 (f. 234r);

GA 1907 (£. 172r).

GA 1905 (f. 2391) an.;
GA 2183 (f. 460rv);
GA 1916 (£. 171v).

Sch.

Ph.

554

GA 1923 (f. 3561);
GA 1982 (f. 321r);
GA 91 (f. 234r);

GA 1907 (f. 172r).

GA 1905 (f. 2391) an.;
GA 2183 (£. 460v).

Sch.

Ph.

555

Heb 11, 13

GA1923 (f. 358r);
GA 1982 (f. 323r);
GA 91 (f. 234v);

GA 1907 (f. 171r).

GA 1905 (f. 240r) an.

Sch.

Ph.

556

Heb 11, 19

GA1923 (ff. 358v-359r)
Sch. Ph. 45 +. 46;

GA 1982 (ff. 323v up to
avTOV Kat).

GA 1905 (f. 241r) an;
GA 2183 (£. 463v).
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GA 91 (f. 2351v);
GA 1907 (f. 171rv).

Sch. Ph. 557 GA1923 (f. 359r) GA 1905 (f. 241r) an;
GA 91 (f. 235v); GA 2183 (ff. 463v—
GA 1907 (f. 171v) 464r);
GA 1916 (f. 172v) an.
Sch. Ph. 558 Heb 11, 21 GA1923 (f. 359r) an; GA 1923 (f. 464r).
GA 91 (f. 235v);
GA 1907 (f. 171v).
Sch. Ph. 559 Heb 11, 26 GA1923 (f. 359v); GA 1905 (f.242r) an;
GA 91 (f. 235r); GA 2183 (f.464r);
GA 1907 (f. 171v). GA 1916 (f. 173r) an.
Sch. Ph. 560 Heb 11, 3 GA1923 (f. 360v). GA 1905 (f. 242v) an.
Sch. Ph. 561 Heb 12, 25 GA1923 (f. 365r); GA 1905 (f. 247r) an.
GA 91 (f. 238r) an.; GA 1916 (f. 176r) an.
GA 1905 (f. 247r).
Sch. Ph. 562 Heb 13, 10-13 GA1923 (f. 367v) GA 1905 (f. 248v) an.

GA 91 (f.239rv) an
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APPENDIX 2:
Editio princeps of the new Scholia Photiana

NOTE:

The new scholia edited in Appendix 2 belong to manuscripts of the Erweiterte Typus
of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. In editing them I numbered them within the
sequence of the whole collection of Scholia Photiana preserved by manuscripts of the
Erweiterte Typus, including those scholia already printed in Staab 1933 (Appendix 1).
Additionally, I added a reference to the biblical verse they refer to in brackets next to
the titles.

Where the scholium is present in GA 2183, I used this Vatopedi manuscript as the
base-text of the edition, mainly due to its legibility, although I provide further detail
in Chap 1.7 (p. 53 ff). Different lectiones are reported in the critical apparatus
underneath the text,.

Some scholia are only preserved by one manuscript, GA 2183 or GA 1907.
Grammatical adjustments are kept to a minimum, respecting the text as preserved by
the manuscripts.

Where a text is preserved by GA 1982 and GA 1923, the first one is used as the base-
text, although both preserve almost identical readings and when necessary, different
lectiones are also provided in the critical apparatus.

I respect the order of the scholia in the manuscripts and commence each text at the
line where a clear Photian ligature is located. When a text is preserved in between two
consecutive folia, I have indicated the change of folium in square brackets.

Nomina sacra are transcribed in full and the proper nouns indicated with a capital
letter. Accents are present in the manuscripts but not always correctly or clearly
legible, so I have used the correct ones in the edition following the main Greek
accentuation laws.

Biblical quotations are presented in italics, with references to other biblical passages
in square brackets corresponding to NA2S.
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Conspectus siglorum:%

GA 91: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 219 (eleventh-century).

GA 1905: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, Coislin gr. 27 (tenth-century,
additions from the eleventh century).

GA 1907: Oxford, Magdalen College 7 (Rm-2 Cor 1, 12) and Cambridge,
University Library, Ff. 1 30 (2 Cor 1, 13-Heb) (eleventh-century).

GA 1916: Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 765
(eleventh-century)

GA 1923: Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z 33 (eleventh-century).
GA 1982: Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, D 541 inf. (eleventh-century).

GA 2183: Hagion Oros, Vatopedi Monastery 239 (1045).

List of symbols and abbreviations:

an.: anonymous
ill.: illegible

om.: omitted

NA 28: Nestle, E. and Aland, K. (eds) (2012), Novum Testamentum Graece, 28th edn.,
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft.

RP 2005: Robinson, M. A. and Pierpont, W. G. (2005), The New Testament in the
original Greek-Byzantine Textform. Southborough (MA): Chilton Books.

8 In keeping with the chapters of the thesis and Appendix 1 I continue to refer to the manuscripts of

the Erweiterte Typus with the Gregory Aland numbering system.
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The new Scholia Photiana

Sch. Ph. 1a (Rm, 1, 1-2)
GA 2183 (ff. 6v-7r), GA 91 (£.69r) an.

AAAoc: [TavAoc (Rm 1,1), oiov 6 detva T detvi xalpety ovp@aivel, petall Tov TeQl
oL eVayyeAlov AOYyoV KAl £EXVTOD TO HEV eLAYYEALOV, UT) O KATX XOOVOV elval
VEWTEQOV, AAAX TIROKATNYYEADAL HEV DX TV TEOPNTWV VUV 0¢ me@aveQOal
@dokwv. EmtepvnoOn d¢ kat tov Aavid (Rm 1, 2) meog Ov 1] UOoxeoIS kal EXvTov
eime tovtov KNovka TEOBEPANCOAL wg av un mEometwe peta TV ITéToov
dwaokaAlav EOg T EmoTtéAAely EANALOEvVaL dokoln: Oelov 0 paAdov enitaypa
exmAnowv. Ilpotattel d¢ tO oilkelov Ovoua. 1) katx ovviifewav agxalav. oiov
KAavdioc Avoiac tw kpatiotw nyeuove Didixe yaipery (Act 23, 26).

(1) dAAoc GA 2183] dAAog om. GA 91 | (3) dix twv meopnTwv GA 2183] twv om. GA
91.

Sch.Ph.2 (Rm 1, 1)
GA 2183 (£. 7r); GA 91 (f. 691) an.

EiwBwg d¢ ovvamtewy t@ olkew ovopatt to Amdotodog, vov to AovAog
nootétaxev  elg  evAaPeiav Pwpalovg  évaywv, oUtw  yaQ  1moav
TLEPQOVNUATIOUEVOL WS Ynelopatt Oeobg dvayopevety obg BovAnOetev, 60ev wg
AdYoc yvwploavtog avtolg Tov kata Tovdatav dpxovtog mepl XoLotov, 0Tt tva Tiva
vevopevov evtavba Bavpatog ooy peta Odvatov ynyép0at Aéyovot kat Oeov
KNEUTTOLOLY ATtoYn@loacBat TOUTO dLX TO TTARA YVWUNV VTV TeTOAUNoOat v
d¢ Oelac olkovopiag, wg av urn 00&n kat avOewmivv TOUTO KEKQATNKETAL
OTIOLONV.

(7) xat" avOowrivnv GA 2183] kat’ avOowriviv GA 91 | kexpatnkétar GA 91]
kukoatnkewvatr GA 2183.

Sch. Ph. 4a (Rm 1, 2)
GA 1907 (£. 5v).

Mnbdeic @not katvotopetv vopilon): taAat EéENYYeATo ToUTO TO eVaYYEALOV: TO d¢
&V yoapelot dOnAot OtL ov HOVoV EAgyov ol mpo@nTaL AAAX Kat éypagov.

Sch. Ph. 6a (Rm 1, 5)
GA 1907 (f. 5v).

Ovk €€ olkelwv @notv katopOwpdTwV EAGPBOUEV TV ATTOOTOANV, AAAX TO TtaY
XAOLTOG Kol dOwQeAS E0TL.
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Sch. Ph. 43 (Rm 3, 20)
GA 2183 (f. 20r), GA 91 (f. 76v).

AAAOG: €lc TOUTO PT)OL O VOUOG EAVOITEATOEV, £YVWOLOEV THLV TNV AHAQTEIAV OV
T ATIAYOQEVOAL VOOV THV TOAELY TWV ATOTWV. AAX KAl TW TAXQAKOVOVTAG
AVTOL TIHWEEOOAL UT) €MIPEQOUEVNG YAQ KOAATEWS TOIG AHAQTAVOVTLY, OUK AV
EYvwoloapev avTV: dlx TOVTWV TOIVLV TAVTWV AKQLPWS CLOTIOAS VP’ ApAQTELOY
TIAVTAS OVTAG. ETIAYEL AOLTTOV DEWKVUS TOV Olkelov AGYOU TO TTeQLTTOV.

Sch. Ph. 45 (Rm 3, 21)
GA 2183 (£. 20v), GA 91 (£. 76v) an.

To pavepovuar dNAoV we NV HEV EKEKQUTITO OE TNV OVV KALVOTOUIaV pevywV Kail
TO dOKELV MEOOPATOV elval TO KNovyua. Eime, mepavépwtal ovx AmAwg, aAAa katl
ntpopapTvEnOeloav VIO Mwoéwe: 00TOG YE O VOHOG KAL TWV TTOOPTTWV.

(2) Eimte GA 2183] eimev GA 91 | ovx amAwg GA 2183] kat ovx amAwg GA 91.

Sch. Ph. 83b (Rm 6, 14)
GA 2183 (£. 34v), GA 91 (£. 85r) an.

Iolo duaptia o0 xkvpLever; 1) mEO TOL Panttiopatog dONAoV OtL Kal d@inowy 1) x&oLg
oL XQLOTOU* TOUTO 0¢ O VOUOG TTOLELY OVK OVVATO: OUK £TE OVV Nt OO VOOV TOV
urn duvapevov QUoacOat AAAX HAAAOV TILWQEOVUEVOV.

Sch. Ph. 135b (Rm 10, 4)
GA 2183 (f. 591v).

Emet 01 6Awc kai Ty éx voupov dikatovvny ékaAeoev, tva ur) voulowouv, ot
duvatal dikarwoat 6 VOGS, ¢not, TéAog etvat Kat TANEwWHA TOL VOUOL TOV XOLOTOV.
0 Y TéAelov [f. 59v] 6 vopog év ) eic XoloTov TtioTtel €XeL O 00V TIOTEVWY, PNOL,
Xootw mMANEOL TOV VOUOV. €ic dtkatoovvny d¢ noil: € TO dIKALOLY TOV OV TV
teAelOTIV TOL VOHOL TOUTEOTL TOV TIOTOV.

Sch. Ph. 204a (Rm 3, 15)
GA 1982 (f. 56r), GA 1923 (f. 90r).

Ei tvog gnotv, 10 €pyov ovk oloel Tov TLEOS TV TEOOPOAT|V, AAAX EAeyxOrjoeTal
OV TTOVNQOV. TOUTO YAQ TO Katakanoetatl Cnuiwonoetal gnot avto 6¢ cwOnoetal.
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Sch. Ph. 212 (1 Cor 4, 4, 13)
GA 1982 (£. 60r) an., GA 1923 (f. 94r).

[avtwv mepiynua To nepiynua dOvVaTAL eV 0VTWS ATTAWS VUVL ONUAatveLly TO €V
AT kal olov VMO T {xvn Kkelpevov: €yyvtegov O Av &in g onuaoiag 1
ATIOAVTOWOIS: Kal TO olov UTép Tvwv lepelwv meoOvdpegvov: meolpnua Yo
KAAELWY €kelvog HARAAOV O TaAalog oide Adyoc: katl v altiav toix0TnV maéxetatl
T OVOUATL TO TIAAXLOV ETTEWDAV TIVWV AVWOEV UNVILATWYV €1G TIELQAV €TUTTOV Kal
TIOLVAC AVTOVG TV TETOAUNUEVWY ametelobat ovvjofovto (Rm 11, 31-32)- &Bgdot
TEQLOTAVTES TWV OHOPVAWYV EVE TIVLOG EpeAAeV T) kKANPW &oELoBeis 1) T TEOO VW
TG YVWHUNG €k0oLOlwg UTeQ TavTwv eodvecbatl kal kabapoov avtwv yivedar
TOUTOV X€QOL ETUPWVTES KAl EMAPWLLEVOL Kol 0lov VTIopaAacoouevoL, TeQimua
NV EAeyov Yevov. ékellev o0V O TIOAAX TTOAAAKIC 00O alxpaAwTioag ITavAog
elg TNV LTTIAKOTV TOL XQLOTOV: OVOEV D& NTTOV KAl TWV €W PVWV 0VX 601 KON
YA@TTA KAt e01x0g, AAA” om yvnola onunvat Kal TapaoTnoat O TQOKEEVOV:
Kal TV ewvny tavtnv ocvAAaBwv: @not mepiynua meog KopwvBiovg yodepwv
TIAVTWV €YWVOUN V" T OVTL YAQ WG MAVTwV TEpiPnua o0Tw dATavVTOS EMaoXe KAl
ETAAALTIWQELTO KAL TOIG DELVOIG KATETEWVETO: EWT AAAQ: Kal YoQ €0QIOKW @wvnv
avuToL €KELVOL TV AAAWV ATIAVTWV AVTIQQOTIOV: V1) TNV NUETEPav® kavxnow kal’
éxaotny Nuépav anobvnokw (1 Cor 15, 31). Opag 6mws Nv mavtwv kabdooov xatl
tegelov ot epiymua- ovde yap vTEQ Tovdalwv pHOVOV EéLETOAEiTO T £VvOOV Kal
EPAEYETO Kal T povpla EEwBev Emaoyev: oVY VTEQ OLYYEVWVY, AAAX KAl UTEQ
EAATI VOV Kat BaoBiowV Kal TAVTWV ATAWS AvOQWTIWV. &l TS TIVA WS avTog €0t
dlacwoelr 0 tolvuv &ytveto kal’ éxdotnv Muéoav - tovto KAl dwx TOL AGyov
amoayyeAdel mavtwv eplpnua Aéywv yeyevnobar BePaiot d¢ 10 mEokeipevov Tov
OTNUALVOHEVOL KAL 1) KATA T CLVEXELX TOD ONTOV: 00 Yap EVIPENWY DUAS Q1ol
tavta Aéyw® (1 Cor 4, 14)- olov ovk Ovedllw TV eveQYeTlary OVdE TAG XAQOLTAG:
aAAx T we Téxva pov dyannta vovOetw (1 Cor 4, 14)- del YOO TX TEKVA TTATOLKTG
eveQgyeotlag  pepvnoBar  kal ovX AamMAwS  Tékva, AAAd kal  ayamnta
TOVTEOTIVTIOOOVTOV OILKELOVHAL DUAG Kol TOOOVTOV TNG VHWV AYATN €Kkkalopo
woTe Kal meolpnua VWV oV maaltovpat yiveoOar Ovua kal itegelov Kol
kaOdooov mpooayeoOatl Ve VHwV: val O kal 1 0000TNg ™S &v T Adyw
oLVONKNG TEOG TOVTO HAAAOV QETTEL TG PWVTG: T) TTEOG TO ENOEV TV doxNV- €mel
TO HEV NTIUWHEVOV KAL KATATITUOTOV TTAOL LAAAOV &TtodldOTAL KATA TV oUVTAELY
AAA 0UXL TAvVTwV- 6 0¢ 00POo¢ kal Oeoméotog ITavAog oV Ttepiynua macty eyevounv
PeNOL AAAX TTAVT@WY. OV PNV AAAX KAl TO TEOTYOUHEVOV XwEIov TN AéEews TI)
davoia tavty ovueOéyyetar elmwv yao Aotdomovuevor éAoyovuev dtwkouevol

8 puetéoav NA 28, RP 2005.

8 tavTa Yod@w in NA 28.
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auexoueba- PBAacpnuovuevor ¥ napaxaloopev (1 Cor 4, 13a). emyoyev, wg
nieptkaOapuata Tov Koouov Eyevnonuev: navtwv mepipnua éwc dptt (1 Cor 4, 13b)-
TOLTEOTL TL el kO Ekaotov ToUG TTOVOLG dmtapOuetofat kat tag OAelg kat Tovg
aywvag ovg VTEQY NG VHeTéQaS owtnelag Velotapal v kepadalw @aval, wg
miepueafdopata €yevrionuev Tov KOOHOL: TAVTWYV TeQlpNUa Ewg &QTL - KAL YOXQ TO
ntepkaOdppata onoein pev av Kot kato oL EBdeAAVYHEVOL Kal PEVKTOL: HAAAOV
O’ appooel Evvupl ta kabagot kal ta laotowx Ovpata & Ve AAAwV elwOe
OveocOal magotav: TANVY E€mel und” €teQov TOL ONUALVOUEVOL: T AANOela
Avpaivetat Ekaotog @ HAAAOV xalpel ToUTo kKal aipeloBat 0V kekwALTAL 0VTE YAQ
VOV @notL énavoavto ol émnoedlovTec.

(5) o maAawov ... ermumtov GA 1982] om. GA 1923 | (12) onunva ed.] onuavat GA
1923, GA 1982.

Sch. Ph. 288 (1, Cor 14, 12)
GA 1907 (£. 140r).

Tovtéotiv ovk €oXe TOV ATIO TV AKQOATWV OCUVAYOUEVOV AVTQ KAL TQUYWHEVOV
KAQTOV* O TOU AAAODVTOG VOUG OV KeKEQOTOEV AVTOV: OUK ATNAQUOE TOV TOLOVTOU
KQQTIOU* €QNOG POV TOL KAQTOV: AKAQTIOG E0TLV.

Sch. Ph. 296 (1 Cor 15, 27)
GA 1982 (f. 103r) an., GA 1905 (f. 74v) an., GA 1923 (f. 137r) an., GA 2183 (f. 169r),

Eita tva pntig Aéyn: Ot el kat un VTOTETAKTAL O TIATI)O OLOEV KWAVEL Eval
peiCova Tov viov, TEOOTIONOL TaLTA: OHOVOLAY dEKVLG Kal OTL O TATE AQXN Kal
attio v dyabwv: 6¢ TOV To0ADTA DUVAHEVOV VIOV YeYévvnkev: Drotayny d&
arxovwv. Oeompenws €kAafe TO elpnuévov: pr dovAelav Twva kal LTOTAYTV
axovoov: AN’ wg mEootnkov viov Beov matol Oew VmotetdxOar wg altiov
TpovTar énewta, va ) meguovoia g Aéfewg olov NG Umotayne, T AOEPN
doypata éketva EKPAAT T TOV VIOV pellova apatiOépeva.

(1) Eitax GA 1982, GA 1905, GA 1923] itax GA 2183.

87 The scholium follows the Byzantine text fAaopnuovuevol (ed. RP 2005) against duognuoipevot
(ed. NA 28).
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Sch. Ph. 297 (1 Cor 15, 28)
GA 2183 (f. 169r) an., GA 1905 (f. 75r) an., GA 1923 (f. 137r), GA 1982 (f. 103r).

MéAAeL pnol, ta mavta eig Tov atépa 1otnodat we attiov: Tovto dé Pnot tva
un dvo apxag ameoxlopevag DTOVONG: OTAv Y& ot pev €x0pot VO TOoLG TOdAG
KEWVTAL TOL VIOL: 6 O¢ V10G U otaotdln) meog ToV matéoa: AAAX kKabwe mEEToV VIR
Oe vToTéTAKTAL TR OlKElW TATOL O AT €0TL T TAVTA €V TIAoLY.

Sch. Ph. 324 (2 Cor 1, 15-20)
GA 1907 (£. 31).

Kaitot év ) mpotépa eilgnkel €mOTOAn): éAecvoouar O6¢ mpoc vuac: Otay
Maxedoviav (1 Cor 16, 5) évtavOa 0¢ @notv 6tL ifovAounvs mpotepov éAOelv mpog
vuac (2 Cor 1, 15)- Tt o0V éavt@ €vavtiovtal Hr) Yévolrtor AAAX tovto Aéyer
TOOOVTOV POtV ATéTXOV TOL Qabvpunoat EABetv mEOg LHAG: OTL doOoV NKEV €lg TV
EUTV YVOUN V- KAl IOV pakedoviav dw- EAOetv meog vuag 10eAov: AAA” ovk AmtéRn
HOL (PNOL KATA YVWOUTV T TTOAXY LATA.

Sch. Ph. 335 (2 Cor 4, 4)
GA 2183 (£. 201r), GA 91 (£. 152r), GA 1907 (£. 6v).

O v aytowc KvpiAdog ev 1@ mowtw twv kata TovAiavov BipAlw Aéyer Ocov Tov
aiwvoc TovTov (2 Cor 4, 4), tov voploOévta Tolg AmioTolg €0V [YOouV T0V 0atavav:
TOUTQ TOV EARTQEVOV.

(1) O &v aytoc GA 2183] om. GA 1907, GA 91 | év 1 mEwtw ... Oeov: 17yovy ...
éAdrtoevov GA 2183] 1jyouv ... EA&TEELVOV. €V TQ MEWTW ... Oeov GA91, GA 1907 |
(3) tovtw GA 2183, GA 91] tovtov GA 1907

Sch. Ph. 338 (2 Cor 5, 8)
GA 91 (f. 144r).

Oappovuev 6¢. To 0 mapéAketar kat evdokovuey paAlov éxkdnunoat.

Sch. Ph. 353a (2 Cor 8§, 14)
GA 2183 (f. 221v), GA 91 (f. 159v).

Eita detéac 4tLov povov ddovoty, AAAX kat AVTIAAUPAVOLOLY: OVK AV YXQ ElTteV
l00TNTOG TEOG daPiAelary aUTOVG TTEOTEETWYV: OVK £07TL YOQ LOOV dovval Xonuata
Kkat v meog Oeov magonotav avtidaBety, vov €k TG pagtuolag OéAel TovTo
Kataokevaoay OTLK av pI) HETAdWTE, 0OVOEV VULV €0Tat TTAEOV CUVAYOLOL KAV YAQ

8 ¢BovAounv NA28, RP 2005.
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U1 AdPBwotv éketvot ta OV, oL TTAEA TOVTO EAaTTwOoOVTAL OV YOO AV a0TOUG
TeQLdOL 0 Oedg DOV €lot TEVNTES KAl TNV AQTIAYTV YAQ TWV VTTAQXOVTIWV VWV
HETX XaQag RooedéEaoBe, avTOlS YoApwV AéyeL

(1) ettax GA 2183] om. GA 91 | (5) magVpwv GA 91] mapMuwv GA 2183.

Sch. Ph. 390 (Gal 1, 24)
GA 2183 (. 253r), GA 91 (£. 171v) an.

Ovk elmev- énny ovv 1) €60Ealov e, AAAX Tov Oedv, pnot, é60&alov. OAov Yo TO
Kkat’ éué pnot g x&ottog v Tov Oeov.

Sch. Ph. 411 (Gal 6, 12)
GA 2183 (f. 272v) GA 91 (£. 179v) an.

[Tavta mowovot kat avOpwmoic apéoatl OéAovol. mololg TovToLg; 1) tovdaiols. wg
EXOUEVOLS TOU TATOWOL VOUOL- 1] 10l €€w avOpwmolc we padntaic vuiv
KeXONUEVOL TO d¢ &V oapkl. TOLTEOTLV TOLS AvOpwmoLG.

(1) mavta ... tovtowg GA 2183 ] mowovot dvOowmoig GA 91.

Sch. Ph. 430 (Eph 3, 4-6)
GA 2183 (f. 2861v).

Tt o0V ol &AaL Eo@nTAL OVK NPETAV; WS oLV @notv 6 Xootog Mworc kat
TIQOPNTAL TLEQL EHOV TAVTA £YQAPAV KAl TAALV @NOL TTEQL TV YOAPOV OTL EKELVAL
elolv al pagTuoovoal Hot Kal @apév 1) Tovto elmev OtL Moy avOewTols ovk
EyvowoloOn: elne yap éumpoocOev ToOig LIOG TWV AVOQWTIWV: VOV YOQ UETA THV
EvavOpwTnoy mavteg avtov €0éaoavtor 1) OTL 0LdE oL mEoPNTAL €00V WG VOV
WQEAOMN; TOVTEOTL CWHATIKGWS 1) OTL TeRL TV E€0vav ovdevi oUTwg €yvaon eivat
TAVTA OVYKANpOvOUQ Kal ovoowua kal ovpuuétoxa tne énayyediac (1 Eph 3, 6).

Sch. Ph. 463 (Phil 2, 7)
GA 2183 (ff. 313v—314r).

To oxnuatt ebpebeic we dvOpwmnoc, paotv ot Ebtuxlaviotal: idov odv ovk 1jv pvoet
avOpwroc, AAAx papev tovto eignoecBar tva pr) vopoOn 1) 0edtng tetod@Oat eig
avOpwrdtTa- oxuatt O¢ enot wg dvOlpwroc, olov év oapki. Laokog yao [ill.] to
éoxnuatiofar to 0¢ wg dvOpwmoc, 6tL ovK TV €lg TV TOAAWV- elxe YaQ Kal
nagnNAAaypéva: 1) 10 wg avOowmog, ola &vOowmog @not ya kata meotl [f. 314r]
Bao\éwg peta d0ENG mpoeABovTog, @apev. BEENAOev we Paoideve: Aéyet d¢ kal
EvayyeAlotng: eldouev tnv 66Eav avtov, doav wc povoyevove napd atpoc: (Jo 1,
14) tovtéoTLv, ol LOVOYEVOUC.
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Sch. Ph. 466 (Phil 2, 25-27)
GA 2183 (£. 317v).

Tt éoovowv ol algeTikal ol AéyovTeg KAKOV TOV KOOHOV: oL Yo 0 AmtdotoAog
éAeov Oeov kaAel. Tt NoOnvatl tov Entageoditov év 1) L) diatl d¢ SAwg, tovto
YAQ WS TMEOG XQLOTLVoLS CNnTedy, €l 1O avaAvoat kKat oLV XQLotQ eivat KaAov.
"EAeov Aéyer v évravOa Cwnv xal @apev 6t dU'fjv aitiav dvw elmev
AVAYKAOTEQOV OE TO ETUHELVAL T OAQKT) OU VUAG: Ol TavTNV Kol VOV ToUTO 1ot

(2) noOnvared.] ecOnvar GA 2183.

Sch. Ph. 470 (Phil 3, 5)
GA 2183 (f. 319r).

AvwOév enot tov evdoxiuwy Tovoaiwv eipi (Rm 11, 1). "Evt yao etvat €k yévoug
TooamA xat un ‘EPoatov, wg meog v etdnowv g ‘EPoaiag dvo yAwttng: peta yoQ
TO KATAOTIAEN VAL €V Tolg £0veot, moAAol TNg matelov YAwoong ) ayvola ovk
NkoPwvto tag taga Tovdalolg yoapag, ovde TOV VOOV aAUTOV.

Sch. Ph. 528 (Hebr 4, 17)
GA 2183 (f. 432v), GA 91 (f. 223r), GA 1916 (f. 160r)

Bpovp g Xdottog, enot- tov 0povov Tov BactAkdv: tepl ol pnot elmev 6 kKOELOG
TV KLRLWV MOV K&Oov €k de€ttepa Hov- BpOVog X&LTog 0Ty, o Bpdvog Kploewg:
VOV Dl TOUTO peTa TapEnoing tva AdPwpev EAgov kal XA EQwEV €ig EVKALQOV
PonOewav- kaAwg d¢ elmev evkalgov Pordelag: v VOV ROCEEXT), PNOL, AYn xdowv
kat €éAeog. EUkalpwg Yoo mpooéoxn av 0& tote mEooéAONG, OUKETL AKALQOC YAQ 1)
TIROCEAEVOLS, 0TV YAQ 1) CUVTEAELR, TOTE €YelQeTaL €IS KQIOLV.

Sch. Ph. 529 (Hebr 5, 1-2)
GA 2183 (ff. 432v—433r), GA 1916 (f. 160rv)

Ei 0 €€ avOowmwv AapuPavopevog Hetolontad ety Tolg &y vVoouoL Kol TAAVWUEVOLS,
MOOW HAAAOV O peTX TOL AvOQwTog eival kal Oeog wv, petplomadnoet katl xeloa
00£EeL TOIG AyvouoL Kal TMAavwpévols; el o0twe vonbeln kat T AapPavopevog
ETOLHOTEQOV EKANPONTETAL AVTL TOV AoQIlopevos. Eig wv tov avOownwv kat €€
avTWV €ig lepéa AapPavopevog, enot.
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